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Appendix 1: Examples of EIA System Evaluation Criteria
(relates to EIA theory and not practice)

ANZECC (1ee1)

. Provision of clear guidance/criteria on types of proposals likely to attract EIA and on

assessment levels
. should be opportunities for proponents, public and decision-making authorities to refer

proposals for consideration (triggering). 
.. 'lUinirt"r or agency responsibleÍõr administering EIA should have power to initiate EIA

nrocess
. th"." should be a mechanism to formulate proposal specific guidelines, incorporating public

concerns

' mechanism to report *'tt:t|ol:;ï"äî*,rï,î::'o,rc 
*r,i"r, set contexrs ror the

of proposals
. the EIA system should be opeñ and accountable tothe public
. there shoútd be different levels of assessment to take account of type and scale of proposal,

environmental context and degree public interest
. Minister or decision-making ãutho?ities should have power to recommend environmental

conditions, and should take environmental advice into account
. Enforceabie auditable conditions should be set by decision-makers and made public
. Minister or decision-making authorities should give reasons for decisions publicly.

IAIA(1996) (rephrased as questions)

. does EIA have a legal base with accompanying regulations and guidelines?

. is there provision for stakeholder involvement

. is there iormal review of EIA reports by a desi lcy?-o are there mechanisms to encourâge accountabi for their decisions on

proposed develoPment action?
. is there an approþriate role for an environmental agency in the procedures and decision-

making?

CEPA (1994) (cited in Anderson 1994) (rephrased as questions)

: "ach 
stage until comPletion?

. ârbitrarily?

. Accountability Does the system ensure acco participants and stakeholders (eg

decision makers should justify their decisions)?
. Integrity: Is the system open ánd transparent with clear objectives and.processes?
. FlexÏbiíity: does it focus 

-on 
outcomesbf assessment rather than ensuring than process

formalities have been comPleted?
. Practicality: Are the EIA rèquirements and outcomes achievable and designed to meet EIA

objectives?

Devuyst (lgg4), Devuyst et al (1993), Valappil et al (1994)

. Are all harmful projects included in the list for projects requiring F,IA?. i; ttrére a possitiitiiy for transboundary EIA, EIAfor policies, plans, and programs, or EIA
for projects abroad?

. Do deõisions for major projects take into account the values, needs, and knowledge of the

local populations?
. Are tire documents, reports, and decisions of each step of the EIA process open to the

public?



. Are there external inspection and control mechanisms in place to check
step of the procedure?

Gibson (1993) (rephrased as questions)

. does the system serve sustain

. does EIA âpply to all environ undertaking-s?

. does nIA iôóniify best option "acceptable" proposals?

. is EIA cle

. does EIA ic ParticiPation?. does EIA onditions and monitoring of results?

. does EIA

. Is EIA linked into coherent overall regimes that integrate planning and assessment with
overall objective setting and specific regulatory action?

rArA (1996)

Basic Principles (those not refeming to practice)
. focused: É,IA should concentrate õn significant environmental effects and key issues
. participative: process should provide opportunities to inform and involved the public and

òoncerns should be explicitly addressed
. inGgrated: the pro"eôs should address interrelationships between social, economic and

biophysical aspects
. transparent: t^he process should be clear and understandable, ensure public access to

inforiration, and iãentify factors taken into account in decision making
EIA Process should provide for: 

uld be subject to EIA and at what level
rms of reference for the EIA
environmental sound oPtion

cts of the proposal
sures to avoid, minimise imPacts
ative importance and acceptability of residual

impacts
. próparation of EIS to document the impacts of the proposal' etc
. i"ni"* of the EIS to determine if it meets its terms õf reference and provides satisfactory

: :îå'"i*å:ltlI"r#ffi1åuur ur" met, to monitor the impacts and to
audit and process evaluation where required

Sadler (1996)

Institutional controls: is the EIA process based on or does it include:
. clear legal provisions?

' explicifrequirement to cover all environm
. brõad definition of environmenlcoverage

3:ïtr*l"ion, ad

posal terms of reference, timelines)
õval, permitting etc, based on submission of

report)?
. rpãóiíi.ation of terms and conditions for implementation (provision for follow-up such as

monitoring, legally enforceable) ?

Wood (1994; 1995)

. Is the EIA system based on clear and specific legal provisions?

. Must the relêvant environmental impacts of all significant actions be assessed?
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a

a

Must evidence of the consideration, by the proponent, of the environmental impacts of
reasonable alternative actions be demonstrated in the EIA process?

irñt ;¿"ning of actions for environmental significance økeplace?
MÑ ;¿"ti"gãf tn" environmental impacts of actions take plãce and specific guidelines be

irements and do checks to prevent the release

:iiåî::îìälå"'ålå:#i:"li'å"få,,,on
on the action?
ú;ñ;it"ring of action impacts be undertaken and is it linked to the earlier stages of the

EIA process?
tUu.t consultation and participation take place prior to, and following, EIA report

publication?
tdust the EIA system be monitored and, if necessary, be amended to incorporate feedback

from experience?
Áre theïnancial costs and time requirements of the EIA system acceptable. to^those involved

un¿ ui" they believed to be outweighed by discernible environmental benefits?

Does the EiA system apply to sigñificani programmes, plans and policies, as well as to

projects?

a

a

a

a

a

o

o

a



Appendix 2: Examples of Evaluation Criteria relating to EIA in practice
(note that some criteria are relevant to both the evaluation of theory and of practice)

CEARC (1988)

. information contribution to decisions

. accurate predictions

. mitigation achieved objectives

. deciiions are timely relative to economic and other factors

. EIA costs can be determined and are reasonable

. all stakeholders have equal opportunity to influence the decision

. affected people have equal access to compensation

Devuyst et at (1993) and Valappil et al (1994) (rephrased as questions)

. 'Were all important environmental effects discussed?

. Were all relðvant alternatives evaluated and all possible mitigating measures considered?

. Are there guidelines concerning techniques and methodology to be used?

. Do decisiõns for major projects take into account the values, needs, and knowledge of the

local populations?
. Are the ãocuments, reports, and decisions of each step of the EIA process open to the

public?
. is the EIS prepared and/or reviewed by people who are experts in the field? Are they

independent?. Doeö internal inspection and control occur for determining whether the proponent adheres to

the procedurer, a^nd to determine if the contexts of the EIS comply wìth.quality criteria? Are
cheôks made to determine if the EIA results r e actually used in the decision making
process?

Glasson (1999)

o

a

. in the Process
by

. flê ation to various stages in the EIA process (eg from consideration
of ation of project modifications)

. scope in terms of considering a rangè oi environmental factors, both bio-physical and socio-

econoÍìrc

Lee, \{alsh and Reeder (1994)

. To what extent has the EA process contributed to project modifications which reduce

significant negative environ^mental impacts and enhance positive environmental impacts?

. To what extent has the contribution of the EA process to environmental improvements been

achieved at least cost?

. To what extent has the EA process contributed to the balanced evaluation of environmental
and cost considerations, aloìg with other relevant material considerations, in reaching
decisions on the authorisation of projects

Leu, Williams and Bark (1993) (rephrased as questions)

. Are the relevant authorities aware of the Environmental Assessment Procedure?

. Have relevant authorities established their own handbooks and guidelines?
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. Are scoping meetings and site visits undertaken?

. Are consultants employed to examine Environmental Statements?

. Do planning officers involved in EIA, undergo training courses?

Wood (1994; 1995)

. Are the financial costs and time requirements of the EIA system acceptable to those involved
and are they believed to be outweighed by discernible environmental benefits?

Ortolano et al (1987), Hirji and Ortolano (L99L), Ortolano (1993)' Tu (1993)

a

a

a

a

Compliance with rules, regulations, and other procedural requirements of a formal EIA
program
þreparation of adequate EIA documents and technical completeness
Utilisation of proper methods in assessing impacts
influence of eñvironmental information on planning and decision making, including
formulation of alternative plans, selection of a proposed plan, and mitigation
appropriate weight given to environment relative to economic and technical factorsa

DEP(WA) (1ee6)

. Has EIA minimised the adverse impacts of proposals?

. Has EIA maximised the benefits to the environment of proposals?

. Has EIA provided timely, sound and independent advice to Government before decisions

were taken?
. Has EIA encouraged and provided opportunities for public participation in environmental

aspects of proposals before decisions were taken?
. Hâs EIA eñsuied that proponents of proposals take primary responsibility for protection of

the environment relating to their proposals?
o a¡nd education in environmental values?
Crí
' 

n,norrrht was rhe level unnronl,tu?lït 
the level of assessment? were any upheld? In

. did scoping identify the appropriate issues?
o was the EIA document adequate?
. how many submissions were received? Did the process, including the public involvement

period, detect deficiencies in the proponeqts proposal?
. ^how 

many appeals were there against the EPA's report and recommendations? 'Were any

upheld? In hindsight was the report appropriate?
. Were the conditioñs appropriate? (includes the proponent's environmental management

commitments)
. were the conditions clear and understandable?
. were they necessary for environmental protection? Did they address issues effectively -

would compliance with the conditions liave ensured environmental protection in relation to
the issues they addressed?

: 
*"t" they able to be implementedlo*, 

or inappropriate? Do any need ro be changed or
ct significantly changed since the assessment phase?

o was there any evidence of ðonditions eing complied with? If so, what was the

environmental significance and what
o were there any sþnificant environmental i e proposal_which were not

predicted in the aisessment, not covered b s or caused by noncompliance?
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Kobus and Lee (1993) (rephrased as questions)

. Is the EA process commenced sufficiently early in relation to the planning and design of

itively towards,
between alterna
t activities durin S

opriate technical expertise and assessment

methods, and of consultations with those with interests in, and knowledge of, the likely
environmental impacts of the project concerned?

. Does the ES confòrm, in terms of its contents, with the EA requirements?

. Does the ES conform, in terms of the assessment methods used and form of presentation,
with good EA practice?

. Has ónsultatiõn and review activities, based upon the ES, been satisfactorily undertaken in
both a procedural and substantive sense?

. have thè contents of the ES, including any updated EA information, together with the

findings of the consultations been satisfactorily integrated into the decision-
makin! process and are they in the decision that is reached?

. is therã ôatisfactory provisiô , for environmental monitoring of project
implementation and for taking remedial action?

. *"ire the outputs described abãve achieved within acceptable time limits and at acceptable

cost?

Radctiff and Edwards-Jones (L995)

. Resource constraints

. importance of quantified data

. importance in planning decision

. monitoring

Sadler (1995) (rephrased as questions)

Bøsed on 'Best Case' Perþrmance
Has EIA:
. facilitated informed decision-making by providing clear, well structured, dispassionate

analysis of the effects and consequences of proposed projects? 
.. assisted the selection of alternatives, including the selection of the best practicable or most

environmentally friendly oPtion?
. influenced both project selèction and design by screening out environmentally unsound

projects, as well as modifying feasible proposals?
. äir"cted the content of foimal approvali, including the establishment of terms and conditions

for project implementation and follow up?.'"'u rt"ä i n the s ati s racrory?re dicti on 

,:J;îjü,;* :1ïï î", ", " 
:ïï:i:,::;

nstitutional, and project design?

Ridgway (1995)

. 1)the review of the EIS shows that the scoping process has identified, and ranked all of the

. 
issues of concern to the satisfaction of all pz ties;

ctly identified the
d'

a

a

. consideration ofalternatives at scoping stage

' type of impacts addressed
. Consideration of alternatives
. Length of EIS, who written by, presence of background reports, layout

6



. impact on decision-making

. effèct of EIA on project désign and planning - how significant were the changes, what types

of changes (eg minor alteratiòns, abandonment, changed preferred option)?
. nature or EIA team preparing document - requires integrated approach
. timing and staging of public consultation - best eatly 

-_ .

: 

t'"onoetween Engineèring design t'"."îä,;* 

T**'**'r?î"": leean?involved (eg internal/external EIA teams)
a

Fsctors to meqsure effectiveness:

: 
""nutntv 

orproces 

i åå?ffJ'ì""iab'itv
i

. viability of using EIA as a design tool to de acceptable

proposal

Sippe (1,996)

ccurately cover the environmental issues?
n the EIS?

o were all the issues covered?
. did the conditions and commitments fully and properly cover all the issues?
o were they too detailed or not detailed enough?
o were they able to be implemented?

t sustainable?

protection?
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Appendix 3: Framework for evaluating EIA performance at the Project Level

EIA COMPLIANCE

Criterion 1.1: Did the proponent comply with the EIA legislative-process requirements?

Criterion 1.2:Didthe þroponent comply with the project guidelines?
Criterion 1.3: Did the proponent comply with the final decision?
Criterion 1.4: Was theie evidence of going beyond compliance?

EIS QUALITY

The Proposal & Policy Framework
Criterion 2. 1.1 V/as the project justified and was the rationale clearly outlined?
Criterion 2.I.2Was therè a detailed description of the proposal?
Criterion 2.1.3 Was there an outline of the-policy framework and legislation which was relevant
to the planning and decision-making process for the proposal?

Description of the Environment
Criterion 2.2.1: Have the main environmental categories been addressed in the description of the

environment?
Criterion 2.2.2: Is the level of detail and conclusions about the environment adequate for an

informed assessment?
Criterion 2.2.3: 

'Was 
there a description of future environments (without the project) and

conclusions about the significance and sens

Criterion 2.2.4: Is the afFected environment include all potentially
significant effects occurring away from the e, and is this boundary

adequately justified?

Impact Assessment
Criiêrion 2.3.I: Have all the major direct impacts been addressed in the identification and

description of impacts?
Criterion Z)2Does the description of impacts have an adequate level of detail?

Criterion 2.3.3: Have impacts iryhich are less obvious been outlined including indirect,
secondary, and cumulative imPacts?
Criterioi2.3.4: Has there been an adequate attempt to evaluate significance of impact?

Alternatives
Criterion 2.4.1: Have alternatives been outlined, and the decision-making process for or against

these alternatives been summarised and justified?
Criterion 2.4.2: Have alternatives been ðompared and ranked in order of preference for each

environmental impact?

Mitigation & Monitoring
Criter-ion 2.5.I: Have mitigation measures been identified wh-ere appropriaæ?-

Criterion 2.5.2: Is the infoíination on mitigation measures sufficiently detailed to facilitate
informed assessment about how, when, and the effectiveness of measures?

Criterion 2.6.1:H s been detailed for each impact category?

Criterion 2.6.2:Is ng sufficiently detailed to facilitate an informed
assessment about ness and feedback capabilities?

8



Communication & Presentation
Criterion 2.7.1: Has the proponent undertaken original field work and clearly outlined the
methods used?
Criterion 2.1.2: Has the proponent used a wide range of information sources?

Criteria 2.1.3: Were all rèlevant sections included in the EIS including introduction, conclusion,
technical suÍìmary and terms of reference?
Criterion 2.7.4 : Was the information logically aranged in sections and the location of important
data highlighted in a table of contents of index?
Criteriõn 2.1.5 : Was information comprehensible to the non-specialist, and were technical
terms adequately defined, visual aids used where appropriate, and references adequately
sourced?
Criterion 2.1.6Was the statement presented as an integrated whole, and where summaries of
data were presented in separately bound appendices, was reference made in the text?
Criterion ).1.1: Was the documðnt of an appropriate length for the task (ie not voluminous with
excess data, but not too short with lack of detail)?
Criteria 21.8: Was there an appropriate emphasis on the key issues in the EIS with a lack of
bias in presentation?
Criterión 2.7 .9: 

'Was there a lack of bias in the conclusions made and were these conclusions
appropriately based on the information presented in the Draft EIS?

Level of Controversy
Criterion 2.8.1 Was there low or no public controversy about EIS quality?
Criterion 2.8.2: Was there low or no government controversy about EIS quality?

OPENNESS

Attitude
Criterion 3.1.1: Is a genuine desire for consultation demonstrated by tþe proponent?
Criterion 3.I.2: Hasihe proponent demonstrated openness to considering all possible
alternatives raised throughout the whole process?

Timing of EIA
Criterion 3.2.1:Is environmental information integrated at the project conception stage?

Criterion 3.2.2: Is EIA integrated with the planning of alternatives stage?

Criterion 3.2.3? Did the EIA information inform the design stage?

Criterion 3.2.4: Did the EIA outcomes inform the construction stage?

Criterion 3.2.5: Has public consultation been undertaken as early as practically possible prior to
the release of the Draft EIS?

Approach
Crlitèrion 3.3.1: Have a wide range of techniques been used for public consultation? (eg review
panels, consultative groups, locãl workshops, public meetings, interviews, questionnaires,
hotlines, displays)?
Criterion 3.j.2:-Was the proponent willing to, and did they release information to-the 9uþl1c
both throughout the ElAþroiess, and after the decision had been made (eg record of decision,
monitoring, auditing reports)?
Criterion 5.:.3: Wei" rðsources and time tables for the EIA process flexible enough to cater for
unforeseen requirements or delays, or to cater for an option which is better environmentally but
more costly?

Level of Controversy
Criterion 3.4.1 Was there low or no public controversy about
Criterion 3.4.2: Was there low or no government controversy

openness?
about openness?

9



RESPONSIVENESS

Alternatives-Weighting
Criterion 4.I.1: Was the 'best' alternative adopted based on the available information and
adequate rationale given for the selection of lhe preferred option?
Critêrion 4.I.2: Wãs the environment considered at least equally with economic and technical
factors?

Procedural & Substantive Changes
Criterion 4.2.1: 'Were the environmental investigations and/or the public consultation process

modified or supplemented where a need was i
Criterion 4.2.2:Was the proposal changed on appropriate?
Criterion 4.2.3: Did the plopbnent demonstrat s resulting in
changes to internal policies or processes?

Level of Controversy
Criterion 4.3.I Was there low or no public controversy about responsiveness?
Criterion 4.3.2: Was there low or no government controversy about responsiveness?

10



Appendix 4: Questionnaire

(submitted to Transport SA participants)
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Appendix 5: The read-up to EIA in South Australia

A Focus on Industrialisation: The Liberal Playford Era (1.938-1965)

Prior to the introduction of EIA in 19J4, environmental considerations were rarely considered in
South Australia which was a similar scenario to the United States' context. This lack of
consideration was due in part to the tenuous economic base experienced in South Australia
following the depression yèars of the 1930s (Jaensch 7977;,Kerr and Kerr 1979; Parkin 1981;

Davis anã Mcleãn 1981). The State's economy was more vulnerable than eastern states at this
time due to an over-reliance on primary industry (agriculture), and as a result, the need to

d during Butler's premiership from 1933-1938
industry was accomplished during Premier

ations became the priority as South Australia's
ased one by 1966 (Jaensch 19171, Kerr and Ker
uch a feat was achieved via a process of 'forced

industrialisation' which was facilitated with incentives of low taxes, and cheap power,
transport, raw materials, land and labour (Jaensch 1917). Playford's approach was, however,
ad hoc, and rather than developing longer term planning initiatives, economic policy simply
responded to short term advãnCes from indus_try, resulting 

. 
in an over-dependence on

mairufacturing industries (white goods and automobile), and ongoing minor recessions (Jaensch

l9ll:1986).

independence but lack of planning was the
ough Playford played a significant role in

and Pugh 1981), he was considered by some as

social and cultural narrowness' who governed
Historian Hugh Stretton asserted that:

'Playford could never see why the poor needed spending money...He wouldn't have them starve,

but as long as he dared...he did starve their social services. ...Central economic planning ran

half a century ahead of a central lack of compassion...' (Stretton 1975 pl53).

e winning margins of investment in cheap land,
I factors
and the

(Lothian
considered 'the price of progress' (Lothian and

Welsh 1978: pl). One general indicator of this assumption was the lack of explicit reference to

the 'environmènt' or to îpollution' within the contents of Hansard, Parliamentary Debates from
1960 to 1969, although there was some mention of
not be made however, that there was no action on
several pieces of legislation which were envi'onme
environmental movements in the community (refer
Conacher 2000).

Like in the United States, the emphasis on the economy and the secondary attitude towards
environmental issues began to change during the late 1960s and early 1970s when

ms associated with an increasi
ntives became increasingly aP

n and Pugh (1981) who referr
into the foothills and vineyards,ìncreasing car reliance and congestion, the construction o.f large^

multi-storey flats, the frowth of Adelaide to 'super-metropolitan' size, the creation of

I Ther.e was a significant increase in South Australia's population from just over half a million in 1938 to one

million in 1965 (Flugo 1996). This growth was in part due to the baby boom, post-war, and increased

immigration trends which were'fuelled by rapid growth of manufacturing industries in the states and the

associated shortages of ... workers' (Hugo 1996: p35)'
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neighbourhoods with 'blighted' appearance, the development of commerce or light industry in
housing areas, and development which generally appeared 'unco-ordinated, garish or ugly'
(Parkin and Pugh 1981: p92). Urban services such as highways and housing were fragmented,
and because growth was essentially encouraged by local councils, there were few constraints on
private devel,opers (Parkin and Pugh 1981). Although Plan had
been completed in 1962 tnder the Playford government !n loning
and development controls, the Plan was shelved and he Labor
government (Parkin and Pugh 1981).

'Orderly' Planning vs Public Outcry: Labor Premier Walsh (L965)

A political 'transformation'became evident from 1965-1973 which coincided with three
chaìges of government (Jaensch l97l). Following the replacement of Liberal Premier Playford
by Liberal Premier Hall in 1965, the Lib rty lost the election to the Labor Party under the
leadership of V/alsh (Parkin 1981; 1 Playford, Premier lMalsh was more
concerned with policy reform and publi services (Parkin 1986). Planning was
also formalised with the revival of the Liberal's itan Development Plan, an with the aim
to 'promote technological modernity, fficiency and orderliness in the metropolis', this plan was
given legislative authority u
1981: p97). Despite the pla
consultation on several large
of residents (Parkin and Pugh 1981). Of signifi
Adelaide Transport Strategy (MATS) plan which is referred to in Chapter Six, Volume I of this
thesis.

First Conservation Portfolio: Liberal Premier Hall (1968)

The government's commitment to urban renewal and redevelopmen-t.programs continued to
causðconsiderable controversy under the new Liberal government which was elected in 1968

and led by Premier Hall (Parkin and Pugh to social
reform flÍonovan 1991) and with increasin conomic
values, environmental issues continued to be s in part
influenced by overseas experience (Shepherd 1980). Following a trip to Europe, Premier Hall
stated:

'...when I was in Europe in 1968 I crossed the Rhine River and found that the mouth of that
river was nothing more than a dirty sewer as far as water quality was concerned, and that fact
struck me most about the care that we here must take and the need for us to profit from the

mistakes that have been made in other countries' (Hansard Aprrl29 1970: p93).

Premier Hall's second trip was to the United States 1n 1969 which coincided with the
introduction of NEPA, and the outcomes of NEPA had created substantial interest across
Australia (Fowler 1982;Hazell and Whyte 1985; Interview 70 1999). Also of significance in
raising public and government awareness was the occurrence of a number of international
environmental disasters in the late 1960s such as major oil spills in Santa Barbara and mercury
poisoning in Japan; together with the flooding of Lake Pedder in Australia, and large freeway
and urban developments (Lothian and Welsh 1978).

South Australia was one of the first Australian States to officially demonstrate its new
commitment to environmental values with the establishment of the Committee of Enquiry into
the State of the Environment in February 1969 (the 'Jordan Committee') (Inglis 1916; Jordan
Committee Report 1912). Essentially, the Jordan Committee was required to:

'inquire into and report on all aspects of pollution in South Australia... and to submit
recommendations...as to any action considered necessary to retain, restore or change the

environment so that the life of the community is improved and not impaired' (Jordan

Committee Report 1912: pl;I{azell and Whyte 1985)'

During the inquiry process which ran over two years, the Committee observe{ an increasing
enviro-nmentaÍ awaieness in South Australia (Jordan Committee Report 1972). Although
environmentally-related legislation had been in place for some years, the first Conservation
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portfolio in South Australia was established by
and Whyte 1985). Despite such initiatives, H
one of the contributing factors to the governme
Strategy (MATS plan) which proposed a series of freeways in the Adelaide metropolitan region
(refer Chapter Six).

'Golden Age of Innovation': Labor Premier Dunstan (T970-L979)

During the Liberal party's short period of government and experience with the MATS plan, the
Labor Party had re-ãssessed its policies (Stretton 1975). Premier Dunstan, although a previous
supporter of freeways, now criticised the plan for being 'a Planfor the Fifties' shortly after
visiting the United States (Donovan 1991). According to Stretton:

'...two years in opposition allowed the leaders of the Labor Party to observe the popular
response to the freeway plan, to read some of the new environmental writìng, and to think
twice about some of their own conventional approaches to modernization. They used those

opportunities well enough to return to office in 1970 as authentic South Australian innovators,
with'conscious theoretical purposes'as original as any in the colony's history' (Stretton 1975:

pt73).

Playford's original push to diversify industrial development and to promote economic grgYj!
wað continueã undèr the Dunstan government, but the emphasis was decreased and'in 1973
there was even a suggestion that the pursuit of such policies ought not to be accepted witho,ut
question...' (Jaensch- lgll; Davis and Mclean 1981: p37). In this respect, the re-entry of the

referred to by later Labor
). However, some simil
lief during the 1970s was

Within this framework of change and increasing government intervention, there was ongoing
rrotection. This was achieved in the context of a
mid 1970s, and the reduced economic pressures
r range of matters. One general indication of
as the increasing and detailed reference to the
entary Debates of 1970-1972, particularly in

relation to the establishment of an Environment Protection Council (see later discussion).

Another significant influence on government during the 1970s was escalating public awareness

and dissatisfaction about the traditional realms of bureaucratic secrecy and power (Yeatman

community:

'There is no doubt that ... Governmental action was taken in response to wide social and public
concern which had been brought about by the warning of a relatively small minority of
knowledgeable individuals and groups who expressed, often in extreme terms, the crucial
importance of protecting the environment' (Inglis 1976: pB).

What was also unique to this era was the Dunstan government's greatel lgceptivly to social
issues when compáred to previous governments (Davis and Mclean 1981). The Dunstan
government responded by establishing an Ombudsman2 position in 1972 (V/iltshire 1975),

2 A mechanism for community members to voice concerns about administrative actions by government, which

has been 'popularized as the knight in shining armour who would defend the weak (the Australian public) against

the tyranny of the strong (the executive)' (Wiltshire 1975: p93).
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implementing more participatory decision-making, with 'increased flexibility, communal
sensitivity', and an 'egalitarian thrust' (Parkin and Pugh 1981). Democratic reform was
occurringthroughout Australia (refer Yeatman 1990), and according to Oxenberry (1981 : p64),
'community involvement, community control, participation, consultation and people power was

all very much in-vogue expressions at this time ...' .3 Although Oxenberry's account of
community involvement in the early 1970s relates primarily to flect a
more open and pluralistic approach to decision-making which o, and
reflected in, the EIA process which was established during this p

Public pressure, together with recommendations made by the Jordan Committee and the
increasiñg focus on government intervention, led to a substantial increase in public service staff
by two thirds, n of a new environment departmen! uld environmental
legislation (Da 1;Warhurst 1981;Parkin 1986). In the latter case, and in
adãition to the lopment Act , the Environment Protection BiIl 1970 was
debated in 1972 and despite some initial delays, was passed in October of that year (Hansard
September 12: pI188 to September October 25 1972: p2418; Hansard October 26 ll2: p248.2).

One of the main outcomes of this Act was the establishment of an Environment Protection
Council (EPC) with wide advisory powers which was required to:

'investigate, advise and report on the overall condition of the environment...the efficiency or
effectiveness of measures being taken or proposed to be taken to protect the environment, the

possible dangers to the environment of any proposed development, to warn of potential
environmental deterioration...and to recommend action to overcome or correct anything
affecting the environment adversely' (Hansard, Parliamentary Debates 12 September 1972:

p299).

According to the then Minister of Agriculture that the

Governmónt place[d] great importance on th eas, the
present and future qiality and safety of the sard 12

September 197 2: p1188).

Recommendations of the Jordan Committee led to the establishment, in February 1972, of the

Australia-wide in response to public pressure
departments took on ã limiteúview of the environment, restricting it to issues of.pollutio_n (eg
'Wèstern Australia), whereas in South Australia a much broader approach was adopted (Inglis
1916). The 'environment' was defined under the Environmental Protection Council Act as

'...any matter or thing that determines or affects the conditions of influences under which any
animate thing lives br exists in the State'. Despite the flexibility inherent in such a broad
definition, Inþüs (I976) argues that it resulted in significant problems for the administration,
organisation ãnd protection of the environment which is also reflected in the delays associated
with the enactment of legislation for EIA (see Chapter Five).

3 It it interesting to note that with the election of a new federal labour government headed by Whitlam, a sense

of 'newness, change and exciteme¡nl' also prevailed at the national level similar to that found in South Australia.

Social reforms and community involvement became an issue as reflected by funding support to State's welfare

and involvement objectives (Oxenberry 1981). This support was, however, withdrawn in I91l after the re-

election of the Liberal Fraser government (Oxenbeny 1981).
4 Th" D"purtment of Environment and Conservation was headed by Minister Broomhill, and was essentially an

amalgamãtion of the State Planning Office and the Museum Department (Jaensch 1977). In 1974,248 people

were employed (Jaensch 1977), but this was a relatively small staff compared to other departments. Non-

departmental agencies associated with this portfolio and department included the Aboriginal and Historic Relics

Advisory Board, Coast Protection Board, Environmental Protection Council, Museum Board, National Parks and

Wildlife Advisory Council, Planning Appeal Board, and State Planning Authority (Jaensch 1977 , pl25).
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Appendix 6: Recommendations from EIA Reviews in South Australia

Date Key Recommendations 1 2 J

Triggering and Coverage

1 987
1 989

. introduction of EIA of policies, plans and programmes

. consideration of cumulative factors when determining the need for an EIS
X

x
x
x

x
x

Scoping

1 989 a legislative requirements for guidelines (ElS only) X

Levels of Assessment

1 983 and
1 989

a second level of assessment formalised (PEB) x x

Public Involvement

1 983
1 987
1 987
1 983

. reduction of public exhibition of draft EIS to six weeks

. four weeks public display on PER

. provision for a public hearing on ElSs

. provision for public inquiry on EIS

x
X

X

./
X

x
x

X

X

Government Assessment of EIA

1 987/1 989
1987

a removal of 'official recognition' stage
status g¡ven to the assessment report prepared in practice (termed the
Environmental Review Report by EIA Beview Committee)

a

x
X

./

.V

./

./

Decision-Making

1 983

1 989

. removal of local councils as decision-making authorities

. provision allowing planning authorities to set conditions based on the EIS

. final decisions made by Governor (ElS) with no appeal rights

. decision making reduced to two avenues

?
x
x

./
x

{
x

Administration

1 987

1 989

a establishment of an Environmental Assessment and Review Committee
with qualif ications for membership
EIA of policies, plans and programmes overseen by co'ordinating
Committee
parallel assessment of any proposed changes to the Development Plan
by an Advisory Committee. Minister is able to amend Development Plan
(reduces need to go through amendment of Plan later via Supplementary
Development Plan)

a

a

x

x

x

X

X

X

x

X

X
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Appendix 7: Legislated contents of EISs in South Australia

Planning Act 1982, Section 4(1)

(a) the expected effects of the development or project upon the environment;
(b) the conditions (if any) that should be observed in order to avoid or satisfactorily manage and
control any potentially adverse effects of the development or project upon the environment;
(c) the economic, social or other consequences of carrying the development or project into
effect;
and
(d) any other particulars in relation to the development or project required-

(i) by regulation;
or
(ii) by the Minister

Development Act 1993, Section 46(I)

(a) the expected social, economic and environmental effects of the development or project;
(b) the extent to which the expected effects of the development or project are consistent with the
provisions of -

(i) any relevant Development Plan; and
(ii) the Planning Strategy; and
(iii) any matters prescribed by the regulations;

@a) whére the development or project involves, or is for the purposes of, a prescribed activity
of environmental significance as defined by the Environment Protection Act 1993, the extent to
which the expected effects of the development or project are consistent with -

(i) the objects of the Environment Protection Act 1993
(ii) the general environmental duty under that Act; and
(iii) any relevant environmental protection policies under that Act;

(c) the cónditions (if any) that should be observed in order to avoid or satisfactorily manage and

control any potentially adverse effects of the development or project on the environment;
(d) any other particulars in relation to the development or project required -

(i) by the regulations; or
(ii) by the Minister.

Development(Major Development Assessment) Amendment Act 1996 (Sectíon
46)

EIS: as for Development Act
PER: as for EIS
DR: as for EIS

. Definitions also included in Section 4 (DefTnitions)

EIS

'A reference in this Act to an EIS is a reference to an environmental impact statement, being a
document that includes a detailed description and analysis of a wide range of issues relevant to a
development or project and incorporates significant information to assist in an assessment of
enviroñmental, sòciâl or economic effects associated with the development or project and the
means by which those effects can be managed.'
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PER

'A Reference in this Act to a PER is a reference to a public environmental report, being a report
on a development or project that includes-

(a) a detailed descrþtion and analysis of a limited number of issues and a description and
analysis of other issues relevant to the development or project; or

(b) a ofissues relevant to
relevant information
to assist in an assess tal,

social or economic effects associated with the development or project and the means

by which those effects can be managed.'

DR

'A reference in this Act to a DR is a reference to a development report, being a report that
includes a description and analysis of general issues relevant to a development and the means by
which those issues can be addressed.'
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Appendix 8: Criteria for triggering the EIA process

ACT CRITERIA

Planning Act
1982

Non-
statutory
guidelines
(DEP 1987:
p7-5

The Minister may require an EIS where a proposal may have, or result in:

(a) a substantial effect on a community;
(b) a beneficial or detrimental transformation of a substantial area;
(c) a substantial impact on the ecosystem of an area;
(d) a significant diminution of the aesthetic, recreational, scientific or other environmental
quality, or value, of an area;
(e) an effect upon an arca, ü structure, that has an aesthetic, anthropological, archaeological,
architectural, cultural, historical, scientific or social significance and whether the area or
structure is of special value for present and future generations;
(f) the endangering, or further endangering, of any species of fauna or flora or its habitat;
(g) long-term effects on the environment;
(h) the curtailing of the range of beneficial uses of the environment;
(i) the pollution of the environment;
(j) environmental problems associated with the disposal of waste;
(k) increased demands on natural resources which are, or are likely to be, in finite supply;
(l) cumulative environmental effects taken in conjunction with other existing or likely future
activities;
(m) significant monetary costs or economic consequences, including any transfer of cots and
benefits between areas or sections of the community.

Development

Regulation
61(1)

Act
(a) the character of the receiving environment;
(b) the potential social, economic and environ nental impacts of the development or project;
(c) the resilience of the environment to cope with change;
(d) the degree of confidence in the prediction of impacts resulting from the development or
project;
(e) the extent to which undesirable impacts which may occur are likely to be irreversible;
(f) the extent to which impacts, and requirements for monitoring and assessing impact will be
ongorng;
(g) the presence of other statutory assessment or policy frameworks which provide other
procedures or processes to address any issues of concern.

Development
Act
Amendmênt

Regulation
63

(1) as for the Development Act in addition to
(2) For the purposes of taking into account the criteria prescribed by subregulation (1),

consideration must be given to-
(a) the extent of impacts by an analysis of their

(i) type;
(ii) size;
(iii) scope;
(iv) intensity;
(v)duration;and

(b) the nature of impacts by an analysis of-
(i) the degree to which the impacts are predictable;
(ii) the resilience of the environment to cope with change;
(iii) the degree to which the impacts can be reversed;
(iv) the degree to which the impacts can be managed or mitigated;
(v) the degree to which pedormance criteria can be applied in the circumstances of the case;

and
(c) the significance of impacts by an analysis of-

(i) the degree to which the impacts adversely affect environmentally sensitive areas;
(ii) the degree to which the impacts are acceptable considering the nature of the impacts; and

(d) other factors determined to be relevant by the Major Developments Panel.

25



Appendix 9: Terminology Relevant to the'Funder-Owner-Purchaser-Provider'
Model in South Australia (FOPP 1997;CharIes and Rosser1996;T5A1997)

TERM EXPLANATION WHO

Funder the agent who decides 'what outcomes should be achieved' (FOPP 1997:
p10). They must identify and evaluate overall community target outcomes;
determine broad priorities and develop policies; manage long-term strategic
planning for community outcomes; manage funds, monitor and review
purchaser peÉormance and hold them accountable; be accountable to the
community (through Parliament); and ensure legislative/regulatory
frameworks are in place (FOPP 1997: 10).

Cabi net

Ministers, CEOs
representing
Cabinet as funder
and owner

Owner The owner (ie government) must ensure a return on assets/investments;
effectively manage liabilities on behalf of the government; maintain interest
as an employer; efficiently and effectively manage expenses and revenues;
ensure long-term financial stability and viability; maintain optimal level of
investment in the organisation (FOPP 1997: p1 1).

Cabinet
Ministers, CEOs
on behalf of owner
(Cabinet)
(although
technically owned
by the whole
communitv)

Purchaser '[T]he agent r,vho decides what will be produced' (Charles and Rosser (1998:
p13). Consistent with funder requireme
precise outputs to be purchased (...pric
providers who may be public, private or
must outline the conditions, negotiate a
and quality at best price', and encourage competition between providers
(FOPP 1997: p8).

M in isters
CEOs
(may be delegated
to internal
Departmental
Sections)

Procurer An agent which may purchase services on behalf of the purchaser (adopted
in Transport SA)

may be delegated
to Departmental
Sections - eg
proiect manaqers

Provider '[T]he agent who delivers the agreed outputs or outcomes' (Charles and
Rosser (1998: p13)
'Providers deliver the seruices they have been contracted to provide under
specified conditions' (pQ.fhey must manage resources effectively, develop
and market (if appropriate) their services and maintain the financial and
productive viability of their service organisation (FOPP 1997: p8)

CEOs
Departments
Sections within
Departments (eg
road design,
planning
investiqations)

Customer Defined by Transport SA as key stakeholders, communities, and individual
transport system users (TSA 1997).
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Appendix L0: Environmental Policies and
Guidelines in Transport SA and ETSA

(compiled from guidelines and information supplied by TSA's and ETSA's Environment Groups 1998;T999)

TRANSPORT ETSA

Co n stru ct ion

a Environmental Code of Practice for Construction
(DoTAugust 1997)
Environmental Management Plan Guidelines for
Construction (TSA 1 997a)
Environmental Management lmplementation Plan
Guidelines for Construction (TSA November 1997b)
Environmental Audit Guidelines for Construction
(TSA November 1997c)

a

a

a

Mai ntenance

Environmental Management Workbook for Roadside
Maintenance Activities (DoT no date) (training
course)
Environmental Code of Practice for Road
Maintenance Workers (DoT no date)
Road Maintenance: Environmental Management
Audit Guidelines

General

. Environmental Strategic Plan (TSA December 1997;
June 1998)

. Cultural Heritage Guidelines (TSA July 1999)

. Vegetation Removal Policy (TSA February 1998)

. Road Traffic Noise lnterim Guidelines (DRT 1990)

. Contaminated Land Guidelines

. Environmental Legislation Summary (Cole 1997)

. Phytophthora Control Policy

. Residual HerbicidesOperational lnstructions

. Waste Disposal Guidelines

. Landscape guidelines in preparation

a Environmental Policy (pocket size glossy for all
employees)

Environmental Policies and Guidelines (ETSA
1 997c)

Environmental Management System (ETSA
1997e) for ETSA Transmission (Draft) (now for
Electranet SA)

Vegetation Clearance and Trimming lnstructions

Environmental Review (Audit) Procedure (ETSA
1 e97d)

a

a

a
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Appendix 1L: Checklist of environmental factors in the planning
and EIA process for transport proiects (DRT 1992-1993)

CATEGORY CHECKLIST CATEGORY CHECKLIST

Earth land form features, sources of raw
material, soils (stability,
productivity, salinity, erosion,
settlement), f looding,
stress (fault lines, earthquakes)

Sociological accidents, accessibility, noise levels,
population density, age groups, socio-
economic groups, cultural patterns, health,
public response, pedestrians, cyclists,
public transpott users

Water quality and quantity of water
(surface, underground, marine),
siltation of watenruays,
sedimentation or erosion,
eutrophication, salinity, flood prone
areas

Fauna existing fauna - birds, animals, aquatic,
habitats, breeding areas, migratory
species, rare and endangered species,
barriers or corridors, pest species

Air air quality, temperature, movement
climate (rainfall, fog, inversions)

Land use

Aesthetic
and Human
lnterest

existing land uses including agriculture,
commercial, mining, residential, parks,
tourism-recreational use, wilderness,
contaminated land, other transport
systems, public utilities, communications

Flora native vegetation, conservation
value, rare and endangered
species, extent, exotic sPecies,
amenity, visual impact, heritage
value, aquatic flora -
f reshwater/marine (mangroves,
aquatic reserves), corridors,
remnants, weed species, root rot
disease, dieback, bushfires

views, open space, unique or rare physical
features, Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal
heritage, amenity
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Appendix 12: Evaluation of Transport SA's EIA System

(Key: O=not addressed; 0.5=partly addressed; 1=addressed)

1. LEGISLATIVE & ADMINISTRATIVE CONTROL
GRADE

1.1 ls the EIA system based on legislative provisions? (lnternal EIA is not required under the
Hiqhwavs Act 1926)

0

1.2 ls there a central environmental/planning agency which oversees and co-ordinates the process?
(environmental group oversees and gives environmental clearance, but does not necessarily co-
ordinate the process)

0.5

1.3 lf there is a central agency, is it independent of the proponent? (environmental unit is set up
within the deoa¡'tment)

0

1.4 lf there is a central aoencv, is it set up to be independent from qovernment? 0

1.5 Are there opportunities for the Minister for Environment or Planning to trigger or call in an EIA?
(as outlined in the Ptanning Procedures, the Environmental Unit is responsible as paft of their
environmental clearance role to keep the relevant government department for EIA informed of any
projects being assessed, which provides the oppoftunity
EIS under the Development Act for maior'proiects')

for that Department or Minister to trigger an

1

1.6 ls the EIA process/legislation co-ordinated with the land use planning system? (indirectly via
consideration of heritage and other issues relevant to the Development Act; project leader in
planning also required to inform Planning Liaison section of any land affected by Preferred option for
advice to Department Lands)

0.5

1.7 ls the process co-ordinated with the environment protection system (eg pollution control)?
(indirecttv via consideration of pollution factors in the EIAR and planning che

0.5

tool

0.5

1.9 ls the 'ènvironment' broadly defined to encapsulate social, biophysical, cultural and economic
f actors?

1

1.10 Does EIA apply equally to both private and public works? (all works are technically public, but
if initiated by a private consoftium, works would be overseen by the depaftment and EIA would
aoolv)

1

1.11 Does the EIA svstem applv to proqrammes, plans and policies, as well as to projects? 0

1 .1 2 ls the process f lexible enough to include different levels of f ormal assessment which consider
variations in the scale of proposals? (covers minor and maior works)

1

2.IUDICIAL CONTROL & APPEALS

2.1 Are there mechanisms for coud action regarding a breach of compliance to the EIA process (ie
judicial review)?

0

2.2 Are there mechanisms for court action regarding the final decision (ie appeals) 0

2.3 ls there provision for third party judicial review (ie broad 'standing' rights)? 0
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2.4 ls there provision for third party appeals? 0

2.5 lf provisions for court action/appeals are present, are there clear guidelines available about
when the action is appropriate and the process involved?

r'¡/a

3. PROCEDURAL CONTROL

3.1 Are clear steps of the EIA procedure outlined in legislation (or less mandatory guidelines)?
(outtined in ptanning procedures, road design procedures, proiect management guidelines, and
guidance from Environmental Unit)

0.5

3.2 Are there prescribed generic contents for the EIS? (outlined in planning investigations for
contents of Working Report, and in project management guidelines for content such as description
of environment. Also explicit in EIAR forms)

1

3.3 Must scoping occur resulting in project-specific guidelines? (informally via identification of
planning investigations approach and initial data collection stage as outlined in planning
procedures)(

1

3.4 Must the proponent outline the need for the proposal? (required in the project management
ouidelines)

1

3.5 Must of fi ancrng the project be detailed or suaranteed? (no, altho ugh /s assumedmeans n

because internal must first be before commences tn

0.5

3.6 Must the existing environment be described? (required
Workino Reports, and also required in proiect management

in planning procedures for contents of
quidelines)

1

3.7 Must the proponent consider alternative actions in the EIA process? (requirement in planning
procedures, ElARs, and proiect management guidelines)

1

3.8 Must the proponent outline the direct effects of the action? 1

3.9 Must the proponent consider cumulative effects? (no explicit requirements) 0

3.10 Must the proponent consider the irreversible nature of impacts? (proiect management
guidelines require'consideration of impact manageability which implies reversibility, although this is
not explicitlv stated)

0.5

3.1 1 Must the proponent consider ind
required in procedures or checklists)

irect effects? (may be considered in practice but not explicitly 0

3.12 Must the proponent evaluate the relative'significance'of impacts? (required in proiect
management guidelines, but not consistent requirement in all EIA-related guidelines throughout
deoariment)

1

3 1 3 Must the proponent descri be any publ c involvement ln d raft EI S preparation (o r eq uivalent)?
to outline consulta tion and outcomes tn

1

3.14 Must the proponent
man age ment guideli nes,

outline mitigation and management measures? (required in proiect
and role of formal environmental clearance is to ensure conditions for

are identified this

1

0.5

3.16 Must the proponent stipulate monitoring measures, and details of implementation and
contingencies? (required in project management guidelines, and also requirement of EMPs, EMIPS
and auditino quidelines)

1
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4. PUBLIC AND AGENCY CONTROL

4.1 Are the requirements for public involvement transparent and certain (eg time frames, types of

information available) (requirement for consultation certain, but consultation processes are not
consistent and are project dependent which means a lack of certainty for the community, process is
also not outlined for the communitv)

0.5

Are there mechanisms for public and government input into:

4.2 relerringp for the Minister to consider in triggering the
EIA

0

4.3 determininq the levels of ôcc ment? 0

4.4 the scopinq process when formu latinq quidelines (or equivalent)? 0

4.5 during draft EIS preparation (or
draft workinq report, but not inclusive

equivalent)? (stakeholder consultation during compilation of
of formal consultation)

0.5

4.6 upon release of the draft EIS (or equivalent)? (community permitted input at the Working
when

1

4.7 public meetingihearing? (possibility of public meet¡ng noted in planning procedures, but not
automatic requireme nt)

0.5

4.8 the Government Assessment Report (where prepared) (no provision for draft repoft on
environmental clearance or provision for input at this stage)

0

1

4.10 Are there provisions for the public to comment on the proponent's response if it is inadequate or
m submissions?

0

ls there a requirement for the following documents to be published?

4.11 Guidelines for EIA or
0

412 Drafl EIS (or equivalent) (Working Reporls are internal documents, although sometimes
released. Atso ieteased via Councils. Environmental Repofts have also been known to be released
to such as for the Southern case

0.5

4.13 Final
internal and

E IS (whe relevant) 2 (as outlined ln planning procedures, ConcludÌng repon ,s both anre
not circulated to wider

0.5

4.1 4 Government Assessment an internal 0

0.5

4.16 Monitoring and compliance repofts (where prepared)? (confidential to protect third parties) 0
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5. EVALUATIVE CONTROL

5.1 ls there a list of actions which automatically trigger
triaoer some form of EIA at the minor or maior level)

the EIA process? (all projects with an impact 1

5.2 Are there clear criteria for determining the need for EIA (if the decision is discretionary)? nla

5.3 ls the triggering process controlled by an independent authority? r¡/a

5.4 ls there an explicit mechanism which postpones the decision until the EIA process has been
completed (unless criterion 5.4 applies)? (as outlined in planning procedures, proiect cannot
proòeed wiihout internal clearance from Directors, which is preceded by formal environmental
clearance)

1

S.5 ls there provision for an early refusal so that the EIA process is not undertaken unnecessarily?
(prooosed a,ction must first be iiternattv approved before planning investigations commence)

1

5.6 ls there provision for a reviewing unit and/or Minister to request further information and/or
amendment of the EIS? (environmental officers have input at several stages in the process and may
reauest information)including as part of their clearance role)

1

5.7 Are there mechanisms which enable a reviewing unit and/or Minister to prevent the
input of environmental officers at

use of
inadequate ElSs in the final decision? (provision for several
stages, including a number of hold poin ts. Environmental clearance role requires that all tssues

have been addressed, thus implies provision that clearance will not be given if unsatisfactoty

falthough this is rarely the case given early
check on documentation and EIA quality)

involvement of environmental officers which provide a

1

S.B lf ElSs are centrally reviewed, is there a clear outline of the criteria to be considered in the

evaluation of the EIS qùality (or equivalent document)? (no clear list of criteria outlined by the

environmental

0

S.9 ls there provision for the reviewing unit to make recommendations to the decision-maker
regarding th'e decision and conditionéZ ¡as part of environmental clearance role, environmental staff
m-ust enéure that att conditions have been identified, which suggests that recommendations are

if these conditions have not recorded in the

1

5.10 ls there clear guidance on the factors to be considered in the final environmental decision
which identifies areas and outlines acce

0

S.11 Must the findings of the EIA be central considerations in the final decision? (only one

component of the décision which also involves social, economic, technical and political factors)

0.5

S.12 Can the final decision involve refusal and the attachment of conditions on the proposed action?
(Ministeriat approval -refusal provided for under the Highways Act, Section 29A) (n9 provision for
'environmentai 

unit in 'environmental clearance' role to refuse the project although this could be
from the

0.5

5.13 For private sector proposals, is the f inal decision resulting f rom the EIA process made
externallv and is it bindinq on the proponent (or advisory)?

nla

S.14 For public sector proposals (ie crown development), is the final decision made externally and is
it binding on t visory ortfolio and is

bindinglatso Cabin Cabinet

decisions are ts are val from

Minister)

1

5.15 Can decisions and conditions be formally enforced by penalties/sanctions if the proponent fails

to comply? (indirectly through the Environmental Protection Act, Aboriginal Heritage Act and other
legislation, and also through EMPs

be indirect - ie
and auditing with the use of contractors - penalties in this

respect are likelv to to use the same contractors future

0.5
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6. FOLLOW-UP CONTROL

6.1 Are there mechanisms for EIA outcomes to be linked to construction with requirements for
Environmental Management Plans (more detailed than mitigation outlined in EIS)? (EMPS and
EMIPS required in 1990s procedures)

1

2 Are the mechanisms which al low the ment to request monitoring or aud itin g?6 re govern
(government can request only if legislative EIA process has been triggered, but monitorin s and

a standard rt of the tn T n 1 990s

1

6.3 lf monitoring provisions exist, are there provisions for monitoring be conducted by a pany
external to the ent?

0.5

6.4 Are there requirements for the proponent to submit regular monitoring and compliance reports?
(frequencv outlined in EMPs and EMIPs)

1

6.S Are there mechanisms for the government to impose contingency procedures on the proponent
in the event of non-compliance? (department as'watchdog' over contractors can trigger corrective
actions which have been identified in the

1

6.6 ls there rovts ron for the EIA syste m to be monitored and, if necessary be amen ded top
incorporate feedback from experience? management systems and EMS requtres ongotng
feedback and this ,s not for tn the EIA and

0.5

6.7 ls there a central database of all ElAs undertaken and decisions made? 0

-tJ



Appendix 13: Interview comments relating to
knowledge levels about the EIA process in Transport SA

'...it [EIA] can happen all sorts of ways as I understand it. I don't understand the planning end of
it'(Interview 38 1999)

'..there are times that you're not even confident "we
were busy working away on the one process an had

been effectively ríorked by the envir-onment gr if I
can turn arouttá and say tó you that I've actuall s"' '

(Interview 38 1999).

Environment staff were invited to a section meeting to discuss environmental issues and policy
requirements. '...there was a lot of people wi1! a lot of-qug9lions to ask, ex_ample.s to throw, and it
beôame obvious that there's probably ã fair bit of work still to be done talking between here and

there' (Interview 38 1999).

system and as a result we lost a fair amount of
right information at the start...then they're not
mistakes...my impression is that happens more

if you ask them, probably couldn't tell you what
38 1999).

'..I really don't know whether its defined
stumblirìg along, having to fill out a form.
I don't thìnk any of us are really informed
we could do with a bit more knowledge.
on every point...run a half day course or som
somebody could give me a booklet or somet
(lnterview 4l 1999).

'...the process...its not clear in my mind...what I'm familiar with -get
environmental clearance...at certain hold points, but the process' few

times...and I'm not sure that everytime it changes that its w sort

of...uneasy feeling in the back of my mind t rat ...I don't ful rent
processes are...' (Interview 30 1999).

we have to go through, there are certain
nd who has to sign off on that. I think
a few areas I'm not sure about who's
to be sorted out as part of the project

need to go through. I'm not quite so sure as to
of uncertainty.....there's a bit of cloudiness about
(Interview 20 1999).

I don't think that's [EIA] documented very well at all...and I still don't know that proc€ss. very
well...I don't think iis actually been documented in an easy way where people can just basically
pick up a sheet of paper and there's the process -in front.of them...sometimes I found it hard to
iign." òut how the ónvironmental unit fitted into the planning process..' (Interview 37 1999).

'I'd say that's very hazy [definition of EIA processes]...because we don't hav.e a specific
document...I think þeople feèl happy when they ian read something... I still find thìngs.'.h.*-T,
do I have to get thiö silned now or-lâter? Do I need to fill that out? Does someone else need to do

it? ....there's ño clear piocedure ...saying...this is how it all works...it definitely can be. improved'..it
falls back to training...people reaily-don't know sometimes....and everyone will give you a
different opinion...' (Interview 56 1999).

'I think there is a need to define it [EIAI better in the documentation. Also, I think it needs to be

promoted better....Because there isio much written material that passes across everybody's desk,

...they don't read everything' (Interview 13 1999).
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Appendix L4: Interview comments in Transport
Relating to Financial resources and Time Constraints in EIA

''We're a dollar driven business these days, with business units and so on...and I can tell you,
certainly in relation to vegetation surveys for inst graduate regional engineers]
front uþ and say 'look we need to do this'..., 'well t a vegetation survey'. 'H9*
much is that going to cost'...'Oh I haven't bud I would worry, they're also
...shortcutting f Ult õn the environmental side of it a whole pile of processes in
place ...and-if they're not aware that they've got to pay money to get a vegetation survey
done..[this] can result [in mistakes] (Interview 38 1999).

'that dirty word money comes into it. How much money has been spent...how much extra its
going to cost to changê something..is it worthwhile changing it...is it really needed' (Interview 40
1999).

'Its mainly pressures of unrealistic times to do a job...when you're given a project at the s-tart_you

undertake...a detailed project assessment of it...and you've got to -estimate time...and what's
involved...Its like a service-agreement...once we vork out the number of hours, the cost, and all the

other stakeholders, then it gbes to the project management...but during the course of a project,
...something unexpected might pop up and it means that there's_longer time _requirements...quite
often the cónstruciion date's the same and you've got extra work to do, [but] you've still got to
complete it within the target date, so it makes it difficult sometimes..' (Interview 48 1999).

'..its [EIA] usually left to the last minute, and....you get pushed to get it finished and get it
through' (Interview 51 1999).

'There's always pressure to fast-track everything...but because_there's procedures in place-you have
to adhere to ihoie procedures. You can't bypass them and take short cuts....You'd probably^put in
the risks that this work hasn't been done that should be done, but the budget and time frames
didn't allow for it...So you sort of pass on that responsibility...' (Interview 24 1999).

'.,.planning, was always criticised in the past for it was a
veiy thoroigh job thai was done, and thei when u'v.e. got
a time framé,...fine something's going to suffer... with it,
or you haven't got the time to complete it, corner

'There are pressures to ...condense...the envi
pressures and sometimes low...resource availab
Yes there are real pressures. Sometimes you
given. We haven't come to grief to my know
ãbout. But there are still...safeguards,..but the
our work, to produce outputs 

-in a shorter amount of time with less people. S_o yeah, I'm
wondering,,.whãt effects organisational changes are going to have on our outputs...' (Interview 34

tgee).

'...our new role is service provider and the emphasis on budget and timelines has been an

issue...probably a negative influence on environmental concerns, whereas before we thought we
had time and we...triéd to promote discussion about environmental matters. These days, we-feel
we're being swept along by-the times, that the government funds are declining,. so that we_just have

to concentrate on more...functional aspects of our work...[some people] say 'oh you still have to
cover these areas', but there are natural pressures to give them less consideration...'(Interview 34

1999).

finding on a few of our jobs now that issues
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whereas in the past with ...people with more time, would be better resolved...the business unit..., the
money,,...the time...we tend to be doing more jobs in a rush now...years ago we'd take years to
design a job, to plan a job....'(Interview 16 1999).

'I think you could say that in some areas we've gone, whilst_theoretically we should be a leap
forwards, we've actually gone backwards, not because of our lack of awareness, but because we
don't spend the time and money upfront...' (Interview 16 1999).

'we're sort of the service provider now...because \ile're at the front end of the pro.cess we always
seem to be squeezed out fbr time and costs...if you spend a bit more upfront, you're probably not
going to get hit at the other end if something comes qqt g^f^t!" woodworks, and nine times out of
ten i[s prõbably an environmental issue... ' (Interview 33 1999)'

the initiatives that we now find ourselves ...required to consider, that
time...the difficulty comes when pressures, be they from'..political

by a certain time...to other funding issues, having the money.to spend
hát's where there's...a conflict...opposing needs, in that we're under

pressure...in terms of managing the project...that is c91f]1c!r^{B with the time required to make sure

that everything gets due consideration..'' (Interview 19 1999).

...by fast track. had to exclude

'?iff#"':'fil Í,åii,"i",i'?,1å
the whole gamb there's a lot of

fast-tracking and often we're not in a position to ju ourse' so 'we're
always trying to push' (Interview 20 1999).

'The fast tr cts has had a very bad impact on d many

times the p tracked because óf some arbitrary ation in
the project Worse than fast Jr?9\Tg is comm prior to
the þroject (Questionnaire 35 1998).

'happens [fast-tracking] all the time because things have been forgotten and someone might- think,
oh.'..ïe need to do thãi EMP quick...,or ..'oh,...wè need an Aborigina! suqvey, can you quickly do

one no\ü'....things just happen io quickly around here...' (Interview 56 1999).

'The environment suffers when it comes to dollars' (Questionnaire 52 1998).
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Appendix 15: Types of attitudinal response to the
EIA requirement (1970s-!980s): Extracts from Interviews

'Whole-hearted supporters'

'I thought it was a good idea, absolutely' (Interview 41 1999).

'I was huppy about it. I think most people were. I don't think anybody.used to sit aro91{ gl9. say

'bloody en-vironment stuff and throw it out. Not the people I worked with' (Interview 38 1999).

'I'm a bit of a greeny...so ...it was obvious to me that...environmental clearances had to take place'
(Interview 30 1999).

'Ironically...a lot of us lived in the hills, so...we were aware of...we_Ìlad a...personal feeling for it
and didn'i want to see it willy nilly, There was no resistance...not really. The group was very much
with it...right down from John Barry who was the transmission ^engineerin_g.design, 

head of the
departmenl atthat stage, [he] was very much with it...he had the foresight...It.had had.a lot b_igggl

airplay in Northern America before it got here, so...we knew it was coming' (Interview 6 1999)
(ErsA).

'Sympathetic, but ... '

'You could see the sense in it...it was just,..more work that you had to do' (Interview 44 1999).

'A lot of people would have taken it as another bit of red-tape. to g9 through,^but I think
begrudgingiy most people would have recognised it as a good idea' (Interview 41 1999).

'There was some acceptance of the fact that...it was necessary. The people around me at the time I
think would have thoight that this process was a bit long ...its more the time. I think that the
notion of actually conõidering the ènvironment. ...I think was reasonable and accepted. The
question was reálly just the time frame. But again. I suppose. it depends ..on what your
expectations were at ihe time. We'd gone from an environment where we had to do very- little

"n^uiton-"ntal 
assessment, to a point where you had to do some, and that change...you think 'oh,

we never used to do this' (Interview 8 1999) (ETSA)

'From a technical point of view we see these things...are essential...people's quality of life depends

on this...but on thê other hand my feeling at the time was that it has to be a compromise between
the environment and whatever developmént that needs to be done' (Interview 4 1999) (ETSA).

'It was an annoyance. ...I would have perceived it as something necessary, but not something you
would have done as part of the study...It was something that you ...assumed wouldn't be a maþr
obstacle to your invèstigation...so ii was ... a little bit of a formality back then' (Interview 34

tgee).

'Neutral Administrators'

'suited me fine...It was part of my job, part of a learning curve' (Interview 23 1999).

'I came from an administrative background...so it didn't bother me...I could see the value in it'
(Interview 38 1999).

'I don't know whether I saw any resistance because I think there's ...generally in...public service
organisations,...if there are certáin administrative requireme_nts that have to be met, most people
will go along with those and they'll do whatever is required (Interview 20 t999).

'I think it was.. just part and parcel of the project. You've just got to do it. I mightn't like doing it
but I've got to do it' (Interview 40 1999).
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'The Jokers'

'They probably joked about it, ,..had their grizzle, but not to the extent that it was a real problem'
(Interview 37 1999).

One interview participant noted support for EIA but also referred to jokes about environmental
issues such as ihe ElectromagnetiC Radiation issue (EMF) (ie there were some jokes flying
around about birds getting dizzy from EMF) (Interview 6 1999) (ETSA).

the EIAR by some in Transport was called the 'ee ii ee ii oo' form in reflection of the verse: 'Old
McDonald Had a Farm'.

'Its a Nuisance'

'It was [a] pain in the shoulders...we've got so many things to do and this is one more thing'
(Interview 46 1999).

'Why are we doing it...I found it hard to see why wehad to fill out this form. ...It was only because

it wás an extra steþ..,for us to fill out all this to get clearance. Why couldn't someone else do this..'
' (Interview 39 1999).

'If we wanted to be able to get to a position where we could build something...to a large degree it
would have been a hurdle' (Interview 20 1999).

'It was something that was an imposition rather than...something that was grabbed
wholeheartedly...a nuisance' (Interview 25 1999).

'My early impression was..,it was a bit over the top. Bit too bureaucratic,...large documents, long
peiiods of time'(Interview 81999) (ETSA).

'...coming from a background of getting out there and doing it, -initially.you think its an

obstacle.Iand I think...rñy initial pðrception wi s that it was pitched high...that it was a little
onerous...a little bit ambitious,...or optimistic' (Interview 19 1999).

'Not Valued, Waste of Time'

'I don't think people resisted in an obvious way, butl think_there's always the ¡o_r!^of snide remarks

around the plàce...what do we have to do this for, this is rubbish' (Interview 24 1999).

'Some people had a blaze attitlde....They didn't...gl_v[e] it proper-attention...They were more
concerned ãbout road geometry, the technical aspects' (Interview 34 1999).

'Very early on...when we did a lot of the early stuff, the pajo_r gt"f! .:{L"J.[engineers] felt it was
just ân imþediment .. jusr impeding their progress' (Interview 2 1999) (ETSA).

'You get some groups of people who [say] .."oh what's this...its unnece.ssary altd a lgad of bytl!,;)'
There-was defiñitely a ba^nd ôf people likê that, but I would say the majority of people weren't like
that' (Interview 44 1999).

'Certainly over the years, there were people wh9 jgs-t_lhought "if we knock it over, somebody will
tell us ffi but it won't hold us up"' (Inferview 38 1999).

a bar of it...just do it [construct the road]. They
n impact statement done that's great. What we have
it, just leave that. That's only a thing they iust give
(Interview 2 1999) (ETSA)
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Appendix 16: Attitudes Towards the Environment and EIA
in Transport SA and ETSA During the L990s: Extracts from Interviews

TRANSPORT SA

'I won't let construction start until we've got our EIARs done...I definitely see why we're doing it
and how important it is now....its the push of the environment and the affect that it has on
everyone, and its probably just changed me...within the organisation and I think just in the world
in general the push is on...I wouldn't say its converted me but...I can definitely understand it more
than years ago' (Interview 39 1999).

'People in general are a lot more aware of the issue. People that...had no understanding or
apprèciation of it now have got a lot better appreciation...everybody's moved up in awareness..,
.even if you took the last five years its been a steady increase......I've noticed design being even
proactive in...flagging stuff outside...not just on our work...like ..when we've handed on the
iinished product io other people and the construction people have gone out...I've noticed people
in here flagging things that they wouldn't have done before...as people have got more used to
dealing with environmental issues that becomes part of the ownership of their design...they d9!'!
want tó see somebody then waste all that work...so a bit of ownership...it becomes part of their job'
(Interview 44 1999).

'The environment thing is important and ..I've go no problems with what we're trying to do. To
me its smart business practice, and the ...right thing to do' (Interview 48 1999).

'Probably there's a greater awareness of a more diverse range of issues than there was before'
(Interview 24 1999).

'Its almost just become ...second nature...as part of doing the business these days....its an

unconscious aspect...Traditionally where its been a corridor...we want to put a road through
here...we want to do some realignment...you know its just a second consciousness that, 'well, what's
the impact of that'. How's that going to affect, what's it going to affect.. ' (Interview 29 1999).

'In more recent time I've become aware of the potential for things to go \ürong...I think I'm more
careful...when I'm making recommendations or thinking of schemes...to consider the
environmental impact along the way rather than wait for that stage of the study to come along and
then consider what impacts...so if you like I'm incorporating it more into the planning process, I
hope....we're very constious as an organisation these days that we need to get acceptance, ...from
the community' (Interview 34 1999).

'I think the culture changed...if you look around this organisation I think we're probably a much
younger organisation than we were. My feeling that younger people are much more aware of the
environment than older people...' (Interview 20 1999).

'I think there was more and more an understanding...at the end of the day it actually doesn't look
bad...and you feel better about it' (Interview 63 1999).

'There's certainly been a growing a\¡/areness that environment is not a tack on. It needs to be
integrated into the way \¡/e do business, and ...transport is part of the broader environment,
not.-the other way around.... [It used to be] an add-on. It was something we had to do. We did it
probably reluctantly and it has changed dramatically over the period since we started out with the
one environmental officer' (Interview 65 1999)

'At the personal level I think there's a lot of people in the department who have_quite a high degree^

of acce-^ptance of the need to address environmental issues. Perhaps differ!1g amounts of
acceptance of what it might cost and whether we're prepared to pay the cost. Varying degrees
of...the sense of responsibility... I see individuals right across the department whoåave a strong ...

growing environmental ethic, and to some extent, they put that into action, or make some attempt
io, andbthers who don't, or can't because of the system they're working in...' (Interview 12 1997).
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ETSA

'The key to the whole business in ETSA is to produce electricity. Environmental management is a
part of this business' (Interview I 1997).

'A high level of acceptance [in the people I work wit s, the need
to go through the process... Its just part of the normal got to that
point now ii we're going to build a major transmission through an
EIS process...we factor it into our planning' (Interview 8 1999).
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APPENDIX T7:

THE PROIECT CASE STUDIES

Transport SA:

Case Study L: Adelaide-Crafers Highway
Case Study 2: Blanchetown Bridge

Case Study 3: Southern Expressway
Case Study 4: Runway Extension

ETSA

Case Study L: Cherry Gardens Transmission
Case Study 2: Tailem Bend Transmission
Case Study 3: Ardrossan Transmission
Case Study 4: Hummocks Transmission
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Adelaide-Crafers

Transport Project Case Study L

ADELAIDE-CRAFERS HIGHWAY

42



Adelaide-Crafers

PROPOSAL CONTEXT & ONSCNIPTION

The Adelaide-Crafers highway (A-C) forms part of what was once kno\ /n as the Great Eastern
Road (Stacy 1999). Today the highway provides a major gateway to the city of Adelaide, a
commuter link between the Adelaide Hills and city, and connects with the South East Freeway
which is a major interstate link to Victoria and New South Wales (Highways October 1987). The
road has had a long and turbulent history, involving funding problems, major safety and technical
issues, and six total reconstructions and realignments over 160 years (Stacy 1999). The road was
originally a rough bullock track and, being designed for slow animal traffic (Stacy 1999), was
narrow with sharp curves and steep gradients (Highways February 1987). Because the motor
vehicle was able to navigate these sharp curves at greater speeds, particularly since the
bitumenisation of the road in the 1920s, safety became an important issue (Stacy 1999).

Small improvements were made to the road such as softening sharp curves near 'Eagle on the
Hill', and construction in the 1960s of duplicated two lane carriageways which reduced the
number of curves, traffic congestion, and road accidents ( (Highways November 1986; Stacy
1999). Several major accidents in the area from Glen Osmond to Crafers also resulted in safety
upgrades with the construction of median barriers and improvements to the road alignment (Stacy
1999). However, this was considered a short term solution which did not result in a decline in
accident rates (PV/C November 1996), and longer term planning for the safety problem resulted in
the proposal to totally reconstruct the portion of the road between Adelaide and Crafers (Stacy
1999). This would also serve to upgrade the road to national road design standards (eg design
speed, lane width, shoulder provisions, median protection, gradient) (Highways October 1987). It
ii this reconstruction which is assessed in this case study as the Adelaide-Crafers highway proposal
(A-C). The road however, has also been known as the South Eastern Main Road, the Mount
Barker Road, and more recently, the South East Highway (Stacy 1999).

The need for the A-C proposal was clear in much of the community's and the Highway
Department's eyes, and community members had threatened to blockade the road if nothing was
doñe to improve its safety. Despite the improvements made to the road, the accident rate was 6
times highèr than the rest of the South Freeway, with apprgxiryately 200 accidenl! 

-p_gr
year, and a 30Vo higher fatality rate (Hig ber 1986; Public Works Committee 1999).
Ít had also been projected that the safety increase in line with an additional 85Vo of
traffic during peak periods forecasted over the years (from 1987) (Highways November
1986). Not õnly was safety an issue, but so too were the delays for regular commuters resulting
from poor traffic flow, truck and commercial vehicle use of the road, and accidents (Hig-hways
November 1986). Lobbyists such as the RAA (Royal Automobile Association) and freight
movement also had a very strong influence in getting the proposal initiated. It has been suggested
that without the influence of the latter two bodies, the proposal may not have been proposed
(Interview 50).

The Highways Department was thus under some pressure to undertake the A-C proposal, unlike
the ETSA piojects where the community or other stakeholders did not appear to play a role in
pushing foi the projects. It was reported in the media by the then Member for Mayo that the
upgradé to Mt Barker Road was'years too late', and that he was'...delighted it [the government]
hài at last responded to public pressure'. Although referring to minor upgrades and not the
proposed reconstruction, this comment does serve to highlight the public pressure associated with
thil road. The proposed construction was a significant and large scale engineering project in
South Australia. In Parliament it was also noted that the A-C proposal was 'one of the most
important references to come beþre the PWC [Public Works Committee] for many years', whilst
Minister Oswald stated that it was a 'very important project for the State' .

The proposal as outlined in the EIS aimed to improve the link between Adelaide and Crafers by:

. constructing a new highway corridor from the Devils Elbow which traverses east of the exìsting
route through a short twin-tube tunnel beneath Eagle on the Hill, then west of, but
approximately parallel to the existing route for about 2 km, and finally east of the existing
aliþnment for about 1km finishing by connection with the South Eastern Freeway (Highways
February 19S7) (a figure of the proposal is presented in Volume I of this thesis);

. increase lanes of reconstructed road to six lanes, and reduce frontage access (Highways
November 1986);
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. enlarging the existing intersection at the city entry point onto the highway (Glen Osmond,
Portrush, Cross and Mount Barker Roads) (Highways February 1987); and

. by upgrading the upgrading the existing highway from Glen Osmond (city entry point) to
Devil's Elbow which involves an interchange at Mount Osmond Road, additional traffic lanes,
median barriers and reduced curves (Highways February 1987); and

. improvements to the existing Crafers interchange.

The length of the new freeway was approximately 8 kilometres (2 km shorter than the existing
route), and the cost of the project was $138 million (1997 dollars). Full funding was from the
Commonwealth government. It was originally planned to have the project constructed by 1994,
but due to funding delays, the project was planned for completion by December 1999.

EIAPROCESS SUMMARY

Screening and Triggering

The Highways Department had recognised early on in the proposal's planning process that an EIS
was likêly to be iequired for the A-C proposal, and had accordingly notified the Minister of
Transporf prior to the official EIS requirement. In April 1986, the Department appointed
consultants- - Maunsells Pty Ltd - to conduct an environmental and engineering evaluation of
alternative options. The fees awarded for Maunsell's contract to evaluate alternatives (around
$500,000 reþorted in the media) appeared to be substantially higher than for the ETSA EIA
investigations. this is not surprising given the greater economic value, complexity and size of this
project relative to the ETSA transmission lines.

Soon after the appointment of Maunsells, a preliminary meeting was held between the Highways
Department and the DEP in May 1986 where it was proposed to have close involvement with the
DEP.It was noted that'...close consultation with the DEP at this stage was desirable and would
not pose any dfficulties for the independence of DEP's position...'. On 17 June 1986, the DEP
recommended to the Minister for Environment and Planning that an EIS be required for the
Adelaide-Crafers Highway proposal. Less than one month later and due to the '...political,
environmental and economic sensitivity of the project...', the Minister of Environment and
Planning officially required on 9 July 1986 that an EIS be prepared for the Adelaide-Crafers
Highway proposal. Although the Highways Department was not formally subjec-t to the P.lgn_1ing

Act (and henèe the formal EIA process), it was proposed that the EIA process follow guidelines
prepared by the DEP and conform with the standard EIS procedures under the Act.

Because the project also involved Commonwealth funding, the Environmental Protection (Impact
of Proposals) lOll was also triggered. Under these procedures, the Commonwealth Department
of Transport designated the South Australian Highways Department as proponent of the proposal
in July t9g6 whictr effectively triggered the Commonwealth EIA process. Rather tlran conducting
two separate processes, a joint EIA process was arranged between the then Commonwealth
Department of Arts, Heritage and Environment (DAHE), and South Australia's Department of
Environment and Planning (DEP). In this regard, the EIS was to be prepared under South
Australian legislation, but was to be reviewed by both government departments.

EIS Guidelines

The guidelines for the EIA process were prepared by the DEP in July 1986 in the same month of
the official EIS requirement (refer Table 1). Unlike experience in the ETSA case studies, local
councils had the opportunity to comment on the draft guidelines for the proposal, and it was also
proposed to releaie the guidelines for public viewing, but it is unclear whether or not this
òccurred. In a similar manner to the ETSA case studies, the final guidelines were quite short (4 A3
pages as presented in the Draft EIS) and were structured around a description of the EIA process,
ãn-outline of the EIS contents, and factors to be considered in the description of the environment
and impact evaluation. Unlike the guidelines for ETSA projects, there was no requirement for a
detailed description of the preferred option if identified, and mitigation measures were not as

defined. However, the A-C guidelines were more detailed in their requirements with a short
description of each environmental factor and impact area with several subrequirements. Issues
requiring particular emphasis were also outlined comprising:

. impact on residential environments;
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. noise impacts;

. impacts on the biophysical environment, particularly in the Hills Face Zone;

. changes to access and consequences;

. safety (vehicular and pedestrian); and

. implications for planning and future development (DEP July 1986)

Surprisingly, there was also a requirement for monitoring of impacts, which was not required for
the ETSA case studies. It may be that the impacts associated with this type of development
required longer term and ongoing monitoring, whereas the ETSA transmission lines only required-
monitoring át the construction stage. The operation of transmission lines, with the exception of
ongoing maintenance, is relatively stable. Overall, the guidelines for this project compared to the
guidelines for ETSA projects were more detailed and left little room for proponent discretion in
interpreting what was required in the Draft EIS.

Table 1: Contents of the project guidelines for the Adelaide-Crafers
Highway Draft EIS (summarised from DEP July 1986)

Organisation and Management

A discrete team was formed with the Adelaide-Crafers Planning Study Team. As illustrated in
Figure (1), the Department retained ultimate control of the planning process, but the influence of
the internal project manager was indirect on the Maunsells project team, and there were two
essentially lâyeis of project management or control. In close liaison with the Department,
Maunsell-consultants weie responslble for most of the EIA and planning-design work. The
structure of the planning and design team is illustrated in Figure (1). The consultants were also
responsible for èoordinãting specialist advisers, one of which had expertis_e in environmental
issûes, and sub-consultants (eþ for the qualitarive public consultation study in August 1986;
Aboriginal survey by archaeologist T Gara). In the later stages of project, the internal client was
Manager of Straiegic Investment Planning. Maunsells was used-consistently through the.EIA
proces=s, and the deiign process which facilitates consistency and efficient transfer of information.

EIS CONTENTS ENVIRONMENTAL DESCRIPTION IMPACT EVALUATION

Summary
lntroduction
Substantiaton
Description Alternatives
Potential lmpacts
Mitigation
Monitoring
Public Participation
Sources of lnformation
Appendices

Climate and Air quality
Geology
Terrain and soils
Hydrology
Flora
Fauna
Land Use
Demography
Socio- Economic characteristics
Transportation
Economics
Heritage
Amenity
Noise
lnfrastructure and utilities
Bushfire hazard

as for environmental description in
addition to traffic safety, and
construction practices
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Department of Transport (DoT)

DoT Project Manager

Maunsell Project Manager
Maunsell Project Director

Quality Management
Representative

Superintendent
Representative Maunsell

Maunsell Specialist
Advisors

Concept Planning
Environmental Issues

Highway Engineering
Urban Planning
Geotechnical
Structures

Contracts
Safety Audit

Contractors
Advance Package

Structure
Roads
Landscaping

Other Consultants

Communications
Concept Planning
Investigations
Road Design
Bridge Design
Landscape

Maunsell Project
Management Team

Contracts
Communications
Technical Services

Programming, Cost
Project Secretary

Site Engineer
Clerks of Works
Site Secretary

Figure 1: Structure of the EIA, planning and design team for the Adelaide-Crafers Highway
proposal (source unknown: Departmental files)

The EIA process and environmental information was predominantly managed Þy tt't" consultants
Maunsells. There was insufficient informatic n to determine how much input the internal
environmental officers had given a lack of reference to them in the project files. Two
environmental officers were involved in the vegetation removal requests, and environmental
officers were also involved in the baseline air quality sampling, although the degree and nature of
this involvement is unknown. Moreover, regular project meetings between DoT and Maunsells,
which included discussion of environmental issues, did not indicate the presence of an internal
environmental officer. They were, however, present at later ad hoc meetings which required
discussion of specific issues such as outlining vegetation removal procedures (eg meeting h_eld_5

February 1995), and one environmental officer \ilas present at the Value Management Study
workshop (see later) and a design meeting in April 1997. Again much of the information in the
EIA phase of the project \ilas missing.

Public Exhibition: Stage One

In a similar manner to ETSA's Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens and Hummocks-Waterloo transmission
line proposals, an early programme of public participation was instigated by the{ranslort
Depaitmènt and their coniultant, Maunsells Pty Ltd, during the preparation of the Draft EIS.
Ho^wever, the programme initiated by the Highways Department lwas more extensive than ETSA's
approach and involved:
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. public review of three corridor options and an upgrade option with an information brochure
and calls for public comment (140 letters);

. personal interviews for those directly affected;

. a telephone hotline (78 calls);

. press releases;

. correspondence;

. roadside user survey (1300 responses);

. public exhibition at five locations from October to November 1986; and

. iix public meetings at sites potentially affected by the proposal from October 1986 to
November 1986 (Highways January 1987).

A subconsultant was also employed to conduct a qualitative study which aimed to understand the
issues and opinions of four groups comprising commuters, professional road users, potentially
affected residents, and environmental concerned groups in the area). This qualitative approach,
which involved discussions between invited participants, was used because it provided participants
with a 'relaxed and friendly atmosphere', and facilitated a deeper exploration of the attitudes and
reactions to the proposal asked for their sug-g-estions,

giving an impression of higher end.of the Westman
õcale presented in the ev r discussion).

The information brochure did not identify a preferred option, and briefly assessed four options
with a comparison of structures required, gradient, landscape impact, properties affected, lmpacts
on existing^road users during consiruction, potential for staging of_ c.ons_truction, cost, residential
amenity añd economic impaðt. The three corridor options presented in the later EIS is illustrated
in Volúme I of this thesis. Based on an analysis of the information in this brochure (refer Table 2),
Corridor A appeared to be the better option in six of ten a landsc_ape

impact, lowesiìumber of properties affeõted, impacts on road pacjs. It.is
difïicult to distinguish bètween the other options, and p end on the
weighting of impoitance given to each issue which was not However in
terrñs of Jhe nuriber of categories as the 'best option', the upgrade was the best performer but in
terms of number of categõries with lowest performance, both the upgrade and Corridor B
performed the worst. Coiridor C appears to be the next best option relative to Corridor A,

þarticularly if cost is important in the final selection.

Public Response

There was a substantial response to the Department's consultation programme, with 101 written
submissions , although becãuse some wroté more than once, there was a total of 140 letters in
addition to 78 telephóne calls to the hotline. Attendance at public meetings at Mount Barker, for
instance, was also high with an attendance of 100 people. The majority of contact came from
landowners or residents affected by the proposal. This is similar to the ETSA case studies, where
public input was primarily localiy-basèd ãs opposed to_ State-wide (refer also Harvey- 19-94).

Rtttrough the conìultants attempted to engage several special interest groups, only three
responded.

As a result of the qualitative study, it was found that road professionals were concerned about
safety; commuters about traffic flows; residents about road fatalities; whilst environmentalists were
concêrned about the 'Wide Road Syndrome' which encourage more traffic and more
development. Interestingly, the professional road users believed that a road would not affect the
enviroiment, or would aótûally improve the environment with the roadside trees. Ilsue.s raised by
the public as a result of the-entiie consultation programme are summarised in Table (3), and

relatèd to safety issues, public transport, alternatives, social and biophysical issues.

As illustrated in Figure (2), the majority supported Corridor A (121 submissions), inclu_d_ing one

local council, whilõt 44 submissions opposed the corridor which was to become the Highway
Department's preferred option (Corridor C1). Substantial concern was also evident about
Coiridor C2's^impacts on the Crafers West area which had already suffered disruption and
dislocation from the original construction of the freeway, and a number of alternatives were
proposed for consideration by the Department. From the highest to lowest public support,
performance was:

. Corridor A;

. Upgrade;
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. Corridor Cl;

. Corridor C2; and

. Corridor B.

Support was so great for option A that a lobby group named the 'A-Team' was formed
comþrising of hundreds of citizens, and supported by a local council, They were not, hovr'ever,
succèssful in getting their preference adopted (see next section).

Table 2: Analysis of the options presented in the public information brochure for the Adelaide-
Crafers Highway Proposal (dark shading represents best option, middle shading represents second best

option)

Adelaide-Crafers

scheme either due to a belief that the existing
that other routes would suit regional needs, or

e proposal. Two submissions also referred to

CORRIDORA CORRIDOR B CORRIDORC UPGRADE

Structures tunnel (535m)
3 bridqes

tunnel (505m)
2 bridqes

tunnel
maior cuts

major cuts and fills

gradient 1:17 median gradient 1:16 steepest
1:14 Devils Elbow
(steepest)
1 :19 elsewhere
(lowest)

Design speed 90km/h 90km/h 90km/h
50km/h Devils
Elbow
90km/h elsewhere

Landscape impact highest impact moderate-high

Properties affected
13 acquisitions
15 affected

12 acquisitions
17 affected

18 acquisitons
10 affected

lmpact on road users
durinq construction moderate impact moderate severe

Construction staoinq moderate scope limited limited

Cost hiqhest cost median cost second lowest cost

Residential amenity Reduces impact of
existing road on
residents

Reduces impact of
existing road on
residents

increase visual
impact for
residents.
continued impact on
Eagle on the Hill
residents. Loss of
access to some
orooerties

Economic impact
restriction of quarry
operations and
bypass Eagle on the
Hill Traders

passes Eagle on
the Hill traders

Res u lt Best option=6 areas
Second best=1
Lowest-1

Best option=2
Second best=3
Lowest=5

Best option=1
Second best=S
Lowest=3

Best option=3
Second best=2
Lowest=5
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Figure 2: Preferences in public comments for alternative options for the Adelaide-Crafers
Highway proposal (numbers sourced from the EIS, Highways February 1987: p1-3)

Table 3: Issues raised by the public in the first consultation
phase for the Adelaide-Crafers Highway Proposal

CATEGORY ISSUES

Highway a safety (eg speed limits, driver attitudes and training, signage, poor truck loading, policing)
design (eg gradient safety barriers and ramps, tunnels services)
construction (traffic disruption, staging, noise, spoil handling, tunnelling impacts)

Route
Alternatives

. connection to Northern Suburbs

. Alternative routes further north and south

. long toll tunnel

. retain existing road

. Fulladon Road/Brown Hill Creek Connection

. Variations on options (2 for Corridor A, 1 for Corridor C, and 2 involving combination of Corridors
A and C, and B and C)

Public
Transport

a

a

a

a

need for u
non-road based
retention of bus stops
service for school children

Social
a

a

residential amenity
property disturbance (eg access, compensation, subdivision potential, previous freeway
construction impacts on Crafers)
non-residential land use (eg Cleland Conservation Park, Eagle on the Hill businesses)
heritage (eg tollhouse, Eagle on the Hill hotel, Crafers West)
tourism
provision for Mount Barker growth
effects on existinq se¡vices

Biophysical . flora
. fauna
. fire
. meteorolooical influences (wind. foq, ice, sunqlare

Economic
. option cost differences subordinate to long-term environmental losses
. indirect costs of environmental impacts
. project costs beyond community resources
. fundinq mechanisms

Other
exhibition ng outdated
perceived h quality of Corridor A
inclusion of bicvcle facilities

a

a

a
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Evaluation of Corridors and Identification of a Preferred Option

Following the public exhibition of the options, Maunsell prepared an internal report in January
1987 which evaluated the alternatives based on public comments, a benefit-cost assessment, and
other non-financial factors (engineering, social and environmental). The upgrade to the existing
road was excluded because it failed to adequately meet the objectives of safety improvements. Of
several public suggestions for route amendments, only two were briefly considered and one was
eventually adopted as an Alternative Alignment in the Draft EIS. A new option was also
considered by the consultants which related to 'couplets' whereby the new corridor is only used
for downhill traffic, whilst the existing road is used for uphill traffic.

The evaluation of each option in this report was complicated and difficult to understand given the
use of complex economic analyses, weightings and scoring for several non-financial evaluation
criteria, and 'sensitivity testing' of these weightings. This approach was heavily criticised by other
government departments (refer section on EIS Quality: Government Controversy). Based on the
weighted evaluation criteria, Maunsells found that Line 3A (ie Corridor C1) with a couplet
approach was the best performer, followed by Line 3B (ie Corridor C2), and then Line 3A without
the couplet inclusion.

This conclusion was premised on the greater importance assigned to economic factors (ie 607o

weighting). Yet Line 2 (ie Corridor A) actually performed better for most environmental and
social caiegories in this evaluation, but these issues only had a combined weighting of 26Vo in
Maunsell's-evaluation which is of some concern. It is also not clear how or to what degree the
public comments were incorporated into this evaluation approach given that the best option
ðontrasted with public opinion. Nonetheless, Maunsell recommended that Line 3A be adopted (ie
corridor Cl) as the preferred option for assessment in the Draft EIS.

The Draft EIS

Following the an au e Draft EIS, which
than a year after 7 official EIS requir
relatively fast tu ed nearly 18 months
Gardens'proposal, and nearly 2 years for ETSA'r end proposal. This
the less cbmþlex nature of the environmental investigations for the smaller scale transmission line
proposals. The timing differences may be attributable to the level of experie_nce of the consultants
òr þroponent, or due to the tight timeframe required to get Commonwealth funding.

Prior to the public release of the A-C Draft EIS in February 1987, preprint copies were reviewed
by both the DEP and the Commonwealth DAHE and several comments were made. The DAHE's
cómments required improvements to the rationale for the preferred option, and the readability of
the documenf (eg too much jargon, difficulties for general readers to interpret some diagrams),
and noted the inãdequate assessment of fauna impacts and socio-economic effects, particularly
property acquisition. This latter was also of concern to the DEP in addition to requiring additional
infórmátion on seismicity, population capacities and the effects of the proposal on population
growth. The DEP criticised the Draft EIS for failing to outline methodologi_es used to compare
ihe alternatives based on economic benefit/cost ratios, and for failing to reflect public opinion
about the preferred option despite the intentions throughout the EIS to do so. Howevet, shortly
after these comments, the EIS was determined by the DEP tobe'...generally adequate for public
release', although there were still some concerns about issues such as improving accessibility to the
hills area.

Relative to the ETSA EISs, the A-C Draft EIS was quite long at 88 [43 size] pages (including
summary and excluding references and appendices) and with extensive use of figures. The
contents of the Draft EIS are summarised in Table (4), whilst the proportion of focus on the main
EIA tasks are presented in Table (5). The main focus was on the comparison of alternatives
(347o), the desðription of the environment (287o) and the impact evaluation (28Vo). In a similar
manner to ETSÁ's approach the environmental investigations focused on broader planning
concerns by evaluating wide corridors, whilst the more detailed design and minor route alignments
were to bð undertakèn after the environmental approval process was completed. While this
approach makes it difficult for the community and government to m49 q fully informed decision
abòut the proposal, it does facilitate greater flexibility in the overall decision-making process (ie
assessmeni ai the detailed design assumes preselection of a corridor which has had no formal
environmental investigations or public input).
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Table 4: Contents of the Draft EIS for the Adelaide-Crafers Highway Proposal

CONTENTS OF THE DRAFT EIS

Summary
Preamble (study and selection process, sieving route alternatives, selection of
proposed route)
1. Introduction (background, project timing, EIA process, public participation to date)
2. Substantiation of Need
. existing road situation, traffic situation, alternatives to new road: do nothing, bus, rail,

upgrade
3. Assessment of Options and Outline of Selected Proposal
. Corridor A, Corridor B, Proposed Route, Corridor C2. Couplets, Corridor Evaluation,

outline of the selected proposal (description and features, alternative alignment)
4. Description of the env¡ronment
. biophysical (landform, geology and soils, climate, air quality, hydrology and

drainage, vegetation, vertebrate fauna, landscape, bushfire hazard)
. social (current land use, demography, statutory controls, Aboriginal heritage,

Heritage of the built environment, utilities and seruices)
5. Environmental impacts and management
. biophysical (landform, geology and soils, climate, air quality, hydrology and

drainage, vegetation, vertebrate fauna, landscape, bushfire control)
. social (property acquisition, impacts on non-residential land use, effects on

residential amenity, effects on access to property and social dislocation, Aboriginal
heritage, built environment heritage, noise, imposed development constraints, cable-
car)

. reg¡onal planning issues (implications for future development, urban area
impacts)

. construction effects (material movement, effects on residents, effects on road
users)

. responsibilities f or mitigation

. mon¡toring and rev¡ew

Table 5: Proportion of focus in the Draft EIS for the
Adelaide-Crafers Highway Proposal (equivalent 132 A4 pages)

* does not total 100% because of overlaps of on some pages (eg the comparison
of alternatives and impact assessment, and mitigation all fell within the same chapter)
**likely to be substantially less given that integrated into impact assessment section

In a similar manner to the original information brochure, four alternative corridors located in a
small area of the \üestern Mount Lofty Ranges were presented in the Draft EIS comprising:

. Corridor A ($15Omillion) (1986 prices);

. Corridor B ($tgO million);

% FOCUS*EIS TASK

9%Summary
3"/"lntroduction
13%Proposal Description
2Framework
5%Proposal Need

4 corridors 34%Alternatives Description and comparison
26"/"Description of environment
28%of Preferred
28"/"
28o/"**on**
0.7%Monitoring
1%Public consultation (approach

Conclusion
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. Corridor Cl ($100 million); and

. Corridor C2 ($100 million).

As noted previously, the couplet scheme and Alternative Alignment which involved deviation
around the Cleland Conservation Park were also presented. While the inclusion of this alternative
was a result of a public submission during the first stage of public consultation, the source of this
alternative was not adequately acknowledged in the Draft EIS.

The preferred option (C1) adopted by the Department was the shortest and least expensive route,
and ãs noted previously, did not reflect public opinion, despite the fact that the Department
indicated that public concerns were taken into account during the preparation of the Draft EIS.
An attempt was made by the Highways Department to justify why the option preferred by the
community was not the Department's preferred option:

'Response from the public showed that the stronge^st pre.fu{9n99 was for the most
expensive option. However, that came largely from individuals who foresaw
effects on their personal interests from other options which, while biased, is
acknowledged as an important part of public opinion. The number of people
affected by each option is, however, relatively low for the number of beneficiaries
from the project. It is also believed that there was some confusion regarding
Corridors C1 and C2, with the determinate impacts of C2 being mistakenly
associated with Cl as well. A strong preference for Corridor A was expressed,
seemingly because it was away from the more heavily populated and visible areas
and had more manageable environmental impacts.'

However, it was noted that the costs of Corridor A were such that government funding may not be
obtained.

Public Submissions

The draft EIS was publicly released for comment for two months from 9 March to 4 I|u4.ay 1987,
which is slightly longer the than the six weeks required for the EIS process under the Planning Act
1982 (as amended 1985). A much smaller response was received that the first stage of
consultation, with a total of 38 formal public and government submissions on the Draft EIS
(Harvey 1994). Twenty of the public sub nt submissions given_that
they were coordinated as one response) particular option, which
demonstrated similar trends to the first dominant preference for
Corridor A (327o of submissions voicing support). Only one submission voiced support for the
Department's preferred Cl Corridor option.

The range of issues raised in public submissions was not as comprehensive as the first consultation
stage. The issues raised most in the public and government submissions related to the quality. of
thtEIS (refer controversy: EIS quality), folloued by the impacts on the Cleland Conservation
Park, heritage issues, and impacts on vegetation. There were also significant concerns about the
substantiation for the project, and about the secondary effects of improved and easier access and
the facilitation of further development in the Hills area, It was believed that population growth in
the watershed areas and near hills townships should be restricted, and that broader regional
planning issues and government policy were pre-empted by the project, It was noted in one
submission for instance:

'The decision by a single agency to proceed with the road construction would pre-
empt the development of other government policy .... As a result it can be seen
thai Adelaide will endeavour to gro',¡/ inland away from other existing services and
into the energetically inefficient and environmentally sensitive Hills area. An
increased demand will be created for private transport fuel and for public transport
services, when at present the Government is aiming to conserve fuel, and is
reluctant to extend existing Hills public transport.'

As a result, there was increasing support for upgrading the road rather than reconstructing it. It
was noted in the Supplement as a response: 'It was assumed [in the Draft EIS], as it now appears
wrongly, that the case for its fan upgrade] dismissal had been sufficiently accepted so as not to
warrànt repetition of the documentation...'. However, the Highways Department remained of the
conclusion- in the Supplement to the EIS that an upgrade rather than a reconstruction would not
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realistically improve safety conditions, and would require a high degree of property acquisition
(Highways July 1987).

The Supplement Report

The Department's response in the Supplement (Highways July 1987) to these public and
government submissions was referred to government departments for comment, and some
concerns were noted by the Commonwealth DAHE about the information on the alternatives and
mitigation measures. Nonetheless, the Supplement was considered adequate for public release by
the DEP in late July 1987, and was publicly released on27 July 1987 (Harvey 1994).

The
The

supp
maln

lement was shorter than the Draft EIS and was in A4 format which made reading easier
contents comprised:

. Introduction (eg nature of comments received, status of the proposal);

. Project Justification (eg accident statistics, traffic project reliability, pub1i9 transport);

. ProJect funding, Programme and Implementation Matters (eg effects of funding limitations);

. Altêrnative Sðhemes (eg no construction, upgrade, Corridor A, weighting of economic
factors);

. Regional Effects (eg development pressures in the Hills, visual intrusion);

. Loðal Effects (eg property values, acquisition, access, vegetation, heritage, noise);

. Design Details (eg run-off and pollution control, landscaping).

In a similar manner to the ETSA case studies, a summary of the submissions was presented in an
appendix which facilitated transparency of process.

The Highways Department was clear about the concerns raised, and-ope_nly addressed many of the
criticisms about tñe alternative adopted and son e inadequacies of information. There was also
some concerns raised in submissions about the practice of identifying a preferred option, which
was a similar problem experienced in the ETSA case studies where it was found that the adoption
of a preferred scheme tended to result in some public controversy. This was also a problem
recognised by the DEP. However, in terms of the A-C proposal, the Highways Department noted:

'Some submissions contained the view that the Draft EIS should have provided an

equal treatment to the various route alternatives without necessarily drawing
conclusions about a preferred route, and the Government Department comments
sought presentation o1 design detail for each route. Others sought more detailed
information on the evaluation process, either explicitly or implicitly suggesting
that the evaluation was faulty and that a different corridor should have emerged as

preferred.

The Commission of Highways maintains that the proponent has a responsibility to
propose a specific scheme after a detailed consideration of the options. ... That
iouie has bèen selected as offering in the proponent's view, the best overall
solution in terms of environmental, social, engineering, cost and user implications'
(Highways July 1987: p2).

It was also acknowledged in the Draft EIS, that some would view the 'best' option differently, and
while this was accepted, it was not considered to be advantageous to review the evaluation process
leading to the prefèrred option. As for the Cherry Gardens proposal by F.TSA, the Higlways
Deparlment wás adamant about their selection and refused to change their position despite
opposing public opinion. For instance:

It is recognised, and accepted, that some interested members of the public and
others may place a different emphasis on the issues involved and therefore believe
that an alterñative to the selected proposal has more merit. Nevertheless, in view of
the compelling influence of economic considerations on the selection, it is
considered that ongoing discussion of the evaluation process would not be
worthwhile' (Highways July 1987: p2).

They also noted that environmental factors were a significant factor in the choice of the four
corridors originally selected for assessment, and it was considered that environmental differences
between these four options were not significant.
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The Department was, however, more responsive to several concerns about the intrusion of the
preferred Corridor C1 into Cleland Conservation Park near Crafers, and the impact on Crafers
North. As a result, the Department modified their preferred alternative, and adopted the
'Alternative Alignment' presented in the Draft EIS. The new alignment, which was entitled
Corridor C3, avoided the Conservation Park and the temporary diversion road during construction
was able to be situated along the Park boundaries, although some vegetation would still be
affected. While the impacts on vegetation were major in parts (eg removal of stand of
candlebarks; removal of t hectare of good quality vegetation), they were considered unavoidable
and considered on balance, to result in a less substantial impact than if the original Corridor C1
was constructed.

In response to opposition from heritage authorities about the relocation plan for a significant
heritage item - the tollhouse - an internal report on alternatives was also prepared by Maunsells.
Although it was noted in the draft EIS that the tollhouse could be relocated given that there was a
belief it na¿ already been moved once, it was since found that the tollhouse was in its original
location. Four alternatives to relocation were assessed including the do-nothing option. Only one
of the alternatives was considered to be viable which involved keeping the tollhouse in the median
and spreading the carriageway further apart (alternative 2), but this entailed some impacts
involvìng a néed to acquire one private residence, intrusion effects on other private properties,
additioná earthworks, riik of collision and loss of access to the Tollhouse to visitors. Given these
issues, the Department maintained in the Supplement that the tollhouse should be relocated a short
distance.

The DEP Assessment Report

The DEP's 77 page Assessment Report (DEP November 1987) with input by the Commonwealth
DASETT (replâceã DAHE), was actepted by the MEP on 30 November 1987, and was. publicly
released on 15 December 1987 (Harvey 1994). The Assessment Report identified the major issues
AS:

. project substantiation;

. regional planning;

. social and economic;

. impacts on heritage;

. visual impact; and

. impacts on flora and fauna.

Issues addressed within these areas included property acquisition and compensation, impacts on
local businesses, residential amenity, spread of disease, erosion, pollution, and the disposal of
excavated materials. The most significant of the major issues in the selection of corridors were the
social and economic impacts, anã the impacts on flora and fauna (DEP November 1987: p65).
However, although the issue of fauna was lncluded in a subheading, there was no reference to the
fauna impacts in the text which is surprising given the extensive impact of the project on habitat
clearance.

On environmental grounds, the DEP noted its preference for the Corridor A option, followed by
the Department' preferred C3 Corridor. However, costs were the deciding factor and it was noted
in a similar manner to the Highways Department

'This Department considers that the environmental (including social)_-benefits
associateã with the adoption of Corridor A, while considerable, are insufficient to
justify the additional expenditure in the order of $50 million and th_e_ possible
ãelayi and uncertainties in obtaining funding. (DEP November 1987: p67).

Thus, the Highway Department's preferred C3 option was considered the next best option, and the
DEP stated:

'...this Assessment Report concurs with the Commission of Highways in
recommending that Corridor C3 be selected as the preferred route for the new
highway and ihat funding should be sought for the construction of this corridor.
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It must nevertheless be recognised that significant adverse impacts on residential
amenity, non-residential land use, and flora and fauna are associated with this
corridor' (DEP November 1987: p68).

It was acknowledged that the clearance of vegetation was a 'severe but unavoidable consequence',
and it was suggèsted that actions to benefit vegetation be arranged to offset the extensive
vegetation cleaiance.A total of 15 more specific recommendations were made which related
predominantly to mitigation measures, and which required for instance, that the heritage tollhouse
ãnd tollgate be retained in their existing location despite the Department's desire to relocate it.

Official Recognition of the EIS

nts was given on the same

T"i's'åïj;[i 3ii:i 'lå
ntil the Commissioner of

September 1988 that:

'...subject to the implementation of the recommendations in Part B, sections R4-R5
of the SADEP report, the Department of the Arts, Sport, the Environment, Tourism
and Territories have deemed the requirements of the Environment Protection
(Impact of Proposals) Act 1974 to have been met.

Section 7 Notice and Crown Development Report

Although the formal EIS process was followed, the Department was_not subject to the llqlling
Act, and hence were not iequired to submit a I ection 7 Notice to Councils or to the SAPC as

occurred for the ETSA transmission line projects. For the same reasons a Crown Development
Report was not required for the A-C decision making process'

Planning Report & Request for Approval

It was gen he Highways Department to_prepare^an internal Planning
Report Tor In this case, the Planning Report (31 pages plus. figures)
coñsidered e DEP's assessment, and was to be used as the basis for
application for Commonwealth funding (DEP November,1987). This _Planning Report was
piêpared by Maunsells in October 1987, shortly after completion of the DEP's Assessment Report,
but prior to its public release.

Essentially, the Report was a summary of the alternatives, the preferred proposal (Corridor CJ),
and the process ol assessment including the Department's response (Table 6) to the DEP's
recommeñdations. A preliminary landscaping design had also been completed which aimed inter
alia to:

. integrate the highway with surrounding areas;

. reduce the effeðts ol engineering works by stabilising fill batters and screening cut batters;

. prevent pockets

. þrovide good vi experiences;

. screen views of areas;

. protect areas of h

. iejuvenate existin with exotic plants;

. faôilitate fire figh mise fire risk;

. minimise maintenance cost; and

. provide self-sustaining habitats.

y with the main recommendations from
were standard practice for the practices

o int",n u 
pffffi 

"ä1iT #å3å; 3'ii:l J'l¡ X'"*:
concern, however, about the proposed need to remove vegetation for further Aboriginal heritage
surveys, and it unclear whethèr or not the Highways Department liaised further with the DEP on

this matter.
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DEP RECOMMENDATION RESPONSE

Retention of Tollhouse in
existing location

'...the requirement can be met without prohibitive additional cost, and the
Commissioner recognizes that it will be necessary to accede to the stipulation'
(p271

Resident relocation will be addressed under the Highways Act and the Land Acquisition Act.
'...sympathetic consideration is already being given to immediate acquisition in
cases where property owners have requested this' (p28)

Effects on non-residential use further means for mitigating impacts on local businesses considered, but
limited by the Commissioner's powers under the Highways Act, and lack of site
for relocation on the new highway alignment. 'lt is proposed that the
conventional service signs be provided at the interchange ramps serving Eagle
on the Hill in order that motorists will be aware of the services available to them'
lo28).

Further noise studies 'lt is not expected that this requirement will generate any significant
difficulties, either in the peÉormance of the studies or in mitigatory measures if
these are found necessary' (p28)

Air quality monitoring 'While there is no difficulty in complying with this requirement, it is apparent
that mitigation of any problem detected in the future is unlikely to be achieved
bv measures involvinq the road itself' (p29)

Landscape issues (rehabilitate
native vegetation in
compensation for clearance)

'Only a small cost would be involved in complying with this requirement, but it
will need to be determined whether the Commissioner's powers extend to work
of this type.' Regarding design requirements in Assessment Report about
earthworks and planting: 'Most of these were described as part of the proposal
in the EIS documents, while the remainder relate to good design practices
which would form a normal part of this or any other major highway development'
(o29).

Spoil disposal (DEP wanted to
be consulted on choice of spoil
areas)

'This requirement is acceptable. The matter of spoil disposal requires further
detailed consideration, and it is hoped that productive use can be identified for
the material, such as for land reclamation or rehabilitation of quarries in the
vicinitv' (p29).

Spread of Phytophera fungi
precautions (annual monitoring
during construction, ban on
transport of infected soil, use of
fungus-resistant species and
mulhes)

'The additional monitoring requirement is not onerous, and the second
requirement is unlikely to disrupt construction work unless Phytophera is
widely encountered. lt is probable that the pre-construction testing would warn
of such a circumstance and allow appropriate pre-planning. lf infection is
found to be widespread, the ban may well be incompatible with the necessities
of the project eadhwork, which would dictate careful consideration of areas,
such as other infected areas, where material could be placed. The third
reouirement is self-evident, and acceptable' (p29).

Erosion control (Watedall Gully
and boq near Eaqle Quarry)

'The requirement accords with intentions expressed in the EIS Supplement,
and is further noted' (p30).

Aboriginal heritage (f u rther
surveying)

'surveys and assessments pedormed as part of the Study indicate that the
likelihood of sites is low. However, this produces the paradox that any relic
found would be of special importance because of the lack of previouS finds. As
explained in the Draft ElS, it is considered most unlike that a site of sufficient
significance as to jeopardize the project would be encountered in this locality.
To achieve any more effective suruey than those already performed,
vegetation clearance will need to t be undertaken. ln advance of construction
commencement this should be limited to the understorey, to avoid possible
public reaction to the effects of three felling' (p30).

Adelaide-Crafers

Table 6: Highway Department's response in the Planning Report to DEP recommendations
arising from the EIA process for the Adelaide-Crafers Highway proposal
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Ministerial Directíons

Detailed information on the final government approval and conditions for the project ìilas not
found in the project files. It is known however, that State Cabinet approval was given on 25 July
1988 for Corridor C3 and for the Department to seek Commonwealth funding.On 16 September
1988, nearly ayear after the assessment process was completed, the Commissioner of Highways
requested Commonwealth approval to adopt the C3 Corridor and to proceed with final design and
doðumentation. Approval to commence the design work on the proposal was given by the
Commonwealth Minister for Land Transport on 17 February 1989, and by the State Cabinet on 11

September 1989. Commonwealth funding approval was also given in 1990 of $2 million for
preconstruction works, but funding for the highway proposal was delayed.

Design Work and Funding

In January 1990, Maunsells were appointed to begin the design and documentation for the project,
but in 1992 it was realised that Commonwealth funding would not be forthcoming. However,
work continued and 53 reports were prepared from 1989 onwards by various consultants. Since
1986, this made a total of 109 reports produced by or for the Department which signals intense
activity. In contrast, the less complex projects in ETSA resulted in substantially less
documentation, and the focus was on the three environmental documents (Draft EIS, Supplement
and Assessment Report). The impression given by Transport SA was that the EIA documents were
only one part of a much larger and more complex planning and design process. Most of the
reports produced for the A-C proposal were predominantly technical in nature and related to
economic assessments, contract management, traffic forecasting, or detailed design (eg pavement
design, noise levels, wind investigations and tunnel ventilation, drainage design, geometric
standards, disposal of excavated materials).

Following an update in March 1993 of the original 1987 Planning Report, no reports were
produced for two years. But when Com projgcJ o1
10 Vay 1995 (Harvey 7994), activity and land
acquisition. The assessment of the project tudies into
the value, opportunities and risks of the project This was
important given the large time lag between approval and the commencement of construction.
Reþorts which are relevant to the environmental investigations include the Value Management
Study, project update, the Risk Assessment, and the preparation of Environmental Management
Plans (see below).

The Value Manâgement Study (1995'1996')

A relatively new approach used by the Department was a 'Value Management Study' which
brought together a range of different perspectives to evaluate the proposal, its objectives, and to
review the concept design and design criteria.. It was expected that:

'...members will use their professional perspective to challenge the current
proposals, test assumptions, question their own and others traditional ideas and are
èxpected to both generate and respond positively to innovative solutions in order
that value is added',

Actions arising for environmental issues included:

. the creation of a community consultation strategy;

. a review of the environmental issues raised in the EIS to ensure relevancy, compliance and to
address any deficiencies;

. liaison with government about any further EIA requirements;

. appointment of a construction manager to be involved in development of an Environmental
Management Plan; and

. ensuring that the Endangered Species Protection Act is complied with involving the
preparation of a Koala Management Plan.

There \ilas a broad range of government participants in the study in addition to one local
community group. In particular, participants included representatives from the Department of
Transport (piimaiily senior staff), the Commonwealth Department of Transport, F,IA Branch in the
DHUD, Départment of Environment and Natural Resources, Maunsell consultants, the Royal
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Automobile Association (RAA), Commercial Transport Advisory Committee, Southern and Hills
Local Government Association, Mitcham City Council, Economic Development Authority,
Minister for Transport's office, and the Value Study Team which facilitated the study and
workshops. There were also opportunities for written submissions by community groups such as

the Mount Lofty Ranges Conservation Group. and from councils and local members of
parliament.

Project Update (january 1996) and Further Investigations

Given the extensive time lag between environmental approval and the provision of funding, an
update and reassessment of the project was prepared by Maunsell consultants for internal use
within the Department. The project update, which was completed on 29 January 1996 involved
consultation with both the EIA Branch of the DHUD and the Environment Protection Agency.
Encapsulated within the 16 page update were further environmental investigations undertaken
since the formal EIA process, and reviews of changes to the project scope adopted after the
original environmental approval. Despite these changes, it was considered that the project had not
been substantially modified, and that the initial endorsement for the project remained valid. For
instance:

'...the form of the project proposal has not changed in any substantive way, other than in
response to recommendations arising from the environmental assessment process, since it
received endorsement from that process in 1987. This is in spite of the lengthy period that has

since elapsed and the design effort that has been expended in developing the project detail. The
previous endorsement given to the project can accordingly be seen to remain valid.

The possible inclusion of a cycle track in the project scope is capable of being assessed in ìts
own right if it is shown to be worth pursuing. Relatively minor changes being contemplated
to features within the previous extent of the scheme are of such a magnitude and nature that
they would not invalidate the existing project endorsement if adopted, and are likewise
amenable to assessment individually. It is intended that changes of any environmental
significance could be referred to DHUD for their comment, if required, as and when their
inclusion in the project is acknowledged to be otherwise appropriate''

This conclusion of no substantive change to the proposal was supported by the Public Works
Committee in their 1996 inquiry into the project (see below). The actions taken and changes
reported in the project update included:

. acquisition of two properties two facilitate the retention of the tollhouse;

. addition of a detention dam to mitigate flood and stormwater runoff;

. inclusion of a pilot tunnel to improve information for design and construction tenders for the
final tunnel (inèluding an accesslrack). Conditions of the contract were strict and included an

EMP to avoid impacting on surrounding properties and natural features;
. possible addition of a bicycle track. This was not addressed in the previous EIS due to a lack

of demand; and the
. possible use of Hillcrest Avenue as a temporary traffic diversion. Because this resulted in

iemporary changes to accessibility for Crafers West residents, consultation was undertaken with
councils.

The pilot tunnel began in February 7996, and advance works at Devil's Elbow commenced in May
of thè same year (PWC November 1996). There was however, some hostility at a public meeting
in February 1996 about the proposed temporary diversion road near Crafers (Hillcrest Avenue)
with conceins of safety, access and loss of avenue for walking and riding. Thus a new proposal was
put forward by the Department to maintain the road as local access, and to create a temporary two-
Îane road parillel to Hillcrest Avenue for diversion. At another meeting in April, 'The residents

[were] satisfied' that their concerns had been addressed.

According to Maunsell consultants, the design process had sought to mitigate many of the
environméntal impacts identified in the EIA process including the reduction of earthworks and
material surplus fór disposal (and hence reduce the visual impacts), noise mitigation measures, and
mitigation óf impacts on traffic flow during construction. Further environmental investigations
which supported these measures \¡/ere extensive and included:

. noise impact studies in 1990 and 1991 in consultation with the Noise Abatement Branch of
the DEP wtricn resulted in noise barriers including mounding of up to 15-16 metres above the
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road level near the tunnel (studies were required by recommendation R6 in the Assessment
Report);. survey of Aboriginal archaeology in 1995 in consultation with Aboriginal people (required
by recommendation R8 of the Assessment Report);

. Phytophera (fungal disease) surveys which involved soil monitoring in 1990 and the
detection of the disease in two isolated locations (recommendation R12 of the Assessment
Report);

. hydrology and flooding studies to further assess flooding in Glen Osmond Creek downstream
of the project, resulting in the inclusion of a detention dam. It had been found that the road
would marginally increase flood flows in the stream unless these actions were adopted (PWC
November 1996);

. geotechnical investigations;

. disposal of surplus materials identified as a problem in the EIA documents. Surplus reduced
significantly, and an investigation of possible disposal sites was undertaken in 1990 (no
conclusions reached due to absence of construction time table and associated difficulties of
negotiating with third parties). Options for productive use of the material (eg as fill) was also
investigated;

. study of gutly winds which were considered a traffic hazard in the environmental documents,
with implications for the tunnel ventilation systems. It was found that winds were not
abnormal to those allowed for in design ;. investigation of open-cut excavation in lieu of the tunnel which was initiated because of
criticisms that tunnel was extravagant and cost risk. It was found that the risks would be minor
when compared to the'severely adverse environmental consequences and traffic management
implications of the open-cut scheme' (p12);

. development of Environmental Management Plan to outline commitments made in the EIS
documènts and the recommendations of the Assessment Report (see later section),

As a result of resident concerns about existing traffic noises, the Department also undertook
further baseline noise measures in three local areas (Urrbrae, Mount Osmond and Crafers West)
(PWC November 1996). Another survey of phytophera was also undertaken when the project was
recommenced, which found the fungi at several locations along the corridor (PWC November
1996).

Further community consultation was also undertaken involving briefings to councils and other
stakeholders (parliamentary representatives, landowners and residents, government departments,
and emergenðy services among others); media advertisement_ of the project status; local
informatioñ méetings; and the publication of several information brochures. This approach was
primarily for the prõvision of information as opposed to higher levels of two way consultation and
interaction. This is not surprising given the extensive activities of consultation already undertaken
in the EIA process. It is interesting to note, however, that one member of the Department stated
that if the public had been given the same opportunities to comment today as they had in the
1980s, the project probably would not have gone ahead (Interview 63 1999).

Risk Management Report (April 1996)

A consultant was also employed to conduct a risk assessment workshop and prepare a report for
the A-C project. Several iisk areas were identified including design, programme and technical
areas. Risk areas relevant to the environmental investigations related to community risks (eg

adverse reaction, not adequately considered, damage to property), environmental risks (eg

excessive construction noise, siltation, pollutants, inadequate management plant, groundwater
impacts), political risks (eg change of government agenda, lgbby gTolP aclion), _and
orfanisational risks (eg personñel and resources inadequate). Priority risks which involved a high
likèlihood of occurrence and high impact on the project included:

. community feeling misinformed

. excessive construction impacts;

" inadequate management plan;
. construction requirements conflicting with environmental requirements;
. wetland damage; and
. erosion-sedimentcontrol.

However, non-compliance with environmental standards was considered to be of low likelihood.
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Despite the extensive effort devoted to the environmental investigations, there was still some
uncertainty about the outcomes of the project, particularly in adequately managing some_

environmental impacts. The value of this risk assessment process was transparency in that areas of
uncertainty and piobability of impact were identified which could then be communicated to those
involved in ttre õonstruction stage of the project. Simply through education and monitoring, this
process may assist in alleviating the probability of some risks. Action.plans arising from this

þrocess included distribution of community information, meetings, environmental management

þlans,. auditing of construction, monitoring, surveys, and continued liaison with environmental
agencles.

Government Assessment: DHUD Review of Project Update

The Department of Transport's project update was reviewed by the EIA Branch (DHUD) in April
1996 fóllowing the Depártment's request for information about further requirements under the
Development Ãct (replãced the Planning Act) and the Commonwealth EIA process. Earlier in
September 1995 at a meeting between DHUD and Maunsells, the possibility of a formal EIS
amèndment process had been raised, which caused some concern to the Department of _Transport
given that cónstruction was scheduled to commence in 1996. However, a formal amendment was
ñot required, despite some concerns indicated by the EIA Branch on 9 April 1996 relating to the:

. amount of time lapsed since the EIS process;

. lack of recent community involvement;

. possibility of project alterations;

. iecent changes in relevant standards; and

. accumulation of additional date in response to Assessment Report recommendations.

The EIA Branch noted: 'whilst there is no sunset clause on the legislation, both the
Commonweatth EPA and ourselves expressed concern that it has been B years since the EIS
process was completed'. However, given that only minor changes to the proposal were evident, the
EIA Branch recómmended that no lurther formal EIA be required. One week later, the CEO of
DHUD informed the Department of Transport that given the lack of major alternatives to the
project, and that EMIPs were being planned in addition to a community information programme:

'it is considered that there is no need for further formal environmental assessment
of this project pursuant to the Development Act and the Environment Protection
(Impacf of Proþosals) Act provided recommendations in the Project Update are
adhered to and that:

the investigations of noise impacts are extended to include Hillcrest Avenue;
and
concerns of the residents of Hillcrest Avenue are taken into account when
determining the possible use of the route as a diversion road for highway
traffic during construction..'

a

a

Commonwealth funding was also reconfirmed in August
for the project was then estimated at $l38million (1996

Environmental Management Plan

1996 (PWC November 1996). The costs
prices).

A relatively new and innovative practice in the Department was the preparation_ of Environmental
Management Plans (EMPs) for the construction of infrastructure pro_jects (s_ee also Chapter Se^v^en

in Volume I of this thesis). In this case, the EMP was prepared by Maunsells in Septembet 1996.
The aim of the EMP was to:

. produce a framework for control of construction and operational impacts including
þracticable and achievable performance requirements and a system of monitoring;

o provide evidence of compliance with legislation, policies, guidelines, and requirements to local,
itage and Commonwealth authorities; and

provide the community with assurance of management of the project in an environmentally
acceptable way.

a
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The plan, which was essentially a checklist of actions for consideration by all parties involved
during design, construction, operation and monitoring, was guided by principles of ecological
sustainable development defined by the Council of Australian Governments. Included within was
an outline of the Environmental Management System such as management strategy, management
structure and responsibilities, legislative requirements, standards and codes of practice, monitoring
requirements, corrective action and training among other things; followed by the specific EMPS
for inter alia:

. erosion and stormwater management;

. flora and fauna;

. air.quality (health risks, loss of amenity);

. nolse;. archaeology and heritage;

. mitigation of wastes from construction;

. bushfire prevention; and

. storage and handling of dangerous substances.

A total of 1I4 commitments in these areas \ilas made in the EMP. Because Maunsell consultants
were employed to prepare the EMP there was consistency in, and transfer of, knowledge between
the EIA ãnd the delign and construction process. Monitoring of the project was to undertaken by
the contractors and Contracts Manager during construction, by the Transport Department during
operation, by the Office of the EPA, and by complaints from the public. Inspections and
monitoring requirements were proposed in several areas including noise, air quality, water quality,
sediment control, discharge from retention ponds and so on. Auditing of contractor performance
was also planned to be conducted by the Contracts Manager bi-annually, although the results of
environmental audits \vere not available for assessment.

Environmental Management Implementation Plan

Another relatively new but standard practice in the Department required construction contractors
to outline how they will meet the EMP requirements in an Environmental Management

EMIP. It is assumed that EMIPs were prepared,

Government Assessment: Public Works Committee

Despite not being subject to Section 7 of the Planning Act, and despite approval by government
and-endorsement of the environmental approval by the DHUD, the Department was also required
to submit their proposal to the Parliamentary Public Works Committee which requires that all
proposals over a certain amount be subject to Committee assessment, and that where_proposals
havè been modified the Committee be notified at any stage of the project's life. The Committee
was required among other things to inquire into the proposed work's purpose and necessity, the
revenué produced, the public value of the work, the costs involved, the net effect on the
Consolidãted Account or the statutory authority's funds, and the efficiency and progress of
construction (P\ /C November 1996).

In making their assessment of the proposal, a site inspection of the site was undertaken by lhg
Committee on 30 October 1996, and a hearing was conducted in the same month. The PWC
reported on the additional studies undertaken by
proposal would not impact on Aboriginal archaeolo
would deliver 'significant benefits to road users and
with reduced accidents, travel times, and vehicle co
(PV/C November 1996: pl2). The proposal was considered to be the only option to solving the
safety issues of the existing road, and the Committee officially recommended to Parliament that
the proposal proceed. This recommendation was adopted. How much influence the PIVC actually
had-in practiõe is questionable given that preconstruction works and the pilot tunnel had already
commeñced in early 1996, which seems to indicate that the project would proceed. Thus, the
PWC's recommendation to proceed may have simply been a official reinstatement of approval,
with no possibility to seriously consider the no-go option at such a late stage.
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Construction

Construction of the highway was undertaken by contract and managed by a project manager from
Transport SA. The prõcess involved nearly three years of intensive work, 200 employees, and the
movement of 2 million cubic metres of soil ¿ nd rock (Stacy 1999). Land acquisition was
completed in 1997, and breakthrough of the tunnel was achieved in September 1998. In
accoidance with the Department's vegetation removal policy, a request was also made on 18 June
1997 to the Chief Executive of the Department to remove 1,873 (of 3,500) trees between the
Mount Osmond Interchange and Measday Hill. This was endorsed by one of the Department's
internal environmental officers on 23 il/ay 1997 subject to conditions including a requirement to
save local seed for revegetation, and for a 3 year weed programme. The final route required
clearance of 1 t hectares of vegetation (4 hectares considered degraded).

Information about the project continued to be made available to the community with the
establishment of a briefing centre near the tunnel site, talks by the project manager to local groups,

the community. Unlike the traditional view of
ager for this project remained a very visible and
ess. A regular information brochure about the
otr, sedimentation protection, and extensive
tacts for the project manager and local Members
as excellent, and continued to maintain public

relations which was important given the large scale of the project, and disruption to traffic.

Isolated attempts to highlight concerns about the project (eg increased traffic and develop.ment)
continued to bè made by local groups such as the Mount Lofty Ranges Conservation Association,
as indicated in a media article 'Conservationists fears highway robbery', but this did not appear to
have any effect. The decision had been made, funding provided and construction begun, and
there wäs little chance of changing the Department's approach to improving safety. General
complaints were also evident from communi ut the
lifesiyle, safety, and the impacts on Brownhill idual c
the ireek waÀ being polluted by runoff due of the

walls,
intended to lobby for improvement. It was also
road one would 'gasp at the extent of carnage
surprising given that a large-scale project which
significant visual and other disturbance during
munity when boulders fell on to the road being

used by motorists which attracted some media attention.

Transport SA responded where it could by restricting t
problèms from loose boulders; and by providing
ãccommodation in one case. Transport SA also res
Creek by modifying the stormwater detention dam
constrained by significant space, vegetation and topographical constraints; by planting vegetation
to prevent runoff from earth walls, and to ensure that minimum sediment entered the creek; and
by èmploying an engineering geologist to ensure that no landslides occurred.

Revegetation of the area vr'as also extensive with over 60,000 trees Plalt-"d using local seeds

colleðted prior to construction. The Department also aimed to remove 100,000 exotic olive trees

which have threatened native species, and implement a large-scale weed control strategy. This
revegetation programme was dèveloped by Hassell's consultants in consultation_with.Transport
SA. -In addition,-4O0 rare native grasses (3 species) were saved from the edge of the existing road
and replanted near the Union Quarry, and koalas found in the area were relocated to the Cleland
Consefvation Park, in addition to the establishment of 'koala ladders' over any barriers.

Problems of sedimentation were managed in two ways involving the reduction of erodable areas

which were affected by stormwater runoff, and by trapping sediment before it discharged into
watercourses. This included straw bale traps, silt fences, vegetation and mulches for soil protection,
rock lining of batter slops, erosion control blankets, detention basins, and structures for water

monitoring of both Transport SA and the EPA,
n local créeks. an extensive storm water drainage
rated including control of siltation and pollution,
the large flood ducing peak flows noted previously.

Adelaide-Crafers
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Thus, despite the project having significant impacts on both the biophysical and socio-economic
environments, the efforts put into rectifying and compensating for those impacts was extensive.
However, the effects of the improved access and the associated potential to increase and spread
development into the hills has yet to be seen.

EIA COMPLIANCE

Criterion I.l: Did the proponent comply with the legislative requíremenfs? This criterion was
graded at A. The key phases of the EIA process as outlined in legislation were followed. There
appear to be no problems with compliance with the Commonwealth legislation.

Criterion 1,2: Did the proponent comply with the project guidelines? This criterion was graded at
C. Although the EIS was lengthy relative to the ETSA EISs and addressed several environmental
issues, the level of compliance to the guidelines was 687o of requirements were met which is
satisfactory but with some areas of concern. Performance in this regard was substantially lower
than the ETSA Draft EISs. Factors such as corridor width, safety barriers, cut and fill and
landscaping were only addressed for the preferred option, despite being required to incorporate
these factors into all options. Other omissions included for instance, information on:

. noise attenuation mounds;

. extreme climatic events (flooding, snow);

. baseline air quality;

. existing degree of community cohesion and interaction;

. existing local access;

. property and land values;

. impacts on unique or scientific geological sites;

. pollution or depletion of groundwater ;. changes in ecological characteristics due to alterations in sediments or water budgets;

. stability, regeneration capacity, and changes to heritage value of vegetation;

. effects on land ownership;

. effects of acquisition;

. effects on employment'. costs ofrelocation/compensation;

. impacts on tourism;. impacts on short term amenity;

. responsibilities for management and operation of impacts;

. detailed programme of monitoring;

. monitoring requirements for soil, water quality, effectiveness of landscaping, and air quality.

Criterion 1,3: Did the proponent comply with the final decision? 'lhis criterion was unable to be
graded due to a lack of full information and more detailed and current maps. Nonetheless, the
general pattern and location of the corridor under construction relative to the corridor C3
ãpproved in the DEP's Assessment Report appears to be consistent. Moreover, as demonstrated in
the project update, many of the DEP's recommendations were complied with.

Criterion 1.4: Was there evidence of going beyond compliance? This criterion was graded at B-
A. There was strong evidence that the Department went beyond compliance. First,, although not
subject to the Planning Act, the Department agreed to work closely with the DEP and to fulfil the
State EIA process (although they were required to comply with Commonwealth legislation).
Second, community consultation was conducted much earlier than the EIA process required and
utilised a wide range of techniques, which in turn involved a substantial level of effort and
resources from the Department and its consultants. Third, further studies such as risk assessments,
value management studies, EMPs, EMIPs and auditing \ilere undertaken which also went far
beyond comþliance to the EIA process, and were probably undertaken to ensure compliancg wlth
other envirónmental regulations such as the Environment Protection Act 1993. Finally,
transparency of information continued into the construction phase *i4 public information
brochures and exhibitions, which was also not required as part of the EIA process, or other
environmental regulations. Thus, the Department was demonstrating considerable initiative in
process.
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EIS QUALITY

Proposal & Policy Framework

2,1,7 Was the rationale of the project clearly outlined? This criterion was graded at C. The
problems of road safety, traffic congestion, and inconsistencies with national ere
ðlearly described and provided justification for an improvement to ns.
Information in the A-C proposal compared to the substantiations for ETSA ely
detailed and incorporated information on the status of the road (ie gateway to Adelaide, part of
interstate links), inconsistencies with national road standards, existing traffic volumes, origin-
destination statistics, traffic speeds, accident rates, and capacity for urban growth in the hills area,
all of which pointed to the nèed for an upgrade. When considering th9 og-go option (which also
illustrates rati,onale) it was argued by the Highways Department in the EIS that:

'..,it must be concluded that some form of upgrading of Mount Barker Road is
necessary. Failure to provide improvement of the highway link...will not only lead
to a serious deterioration in service quality and safety, which are akeady below
desirable standards, but will also put increasing and unacceptable pressure on

[other entry point roads to Adelaide] (Highways February 1987: p2-5)'

Although detail was greater than the ETSA proposals, there were some concerns in public and
governñrent submissions about an upgrade versus total road construction (as was also apparent_ for
ETSA's Hummocks proposal), other alternatives, and the inadequacy of information used to
justify the new road, Foi instance, one conservation agency yas critical about information on the
äccidênt rate which was used to justify the proposal, and which was noted as'inappropriate and
misleading'. The DEP was also concerned about the information on accident rates, in addition to
lack of iniormation about how significant accident reductions would be as a result of the road (ie
would the increased speeds from safer conditions and increased traffic volumes counteract the
new highway's safety 

-benefits?). Given that accidents were a significant component of the
rationalé, thiÁ appears to be a substantial omission. The agency and a Commonwealth government

ere I rationale and the failures to consider alternative
ing cing. minor works). It was noted by the
age maior and costly s,olution seems .qu.ite
eã' o proposal need included the dismissive

treatment of public transport, and assumptions about traffic projections.

Nonetheless, performance was considered just satisfactory overall given that the rationale was
accepted by the DEP which stated: ' ising tha
proposal, this assessment accepts iation fo
Adéla¡de and Crafers..' (DEP Nov p14). It
considers that the Commissioner of Highways h made a
new highway option as the preferred course of action' [as opposed to upgrade] (DEP November
1987: p13),

2.1.2 Was there ø detailed description of the project? This criterion was graded at B. Given that
the EIA process was instigated at a stage where the proposal was still conceptual (ie broad
corridors), detail on design aspects were limited, which was also the case for ETSA projects.
However, as noted for the othei case studies, this is acknowledged as a better approach due to the
greater flexibility in decision-making. Despite this, the detail on_the prop_osal was good with
õonsideration of most aspects required in Table (7) (8I7o), although it should be noted that this
table allows for only a bioad illuitration of per'ormance without reference to adequacy of detail.
Information was gôod in terms of location and shape of the corridors, length and road width,
major structural features such as bridges, lanes and tunnel, and
as gradient, speed, lighting, safety barriers and ramps, siltation
weie used to 

-illustrate 
aspects of the preferred option includin

and locations of major cuts and fills. Wastes in the form of ex
were also referred tô, but this lacked detail in terms of sites for disposal or reuse of the material.
Other inadequacies included:

. lack of information about the status of the existing road and whether or not this would be
'dismantled', and if so, where the wastes would go;

. location of haul roads for transport of earthworks;

64



a

a

Adelaide-Crafers

lack of information on the ventilation design and exit points for air pollution which was a
major point for instance, in the Sydney Harbour Tunnel project (although this was larger in
scale);
number and timing of truck movements to remove waste or bring in materials; and
level of ease for construction under different weather conditions (eg wet weather conditions).

Table 7: Project Description performance in the Draft EIS for the Adelaide-Crafers Highway
Proposal (shaded represents the requirement was addressed)

PROPOSAL ADDRESSED?

Size
Land use reouirements
Lavout
Desiqn
Costs
Production processes & rate of production nla
construction timinq and duration
construction process
materials required and their transport
safetv (construction/operation)
propertv access (mav include numbers of workers-visits)
tvoe of wastes produced and management

Score: 81%

2.1.3 Was there an outline of the policy framework and legislation which was relevant to the
planning ønd decision making process for the proposal? This criterion was graded at C.
Þerformánce was better than for the ETSA case studies, with 9 of 13 possible requirements
addressed (69Vo) (see Table 8). Details on the planning principles within the Development Plan,
particularly for the Hills Face Zone was also good, as was_detail on noise standards. However,
more detail was need about the particular requirements of heritage agreements, the Parks and

Wilderness legislation. Omissions included clean air regulation standards, animal and plant c_ontrol

Act (eg pest þlants and diseases), land management legislation, Aboriginal heritage legislation,
Europeañ hefitage (built environment legislation), health standards (eg air pollution), and
exploìive policies-, although some of these may not be directly relevant to the proposal.

Decription of the Environment

Criterion 2.2.1: Have the main environmentql categories been addressed in the description of the
environment? This criterion was graded at A. As illustrated in Table (9), l00%o of the
environmental categories defined for this research were addressed in the EIS.

Criterion 2.2.2: Is the level of detøil and. conclusions øbout the environment adequate for øn
informed assessment? This criterion was graded at D. The description of the environment was

described within just over 22 l{3l pages, which as noted previously, constituted 26Vo of the Draft
EIS. As illustrated in Table (9), performance was as follows:

. level of detail was just satisfactory with 6O7o of categories being sufficiently addressed;

. reference to future environments was addressed in l57o of cases which is unsatisfactory;
r use of figures and tables were evident in 70Vo of cases which is satisfac_tory;
. referencé to significance of the environment was addressed in 50Vo of cases which is

un sati sfactory;
. reference to environmental sensitivity or capacity was made in 40Vo of cases which is

unsatisfactory.
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Table 8: Policy and Iegislative framework: Degree addressed
for the Adelaide-Crafers Highway Proposal

Key points to noted are as follows:

. geology and landforms lacked information on any possible sites of scientific interest (as

required by the guidelines);
. deGcription of tópography \¡/as good and related to rainfall, drainage-and- vegetation, and

constrãints on coñstruction (although map provided was captioned 'landform' whereas it was
in fact simply 'topography');

. a lack of eiisting-dãtabn air quality was used to justify a lack of detail, and no original
studies were undertaken as a base line which is of some concern;

. information on the catchments and water quality affected by the proposal was lacking, and
sed as a controlled comparison (ie dense native
ever, this approach, while indicating that water

cted due to greater levels of development and
ful indicators of water quality (eg sedimentation
onitoring, and original surveys should have been

conducted. Although not representative of overall trends over long periods of time, the new
data could be used as a more accurate comparison with the adjacent control catchment at a
particular point in time (or comparison with annual means);

. there was ã lack of reference to extreme climatic events (as required by guidelines) and factors
such as sun glare which may impact on road location;

. detail on soiÍs was not exteñsive, but it was noted that soil erosion was not a major problem in
the area;

LEGISLATIVE OR POLICY FRAMEWORK Addressed?

Planning Act rements EIA 7n
Act ments nla

cpment Plan
General

Environmental

Protection

Environmental Protection Act 1993 eq wastes. pollution policies) nla
Coast Protection Act 1972 nla
Clean Air Requlations 1969

nment n of Act 1974 Commonwealth cth))
Flora, Fauna,
Parks

Fauna rotection Act 1

(eg Native
1 991

and Wilderness 972; Wilderness Protection
Act 1

and Plant ControlAct 1986

nla

Land & Water Land management (eg Pastoral Land Management and Conservation Act 1989;
Pastoral Land Manaqement Act 1989);

nla

Soil eo Soil Conservation and Land Care Act 1989) nla
Water (eq Water Resources Act 1990; Catchment Water Management Act 1995) nla
Land Acouisitions Act 1969
Fire icies 1987 Cou Fires Act 1

Heritage Aboriginal Heritage (eg Aboriginal Heritage Act 1979, or 1988; Aboriginal and Torress
Strait lslander Heritaqe Protection Act 1987
European Heritage (eg National Trust of SA Act 1955; SA Heritage Act 1978, Heritage
Aoreement Act 1984: Heritaqe Act 1993: State Heritaqe Reqister)

Health-
Saf ety

Health Standards eg guidelines lnternational Radiation Protection
Association Public and ental Health Act 1

Noise Standards I Act 1976-1977 and subsequent replacements;
idelines

Explosives policies/legislation (eg Explosives Act 1930; SAA Explosives Code
AS2187 1979)
Score 69%

9/13
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Table 9: Performance in the description of the environment
in the Draft EIS for the Adelaide-Crafers Highway Proposal

Environment Cateeory L 2 J 5

Terrain-landforms
Climate

Hvdroloqv
Soils and erosion
Native veqetation

ISEASES

Fauna
Fire risk zones
Residential land use

lulation. economv, etc)
Conservation parks, etc landuse
Business n etc landuse
Aqriculture landuse
Recreation-tourism landuse
I nf rastructu re-easements landuse

He
Aboriqinal Heritaqe

Qu
Existinq Noise levels

Score (of 20) n
100%

12
6æ/"

J
150/"

10
5Oo/"

B
¿¡ff/"

Key: 1=environmental category addressed?; 2=adequate level of detail?; 3=brief description of future environment?;
4=reference to significance of environment?; S=reference to sensitivityl capacity of environment to absorb impacts?

a

a

information on pest plants such as blackberries was not extensive, but considered sufficiently
detailed to indiðate that it was a problem area. There was also reference to the fungal disease
Phytophera cinnamomi which affects a number of species' capacity to survive harsh
conditlons (eg drought), and although there was a lack of hotspot zones identified due to a

lack of originãl surveys, fieldwork \ /as proposed to be conducted later in the year. Moreover,
the potential for its existence was noted along all corridors, and management measures were
propbsed in the event it was found in soils along the route in the impacts_assessments section.
Fof this reason, the detail was considered sufficient to inform decision-making;
description of vegetation species and conservation status was__good,. with reference to
vulnerãbility of some species, ãnd with excellent use of figures to illustration locations within
the study area;
detail on fauna was quite good with a list of species and their conservation status. However,
better reference could have been made in the text to the status of particular species in the
description of habitat characteristics and associated fauna. There was also a lack of
information on existing rates of road kill and degree of territorialism of species which may
have implications for dissection of the landscape (although this was briefly addressed in the
impact ãssessment section, the existing status should have noted in the environmental
description, and also related to the conservation status of any territorial species;
demographic detail was quite good and illustrated that the region in question_was an area of
populition. However, the relevance of information such as age structures or ethnicity was not
òleãr given that it was not addressed in detail in the impact assessment section;
tourism lacked detail on existing status (ie significance, frequency of visitation) which could
be used as a baseline to measure potential increase as a result of improved access;
although the location of houses which may have be acquired or s

marked in the impact assessment section, there was insufficient
individual houses for each corridor in the description of the e
difficult to gain an idea of overall performance for each corridor and within the context of the
entire study area;
agricultuie \¡/as very brief, and needed information about access routes from the existing
frèeway, and potential for changed access which could be used as basis for assessment (ie any
economic or nuisance impacts);

a

a
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. no sites of Aboriginal heritage noted, and this is accepted given the difficulties of conducting
detailed fieldwork for the entire study area (as for ETSA projects, further Aboriginal surveys
were required of the final approved route);

. there was inadequate information on local businesses in terms of earning capacity, reliance on
existing road fõr commerce, or level of uniqueness (ie importance of service to region,
existence of similar services nearby) (although latter was noted in impact assessments
section).

Criterion 2.2.3: Was there a description of future environments (without the project) and
conclusions about the signiftcance and sensitivity of the environmenf? This criterion was graded
at E. Insufficient information.

Criterion 2,2.4: Is the affected environment defined broad.ly enough to include all potentially
cts occuning awøy froru
tified? This criterion was
al, a broad study area was

the scale of the maps was incorrect. When corre
7.5km, but it was nõted that this boundary was flexible and'.,,not immutable, because many issues
have more widespread influence' (Highways February 1987: p2). This is particularly the case for
the secondary effects of increased dev improved
on an analyÀis of the environment w a was the
'minimum impact area' which was ju just over
This criterion was considered between Just satis given tha
beyond the corridor boundaries; given that the boundaries were flexible; and given that the-y were
selected based on environmental and social factors (ie minimum impact area); yet given that the
boundary size was smaller than the area prescribed for despite
having more complex issues; given that environmental de not go
beyond these boundaries (eg improved access), and given rnment
agency about the study boundary. It was noted in this la of the

Sludy Area...reflects the proponent's emphasis on construction impagts, not a.ccessibil-i.ty,impacts;
the itudy area- is meaningless when it comes to an examination of demographic trend' (comment
noted in Highways July 1987: p7: The Supplement).

Impact Assessment

Criterion 2.3.1: Have all the major dírect impacts been addressed in the identífication
description of impacts? As illustrated in Table (10), of 2l impact categories defined for
researõh,, 90Vo were addressed which is excellent (and a grade of B-A).

Criterion 2,3.2 Does the description of impacts have øn ødequate level of detail? Performance
for this criterion was a C-B grade (refer Volume I and Appendix 19). Key points to note include:

climate: there was no description of possible changes to microclimates at the preferred
corridor location, and even if this was not significant it should at least should have been
mentioned;
fauna: although road kill was noted, there was no reference to the potential for increased short
term rate of road kills as fauna adjust to changed conditions;
air quality: although it was noted that vehicle emissions would lmprove (ie uniform spge{s,
less 

-gear 
óhanges, 

-and less engine labouring), there was -no r_eference to the potential for
increãsed emissions as a result of potentially greater levels of traffic due to easier access. It was
noted that traffic volumes would remain stable, but this contradicts statements which indicate
the potential for population increases (and hence traffic) as a result. of improved access. It was

also difficult to þrèdict impacts in the absence of any hard monitoring and baseline data to
determine whethér or not thè existing air quali.y was poor or good in the first place. Although
there was good reference to air quality impacts at the tunnels and associated ventilation system,
there was no reference to the potential impacts of concentrated discharge of pollutants from
the ventilation system, or lation lYst9m with buildup of
pollutants within the tunnel , this should at least have been
-stated 

for a more informed quality in surrounds;

Adelaide-Crafers

and
this

a

a

a
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Table L0: Performance in the identification of impacts in the
Draft EIS for the Adelaide-Crafers Highway Proposal

Impact Category Addressed?
Landforms
lmpacts on drivers (eg wind, sunglare,
safetv)
Propertv acquisition
Residential Amenity (quality of life)

Land Values
Production Values
Hydrology (water quality)

Non-Aboriginal Heritage
Aboriginal Heritage
Veqetation
Fauna
Tourism-Recreation
Visual lmpacts (& landscape quality)

Noise
Air qualitv (dust, vehicle emissions)

Fire

Wastes
Pest Plants & Diseases
Soil Erosion
Access (im
dislocation

pacts on local traffic &
))

'Wide Road Syndrome' (increased access-
dev.)

Score: (/21)
90%
19/21

water quality: assessment of minor impact relies on the assumption that there will be little
change from the existing situation. However, although it was noted that runoff comprises only
a smãll proportion in the whole catchment, it is difficult to assess the actual significance of this
runoff due to a lack of monitoring and baseline data;
property acquisition and compensation: while a good summary of numbers affected, there
was no reference to how this will impact on individuals and their quality of life. What are the
effects of acquisition and relocation? This can have dramatic impacts on some individuals.
There was also no linkages to factors such as age, ethnicity, place of employment or length of
residence which might influence the degree of impact, despite being referred to in the
demographic analysis within the environmental description section. With the possible breakup
of small local communities, with the presence of older people or long term residents, or less
financially placed individuals, financial compensation may not be sufficient, and
compensation may also require a more humanistic approach (eg counselling or social support,
real estate guidance to meet needs). Such an approach can be coordinated with other
government departments. This lack of reference to these factors in the impact assessment
makes the data in the description of the environment (eg age, ethnicity) appear superfluous.
There was also a lack of reference to the criteria for awarding compensation which are quite
detailed in the legislation (eg as referred to by ETSA in their description of compensation);
residential amenity; generally a good summary of trends, but a failure to define 'amenity',
and one was required to wade through the detail to find the occasional reference to such things
as noise or visual impact. Although a minor point, amenity should have been defined upfront;
local access: there did not appear to be much detail on the impacts of changed local access to
traffic, or dislocation of communities;

Criterion 2.3.3: Have impacts which are less obvious been outlined including indirect, secondøry,
and cumulative impøcts, and the interrelationships between factors? Overall performance \ryas

generally unsatisfactory. On the positive side, there was reference to indirect factors such as the

o

a

a

o
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wide road syndrome and improved access, to secondary effects of traffic disruption (drivers
decreasing speeds to observe construction works), and to the indirect effects on the bushfire
hazard which may be exacerbated due to an increase in housing development within bushfire risk
areas. However, weaknesses included:

. no reference to relationships between wet weather conditions, vegetation removal, potential
erosion and run-off, and associated sedimentation sedimentation of water bodies during
construction;

. lack of reference to indirect and secondary effects of increased tourism;

. lack of acknowledgment of potential for increased traffic volumes as a result of the road; and

. lack of reference to potential cumulative impacts if both roads (ie the existing road and new
road) remain in operation (eg air quality, water quality).

. inadequate detail on the wide road syndrome).

In thìs latter case, there was good reference to the fact that the road may act as a catalyst to both
speed up developments in the hills area as a result of improved access, and also as a pressure to
rêlax existing development restrictions, but, the indirect impacts of both of these factors were not
explicitly stãted, bu1 simply implied, and the responsibility of _this increased_ potential for
developrient was simply tiansferred to other agencies responsible for zonings and development
control-. Statements should have been made about what this increased development would mean
for the environment, whether or not it would be significant (see next evaluation category), and if
so, whether this should influence the final decision, rather than being discarded as an area beyond
the Department's responsibility. While there was an extensive focus on current and project
populatìon and dwelling projections in the description of the environment, the same level of detail
waì not extended to tñe-impact assessment section, and there was no attempt to systematically
identify or predict how the rbad might affect projected populations. Rather, a simple_statement of
'minimal effect' was noted, but without a firm basis for support. An estimate should have been

at increased trends of hills living was partly
eyond Crafers (reduced travelling time). The
ith better access could have incorporated into a
Itation programme. The improved accessibility
ic and government controversy and it was noted
restimated and inadequately addressed.

Despite mention of a proposed cable car dev,elopment in.the same area, there was also no
asseisment of the cumulative impacts resulting from two major developments in a sensitive area.
Rather the discussion focused on how each development would impact on the other,

Criterion 2.3.4: Has there been an adequate attempt to evaluste significance of impact? As
demonstrated by Table (11):

. magnitude of impact was addressed in 80Vo of cases which is very good performance;

. direction of impatt was addressed in 65Vo of cases which is satisfactory;

. geographical eitent was addressed in 5O7o of cases which i_s just satisfactory;

. durãtioi and frequency of impact was addressed in 20Vo of cases which is unsatisfactory;
;

impacts which is satisfactory; and
f cases;
f the impact categories;

of cases which is unsatisfactory; and
. certainty of information was noted in only 5Vo of cases which is unsatisfactory.

While duration and frequency of impact can often be implied for many of the impacts ¿ssociated
with a road development, thii should be explicitly stated for all impact categories. It should also
be noted that magnitude may have been not rd only for components of a particular impact
category. For instãnce, the magnitude of fauna impact only referred to the impacts of noise on

faunã wtrlcn was considered to-be minor. However, magnitude was not noted for other fauna
impacts such as road kills, and the impacts of bisection of bushland and loss of habitat, which
maãe an informed assessment difficult. Factors such as the significance of impacts on land values
was not even addressed. It should also be noted that mitigation potential for noise referred only to
construction effects, rather than to the attenuation of long term traffic noise.
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Table 11: Performance in the evaluation of impact significance
in the EIS for the Adelaide-Crafers Highway Proposal

Spatial-Tunporøl Alleztiation-
Probøbilitu

Thresholds-Certøinty

t 2 3 4 5 tt I ö I lu'
Landforms
Driver safetv
Propertv Acquisition
Land Values
Production Values
Hvdroloqv
Non Aboriq. Heritaqe
Aboriqinal Heritaqe
Veqetation
Fauna
Tourism-Recreation
Visual lmpacts
Air qualitv
Noise
Fire
Wastes
Pest Plants, etc
Soil Erosion
Access ruat

Wide Road Svndr Nal

Score: (of 20) 16
80%

13
65

10
5ú/"

4
20y"

0 13
65%

10
5t/"

0 3/18
16%

1

5%

Key: l= magnitude of impact; 2= direction of impact; 3- geographical extent of impact; 4= duration and

frequency of impact; 5= reversibility of impact; 6= impact mitigation potential; 7= probability of impact; 8=

publicorgovernmentconcernlevels; 9=thresholds,standardsorguidelinesreferredto; l0=levelsof certaintyor
confidence

Alternatives

Criterion 2,4.1: Have alternatives been outlined, and the decisíon making process for or against
these alternatives been summarised and justified? The consideration of alternatives for this
proposal was extensive and related to broader level alternatives such as .Ypgrade !o th_e existing
ioað, improved bus and rail services, and the no go option, to more specific corridor alternatives
which inìolved a four stage selection process. The broader alternatives were justified against
because they failed to meet the safety
of public transport (unlikely to be att
of services which was unlikely given
advantages of the upgrade were noted in
environment, but was also justified against bec
addition to greater levels of property acquisition required and reduction in residential amenity.

In the first stage of the selection process for c route
options for the road were consideìed prior to rridor
aiternatives were assessed given that thè range 1987:
p2). Prior to the Draft EIS, each of the 30 rou ering,
ènvironmental and cost factors for selection, and the number of feasible options was reduced to

were not specified in detail, nor was. a summary-
major concern however, given the difficulties of
alternatives, and given that analyses were

cal and social environment within a broad study
or option.
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The next stage of the selection process involved analysis of the 8 alternatives within the study area.

Selection was based on the nature of the existing environment, and it was found that a section of
this area would have less effects associated with construction when compared to other areas. This
was termed the 'Minimum Impact Area' based on social, land-use, ecological and visual factors.
The selection process was simply a rejection of all those options which fell outside the minimum
impact area. The justification for some of the routes outside this impact area ,were relatively clear.

The third stage of the process involved a more detailed assessment of the remaining four oo-tions
Area (Corridors A, B, C1 and C2) (refer to
EIS). While public opinion was considered
tion adopted did not reflect public attitude,

Overall, a broad range of alternatives was considered, and the decision making process and
rationale for selectionlrejection was clear and transparent, with the exception of the 30 original
alternative corridors. The process leading to the selection of the final four options assessed
appeared to be a logical one, based on environmental, technical and economic factors. There were
no^major concerns for this criterion, except that the upgrade option was not assessed further in the
Draft iiIS and compared equally with the four alternative corridor options. The overall grade was
thus B-A (0.88) which is a very good performance.

Criterion 2.4.2: Have alternatives been compared and ranked in order of preference for each
environmental impact? Although alternatives vr'ere compared in the impact assessment, and a
summary statemenf was made foieach, there was no attempt to_systematically compare and rank
the alternatives in a Table within the impact assessment section (hence a grade of D). However, a
comparison was made prior to the impacl assessment which used a n_umerical weighting p_rocess of
enviionmental, economic and social issues (refer to EIA Process Summary. The result was as

follows:

Corridor Total Score
C1 78.87o
C2 78.IVo
A 64.l%o
B 58.9Vo

Unlike ETSA's Cherry Gardens proposal which avoided rating the importance of particular issues,

this was undertaken for the AjC Èroposal. The approach highlighted the subjectivity of the
process (ie focused on economicst and there are some major concerns about the methodology
used. Given that the ranking process was based on a complex numerical weighting system which
was not outlined, the ranking õf results was difficult to accept or understand. The approach used
was also the subject of significant government controversy (see later section).

Mitigation and Monitoring

Criterion 2.5.1: Have mitigatíon measures been identified where appropriate? As demonstrated
in Table (12), mitigation measures were addressed for 68Vo of cases). Although there were
omissions, it should be noted that some impact areas were virtually impossible to mitigate (air
quality from leaded petrol emissions; wide road syndrome). Mitigation measures were not
provided for:

. residential amenity (although there was no reference to mitigation in this section, impact would
be alleviated by mitigation of visual impact, and by improving local access);

. land value impacts (given that this was not even addressed as an impact);

. reduced production values for local businesses;

. Aboriginãl heritage (although not considered to be a major issue in this area);

. fauna; and

. wide road syndrome in addition to impacts of greater tourism (however, this is virtually
impossible to mitigate unless the road is not upgraded at all).

Most of the mitigation measures related to avoid (eg for residential amenity), confine (eg water
runoff), screen (ðg visual), transfer (eg wastes), and compensate (for property acquisition). 4it
quality mitigation referred to tunnel air quality, and to _dust emissions rather than vehicular
e-issions wñich is a larger issue than road ðonstruction and outside of the project scope (ie use of
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unleaded petrol)and not ambient air quality impacts. It should also be noted that there was no
reference to active mitigation of noise by noise barriers, or even reference to whether or not these
should be used or not.

Criterion 2.5.2: Is the information on mitigation rneasures sufficíently detailed to facilitate
informed assessment about how, when, and the effectiveness of meøsur¿s? Relative to the ETSA
projects, the level of detail on mitigation measures was good, with a clear outline of steps to be
taken for impacts such as spread of pest plants and diseases, protection of ecologically-significant
bog from siltation, maintaining fire access and escape routes, and landscaping measures and
maintenance. However, the level of detail in terms of effectiveness, costs and certainty of outcome
was very poor. In particular:

. level of difficulty was addressed in 5Vo of cases;

. level of expense was not addressed;

. effectiveness of mitigation was explicitly addressed in 5Vo of cases; and

. certainty of outcome was not even referred to.

Table 12: Performance in mitigation and rnonitoring in the
EIS for the Adelaide-Crafers project

Mitisøtion
1 2 J 4 5 6 7 I 9

Prooertv Acouisition UO

Driver safetv A,S

Land Values
Productivitv Values
Hvdroloqv U

Aborioinal Heritaoe
Non-Aboriginal Heritage FI

E

Veqetation H

Fauna
Recreation-Tourism
Visual lmpacts 4,5,

D,R
Air qualitv D, C;

Noise A

Fire L)

Waste
Pest Plants & Diseases A,U

Soil Erosion A, U,
D

Access (local traffic) uo,
D

Wide Road Svndrome

Score (of 19) 13
æ%

'I

EO/ 0

'I

5o/" 0
þ
26% 0

I
5o/"

Key: l=mitigation measure identified; 2=mitigation type (TRANSCCEND: Transfer, Rehabilitate, Avoid,
Natural Regeneration, Screen, Confine, Compensate, Educate, Negotiate, Design); 3=level of mitigation
difficulty; 4=level of mitigation expense; 5=mitigation effectiveness; 6=certainty of mitigation outcome;
7=monitoring noted; 8=monitoring details (frequency, duration, and responsibility); 9=contingency plan noted

Criteria 2.6.1 and. 2.6.2: Have monitoring arrøngenlents been detailed for each impact
category? Is the information on tnonitoring sufficiently detailed to facilitate an informed
ssseisment øbout its appropriateness and feedback capabilities? As demonstrated in Table (12),
proposals to monitor was noted in 267o or cases which is unsatisfactory, but better performance
thañ ttre ETSA case studies. It was also noted in the EIS that for construction,'many of the matters
requiring monitoring will be covered by the maintenance responsibilities outlined in the previous
section'(Highways February 1987: p5-25). However, specific details about which impacts would
be monitored was lacking. There was also no detail on monitoring (eg frequency, duration,
responsibility), and contingency plans were only noted for oil spills and the impacts on water
quality.
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Communication and Presentation

Methods ønd InÍormøtion Sources (Criteriø 2.7.7;2,7,2)

A grade of B was given for information sources, and a grade of D was given for field work and
meihods descriptions. In the former case, a large range of information sources were used and
referenced, including for instance Australian Bureau of Statistics data, Development Plans, and
heritage register data. In the latter case, original fieldwork was conducted in a variety of areas
includìng a vegetation survey, road traffic survey (ie traffic volumes, origins, destinations),
landscapè inventory and assessment, and an archaeological and ethnographic assessment. Original
field work should have also been conducted for fauna, air quality and water quality (eg
sedimentation for comparison with control catchment - refer earlier point). Moreover, methods
were generally not outlined survey, an
survey. The method for su ors was al
detailed which is a major c nment crit
noted. Brief methodologies were however, out interview
sample sizes, time frames, for calculations of noise predictions (ie used compu-ter prog_ram
STAMINA developed by US Federal Highway Administration which was also verified by field
measurements, forãssessment of visual absorptive capacity and landscape character, to method of
calculation for journey to work statistics.

Criteria 2.7.3: Were all relevant sections included in the EIS includ.ing introduction, conclusion,
technical summary and terms of referenc¿? With the exception of a concluding chapter, all
relevant sections were included in the Draft EIS including a small section on monitoring which was
not apparent for the ETSA EISs. The technical summary was also good and summarised the main
points. This criterion was graded at B.

Criterion 2.7.4: Awangement: Was the information logically aruanged in sections and the
location of importa a table of contents of ind94? Generally the contents was
logically ârrañged, ery similar to the ETSA EISs, which is probably partly
attributábte tolhe guidelines. However, there was some inconsistencies
between issues set out in the description of the environment, and issues addressed in the impact
assessment section. For instance, residential amenity was referred to in the impact assessment
section, yet there was no corresponding description of existing amenity in the_description of the
environment. There was detailed analysis of demographic details such as age, ethnicity,etc, butno
corresponding link in the impact assessment section. Moreover, some mitigation measures were
addressed iriareas other thãn the relevant impact category (eg hydrology and mitigation of
sedimentation was addressed in various parts including the impact assessment of vegetation) which
made it difficult to get an overall picture of measures proposed in each area. Sometimes the
information appeared fragmented.

Criterion 2.7.5: Readability: Wøs information comprehensible to the non-specialist, and were
technical terms adequately defined, visual aid.s used where appropriater, and , references
adequately sourced? This criterion was graded at C. Some of the visual aids such as fig-ures
illustrating routes, and the main issues and landscape management measures were excellent.
Although ihey may not have been an exact representation, they provided easy access to the main
points. Mo-st of-the information was generally comprehensible, except for the information on
ðost-benefit analysis and numerical weightings for the comparison of alternatives. The cost-
benefit section was flawed by jargon and description difficult to understand by the layperson,
which was also a criticism made in the government submissions. There was also no glossary as was

the case in all ETSA EISs, which may have made understanding difficult for some people. Other
problems included:

. poor referencing in parts where it was sometimes difficult to know where information was

iourced from (ie original fieldwork or existing data);
. incorrect scales on some maps which made comparison difficult;
. inadequate definition of numbers presented in tables which made interpretation of. impacts

very dìfficult (eg changes in noise levels - did this refer to decibel levels of something else?
Other tables was unclear whether it was Vo or numbet);

. excess detail in parts fragmented by several tables. It was easy to become lost in detail such as

the demographiõ analysis without knowing exactly how the information fit into the overall
assessment;
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. ambiguities in some tables. For instance, the table on population, dwelling and employment
projects had two figures for Mt Barker incorporating with and without growth inducement -
but figures on each alternative were identical up until 1996, but substantially higher for
predictions for year 2006, and no explanation for this sudden growth - 'growth inducement'
was not defined which made assessment difficult;

A summary table of mitigation measures would also have been useful, given that it was difficult to
wade through detail to immediately identify proposed measures.

Criterion 2.7.6: Was the statement presented as an integrated whole, and where summaries of
data were presented in separately bound append.ices, was reference made in the f¿xf? This is
uncertain given that the DEP in their assessment considered both the EIS and supporting specialist
working papers. Whether or not these were available to the public is unknown, and thus this
criterion was unable to be graded.

Criterion 2.7.7 Was the document of an appropriate length for the task (ie not volumínous with
excess døta, but not too short with lack of detail)? This criterion was graded at C, although
appropriateness of length was difficult to judge because the EIS was longer than the ETSA EISs,
but seèmed to have a similar level of detail, despite having greater number of impacts. It was also
difficult to tell given that the presentation was in [A3] format. It is likely that the Draft EIS was
too short given the lack of detail for the impact assessment and evaluation of significance. It was
also noted in one submission that: 'This is a large and complex project with major ramffications.
The EIS seems surprisingly brief and succinct in the circumstances'. Thus, this criterion was
graded at 64Vo which is just satisfactory.

Criterion 2.7.82 Was there øn &pproprinte emphasis on the information in the EIS with a lack of
bias in presentation ? This criterion was graded at C. Aside from the lack of detail in some areas,

most of the issues appeared to have an appropriate emphasis, although there did appear to be an
overemphasis on demographic details (most of which were not used in the impact assessment
section)-, and visual and landscape management. In contrast, major issues such as the impacts on
fauna or water quality received much less emphasis. There was also a lack of emphasis on potential
impacts on land values, which was a key consideration for the ETSA projegtq, However, as for
Chèrry Gardens proposal, the fact that some of the information presented did not reflect the
conclusions made by-the proponent, is indicative of fair and non-biased treatment of the issues (ie
no manipulation of data to be consistent with conclusions.

Criterion 2.7.9: Was there a løck of bias in the conclusions made and were these conclusions
appropriately based on the information presented. in the Draft EIS (il the information itself
tãõtceil bias)? This criterion received a grade of D. Conclusions on individual impacts did not
appear biased (see above). However, as for the conclusions
abõut the best option appeared biased in that th conclusions
of the impact assessment, and were based on a hi

Level of Controversy about EIS Quality

Public controversy was quite high about the quality of the EIS. In addition to public concerns
already noted, thêre was concern about the m¡thod of cost-benefit analysis, criticisms of the
heritage survey, concerns about the rationale for the proposal, criticism of the overemphasis.on
economic factors and criticism of the subjective nature of the information. Some of the specific
comments are summarised in Table (13). It should however, be noted that individuals supporting
the proposal and the preferred option were supportive of the EIS quality. It was stated:

'The study team should, on balance, be commended for the complete and detailed
nature of the Draft E.I.S. It's conclusions are considered to be reasonable in light
of the considerable constraints existing to make a choice a difficult matter.'
[originally supported A, but after draft EIS, supported C1 as best option, with
alternative alignmentl

''We are very impressed by the extremely detailed draft EIS document and the
proposed steps to minimise the various environmental impacts'

Government controversy was also high. In the DEP's assessment there was no reference to the
adequacy of information for the majority of issues, and it is thus assumed that these were
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considered adequate. However, the DEP supported criticisms made in other submissions about the
method of analysis for the corridors (refer Table 13), and noted that'...the approach of
attempting to quantify non-economic costs and values does not assist in the assessment of this
project' (DEP November 1987: p67). Other points made included uncertainties about future of
road once it meets capacity; uncertainties about fate of existing road, criticisms of inadequacy of
information on noise impacts and impacts of household relocation, and concerns about the effects
of improved access. For instance'. 'While it is accepted that the project at this stage of planning is
conceptual, the general nature of the proponent's discussion tends to underemphasise the
significance of the possible efficts of a major improvement in road access..' (DEP November
1987: p15)

Comments from other government organisations, most of which are summarised in the EIS
Supplement (Highways July 1987), related to the lack of attention paid to the upgrade option,
lack of equal treatment in assessment of options, inadequate treatment of all issues and safeguard
measures, severe criticisms about the cost-benefit analysis method used and lack of detailed
explanation, lack of regard to public concerns and interrelationships between impacts, criticisms of
assumptions made for heritage impacts (eg relocation of tollhouse), inadequacy of details on
employment, inadequate treatment of social adjustments required for those affected, inadequate
information on vegetation (ie length and area of each vegetation association affected), inadequate
details on weed infestation problem and on air quality, inadequate treatment of visual impact.
Again, there was one submission which praised the EIS: 'I must say that the document is well
presented an easy tofollow description of the project,' btt this was insufficient to raise the overall
grade.

OPENNESS AND COMMITMENT TO CONSULTATION

Attitude

Criterion 3.1.1: Is a genuine desire for consultation demonstrated by the proponent? This
criterion was graded B-4. Given the extensive effort made by the Department, public consultation
appeared genuine, and as noted in the EIA Process Summary, consultation occurred both during
añd outside of the formal EIA process. Two phases of consultation were undertaken, the first of
which was an informal undertaking (ie not required by legislation) and thus went beyond
compliance. As noted in the Draft EIS:

'it was decided to give the public a chance to contribute to the Study before any
conclusions had been reached. The project was made public through the media,
specially convened meetings and public exhibitions, and by direct written contact
with owners of potentially affected properties. The purpose of these presentations
was to inform the public as to the options, to reveal gaps in the Study Team's
available information, and to gauge public opinion on the various options as a
further input into the process of selecting the preferred route' (Highways
February 1987: p4).

As summarised previously, extensive effort went into public exhibitions, 2,698 roadside interviews
to determine traffic origins and destinations, public meetings, and the qualitative study involving
workshops. In fact, it was claimed that up until November 1986, 20 public meetings had been
attended by consultants. Public meetings were also called in the 1990s when the project was
reactivated. In addition, there were ongoing briefings to local councils about the project status,
and personal provision of information by interview or by phone.

Criterion 3.1,2: Has the proponent demonstrated openness to considering all possible alternøtives
raised throughout the whole process? This criterion was graded at C. The Highways Department
was certainly open to assessing alternatives, with 30 options initially assessed. Several options were
also posed by public, but not all alternatives were considered feasible for further assessment,
although one \üas adopted in the Draft EIS as an Alternative Alignment and was eventually
adopted as the preferred option, thus signalling openness.
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Table 13: Public and Government comments on the quality of the
Draft EIS for the Adelaide-Crafers highway proposal

When the process was reactivated in the 1990s, the Department 'ù/as also open to considering
alternatives such as:

Public Comments

'Council is concerned both that the E.l.A. process should be a substantial one, effective in assisting good
decision making, and that it should be seen so to be. lt is therefore concerned that the processes purporting to
assist in making decisions among alternatives should be as technically robust as possible, and adequately
explained and justified in an E.l.S.. lf this last is not achieved, the process will fall into public disrepute.

These remarks particularly apply to the section of the E.l.S. dealing with cost benefit assessment. [while the
difficulties of the process were acknowledged in the ElSl ....ln Section 3.2.2.i1s attempts at option comparison
are so seriously flawed as to be worse than valueless. This section obscures rather than illuminates the difficulty
of what is being attempted. ...

No explanation is given for the values given to travel time savings......The values allocated to each of the criteria
used in the aggregation process are not disclosed, and were arrived at by consultation only among the Study Team
and Highways Department. A wider range of individuals might well have given different values...'

'The proposal is based on dubious predictions, misconceptions and a poor ordering of priorities. The Highways
Department is responding to the acknowledged road accident problem with a premature and extravagant proposal
reminiscent of the freeway mania of the 1960's and 70's.'

'The proponent's arguments...firstly disguise the impact of the road and secondly aim to discourage further
consideration of regional planning effects that would result. ...This statement [on regional development capacity
by the proponentl is blatantly devoid of any factual information'.

Government Comments

The impression that the Draft EIS gave to the DAHE was that costs were the 'overriding consideration in the choice
of the preferred option'.

'...it is unlikely that the Commonwealth government will make a decision on funding for the project without evidence
of a detailed comparison of all options, including the upgrading of the present road.

ln addition, a number of issues associated with the proponent's preferred route have not been given sufficient
consideration. A clear statement of safeguards and measure to be taken to educe adverse impacts would be
useful, covering for example, arrangements for compensating property owners, and commitments to noise
attenuation measures, rehabilitation of construction sites, etc.

'Evaluation is a necessary component of EIS methodology, but it is meaningless where the technique is not in
common practice and it is not spelled out...the exercise does not really confirm the corridor rankings, does not
reassure or educate the reader, and does not yield any information useful for project design or management. lts
separation from community inputs is also a problem.'

'...using suspect cost/benefit calculations, the corridors are evaluated by the employment of a point-scoring
system which is based on an acknowledged weighting in favour of economic components, the EIS arrives
predictably at the cheapest solution. Furthermore, the values allocated to the criteria used in the aggregation
process are not shown and there would be substantial differences of opinion within the community regarding these
values. This is an unsatisfactory if not unsavoury, procedure and should be dispensed with except when the
costs being examined are indisputable. lf a decision is to be made because of large cost differences, then it
should be clearly stated and recognised, not hidden behind artificially contrived calculations. Economic and non-
economic values should be clearly separated so that decision-makers can make a clear assessment of
alternatives.'

To summarise, the 'economic and financial' CBA in the EIS seems well done, as far as it goes. However, it should
vary the cost parameters to allow road-related scenarios associated with environmental amenity, and its limited
scope (both costs and benefits) renders the $50m differential dubious indeed.'

The 'approach in the Draft EIS fails to adequately address the EIS Guidelines established by DEP which explicitly
requires the EIS to identify "...the potential for affecting future population size by improving access to particular
areas"'The reasons in the Draft EIS for not considering impacts of improved accessibility on future populations
were considered to be 'supedicial and inadequate' (State government coordinated submission).
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. using an open-cut scheme which was suggested by individuals who 'were critical of the
extravagance of a tunnel. This was later rejected by the Department due to greater

o environmental impacts (project 
Ttliilrt""d"n 

,"rnonr" ro public commenrs, but the same
suitability; and

r fhe tunnel, but this was not adopted by the Department given
the expense, the need for high patronage, and the need for a flatter grade.

Openness was also questionable with regard to the community's preferred option (Corridor A),
and although this option was equally assessed with the other alternatives, the Department was
clearly not willing to adopt this alternative due to prohibitive costs.

Timing of EIA

Criteria 3.2.1-3.2.4: Was EIA integrated at the project conception stage, planning of alternatives
stage, design stage, and construction stage?

. Integration with Conception (phase i): This criterion was graded at E. Safety considerations
and iraffic volumes appeared to be the main factors considered at the conception phase of the
project rather than environmental factors. Although dep-ending 9n_ hory one defines the
tenlironment' safety factors can be considered an element of the social environment, and thus
environmental factors played a role. However, biophysical issues did not appear to be a factor
until the assessment õf eight corridors selected from 30 alternatives, which in turn were
assessed using technical-feasibility criteria. Given the problems of defining the 'environment'
this was a difficult criterion to assess. Nonetheless, it is considered that it the environment 'was
the main factor (particularly biophysical) then other options such as the public transport
would have been ðonsidered more seriously using a combined effort with other government
departments, and initiation of longer-term education programmes to change road usage, and
alsb reduce vehicle emissions. The road proposal was a much easier and short term solution
which required little coordination, and would involve more immediate results. Indirect and
longer-term methods may be considered in the 'too hard' basket.

. In (Alte ETSA
ca on at id not
ap arate ), and

en were hough
not in the selection of a preferred alternative (refer later criteria). However, there was some
fragmentation of process with the preparation of s

study including for instance, a traffic survey, econ
economic studies, review of metropolitan planning
for 8 corridor options, detailed corridor appraisal,
acquisition estimates, and assessments of water quality'
of many in a broader planning study. In addition,
outweigh the environmental evaluation, and integration
fact that both environmental and economic evaluations
that the information from many of the background reports appear to have been incorporated
into the Draft EIS, indicates that integration was high.

. Integration Design (phase iii): This criterion was graded at B-4. Unlike the ETSA projects,
preliminary desigñ wórk was carried out in conjunction with the_broader_ planning process, and

þreliminary design of route C1 was presented in the Draft EIS, including such_things as

iandscaping, gradients, and interchanges. Moreovet, in the Maunsells
consultânts nõted that they had integrated many of the mit ly into the
design of the proposal inðluding reduction of earthworks, tion dams,
and other sedimentation measures (refer earlier EIA Process Summary). Integration with
design appeared to be more explicit and transparent than for the ETSA projects, but design
featrires 1ôr the ETSA projects were not as complex (eg less earthworks and potential runoff,
wastes, etc). Given the funding delays, the Department had time to improve their knowledge,
and this showed in the design of the project and mitigation measures adopted during
construction. Some limitations were evident in that it was sometimes difficult to identify in
design documents, actual and direct references to the 'environment'.
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. Integration Construction (phase iv): This criterion was graded at D-C. If construction of the
proposal had commenced in the late 1980s as planned, then it is highly likely that integration
with construction would have been weaker than the planning and design phases due to
problems with information transfer, However, with process improvements and the
establishment of EMPS and EMIPs, transfer of information to contractors for construction was
more efficient, effective and transparent. As noted in the earlier EIA process summary, many
mitigation measures were implemented, and also recorded in the public information
brochures. However, how effective they were in practice is another question, and auditing
reports which would demonstrate this were confidential, although one audit report indicated no
areas of major concern. Nonetheless, there were serious problems of wet weather, runoff and
sedimentation which attracted media attention. Yet rather than indicating problems with
integrating the EIA information with construction, this may be related more to the severe
physical constraints on mitigation (ie steep topography, limited mitigation space), and to the
nature of the proposal itself which would inevitably result in such large impacts. Thus, even a
highly effective EIA process, design of mitigation measures and transfer of information, would
not serve to alleviate all impacts, which is indicative of the significant nature of this project.
Longer-term implications for the environment at this stage are unknown. It is also difficult to
accurately assess this criterion without information on the degree of contractor compliance to
the conditions set out in the EMP.

Criterion 3.2.5: Has public consultation been undertaken as early as practically possible prior to
the release of the Draft BlS? This criterion was graded at B. Public consultation was initiated
early and prior to the formal requirement for consultation at the Draft EIS release stage. The
project guidelines also appeared to be open to council comment, but it is unclear how much input
the public had at this early stage. Timing was similar to the Cherry Gardens and Hummocks
Consultation could have been undertaken earlier about the initial need for an upgrade and at the
guidelines stage with provision for comment. Otherwise, a very good performance.

Approach

Criterion 3.3.1: Have a wide range of techniques been used for public consaltation? (eg review
panels, consultative groups, local workshops, public meetings, interviews, questionnaires,
hotlines, displays)? This criterion was graded at B. The use of techniques for consultation was
wide-ranging, many of which have already been noted. As demonstrated in Table (14), of 11

options, 8 were utilised, and included the use of structured workshops which is towards the higher
eñd of the participation scale. However, other approaches such as a questionnaire (which would
have useful to identify the wide road syndrome problem), and higher level review boards were not
utilised. It is however, acknowledged that these latter are expensive and time-consuming
approaches.

Criterion 3,3,2: Was the proponent willing to, and did they release information to the public both
throughout the EIA process, and after the decision had been made (eg record of decision,
monitoring, øuditing reports)? This criterion was graded at C. Transparency of information did
not appear to be a major problem, although there were some concerns. On the positive side:

. copies of EIS were circulated to key stakeholders and made available for purchase when the
project was reactivated. álthough Corridor A was not feasible at least it was openly presented to the public and the
government for independent assessment which signals transparency;

. ðonsultation brochures outlining options were clear, succinct and transparent, although lacking
in detail;. the Draft EIS was generally transparent about the main issues and conclusions about key
impacts;. the Supplement was also transparent with a summary of all submissions;

. regular information brochures and briefings were organised when the project was reactivated;
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Approach
Public
Power Participation Techniques Adopted?

Delegated Authority High Review boards (established for project, although can be permanent
boards)

Joint Planning Moderate Communitv Consultative qroups, advisorV committees
Structured Workshops

Consultation Low Public Meetinqs or hearinq
Personal lnterviews*
Formal public submissions
Questionnaires
lnformal Correspondence (outside formal submissions)**

lnformation Nit Teleohone Hotlines
Public Displavs
Media Notices

*can also become a means for joint planning, but is dependent on proponent attitude. In ETSA's case, landowners had

an ability to influence the location of the final route, thus indicating a degree ofjoint planning, although ETSA did not

have to abide by landowner concerns or requests.

of rnaterials. Often the correspondence by ETSA

**can also mean simple information-provision depending on content
involved standard letters providing information about the process.

Adelaide-Crafers

Table L4: Public participation techniques adopted by ETSA for the Adelaide-Crafers Highway
Proposal (based in part on Westman's 1985 five-scale participation model and Glasson et al

tge4)

However, several internal reports do not appear to have been released to the public (eg Value
Management Study, EMPs), Monitoring and aud,iting ,reports nd the
methoãology for wðighting of corridors and cost-benefit analysis wa lacked
transparenðy in the decision making process. Moreover, although ticisms
about the ðost-benefit analysis methodology, this was not ackno\¡/ledged in the proponent's
response (ie the Supplement to the EIS) which also indicates a lack of transparency.

Criterion 3.3.3 Were resources and timetables for EIA flexible? 'lhere was insufficient
information to grade flexibility of resources and time tables. However, timetables were critical to

ruction. It was noted in January 1987 that the
timetable, and a target date was critical in getting
be very rigorous by the DEP, and the Draft EIS

netheless, flexibility was evident in that funding
her environmental studies continued. This delay
and workshops to proceed, some of which were

relatively new to the Department and did not appear to be standaqd-practice in the late 1980s .(eg
Value NÍanagement Study, Risk Assessment Workshop, EMPs). If funding was given earlier, time
to conduct further environmental studies required by the DEP's Assessment would have been a

luxury and restricted in meeting the construction time table'

Level of Controversy about Openness

Unlike the controversy for the EIS quality, both public and government controversy appeared low
for the consultation piocess and the openness of the proponent. One submission noted that: 'The
Team should...be commendedfor it's publicity at an early stage, and later during the construction
process when community voiced concerns about the impacts of construction, the sympathetic
ãttitudes of staff within Transport SA and the contractors was noted. However, a media report
during the EIA process noted a widespread feeling in the community that the consultation_process
was 'rlittle more than a joke"' This is not surprising given that the community's overwhelning
preference was not considered by the Department, but that is assessed in the next section. There
did not appear to be any government controversy.
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PROPONENT RESPONSIVENESS

Alternatives-Weighting

Criterion 4.1.1 Was the 'best' alternative adopted by the proponent of those presented ín later
stages of the EIA process (ie did it differ from that presented in the Draft EIS iÍ one was
presented)? Criterion 3.5.3: Was the 'best' alternative adopted in the PER based on the available
informøtion and adequate rationale given for the selection of the preferred option? This
criterion was graded at D. 'What constitutes the 'best' option is a subjective judgement and
depends on the relative importance of particular issues. Clearly, financial factors were the most
imþortant consideration for the Department, particularly given a $50 million difference between
options. Nonetheless, the objective of the EIA process is to ensure that environmental factors are
cõnsidered in the decision-making process, and a well recognised principle of this process is that
the environment receive at least equal weighting to economic and technical factors. To this extent,
the 'best' alternative which was based on a complex weighting system (see previous criterion) was
not adopted in the Draft EIS. The best option on environmental and social grounds appears to
have been Corridor A given that:

. public comment supported this option;

. many of the public were opposed to the Department's preferred option;

. the Commonwealth DAHE noted in comments on preprint Draft EIS that Corridor A appeared
to perform better in many respects, even though the Department identified Corridor C1 as the
preferred option;

. given that the DEP recognised that Corridor A was the best option, although an amended
preferred option (C3) was second best;

. ãn evaluation of information in the public brochure for stage one consultation indicated that
Corridor A was the best option on social and environmental grounds (refer earlier Table); and

. the evaluation of corridors undertaken by Maunsells also indicated that Corridor A performed
best in most social and environmental factors, but it was not recommended because these
factors were given much less importance relative to economic factors (where the preferred
option performed the best).

As demonstrated in Table (15) which was compiled from information in the Draft EIS, the best
option on social and environmental grounds was Corridor A, although preferences for either
cõrridor were not always clear in the EIS. Corridor A performed best in the more significant
effects such as vegetation removal, property acquisition, impacts on fauna, and residential amenity.
Even the Highways Department stated that Corridor A had the least environmental and social
impacts and the best engineering features (Highways February 1987: p3-3), whilst the prefered
option had moderate impacts, but least costs.

However, if option A had not been presented for assessment, then the Highway Departments'
preferred option may have been the 'best' option. While the department was being adamant
ãbout costs ln a similar manner to ETSA for the Cherry Gardens proposal, in this case, costs were
an important factor, and the difference of $50 million was substantial as also recognised by the
DEP. One may wonder why this option was assessed in the first place if it was not economically
feasible, thus giving the community and government the sense that the Department was being
given a viable alternative for consideration. The Commonwealth DAHE was also concerned about
the 'unconvincing' justification for the C1 corridor, and lack of detail on corridor evaluation and
Cost-Benefit analysis.
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Impact Category A B C1 C2

Landforms and qeoloqv (for tunnel construction)
Propertv acquisition
Residential Amenitv (qualitv of life)

Land Values
Production Values (impacts on businesses,
mininq)
Hvdroloqv (water qualitv) no preference

Non-Aboriqinal Heritaqe unclear
Aborioinal Heritaqe no preference

Veqetation
Fauna
Tourism-Recreation no preference

Visual lmpacts (& landscape quality)

Noise unclear, but amenitv better in A

Air qualitv (dust, vehicle emissions)
Fire no preference

Wastes unclear
Pest Plants & Diseases no apparent preference

Soil Erosion no preference

Access (impacts on local traffic & dislocation)) unclear
'Wide Road Svndrome' (increased access-dev.) no preference

Adelaide-Crafers

Table 15: Assessment of corridor performance based on information in the Draft EIS for the
Adelaide-Crafers Highway proposal

Criterion 4.1.2: Was the environment considered at leøst equally with economic and technical

factors? This criterion rwas ss, the environment was

ïot an equal part of the de lection of the initial 30
options was bãsed on techn ironmental_ana^lysis was
conducted to reduce these ocess for the 8 options
comprised:

. traffic and civil engineering

. connection to the metropolitan area

. potential for social dislocation

. effects on residential amenity

. effects on property access

. effects on non-residential land use

. European and Aboriginal heritage

. wind and noise effects

. property acquisition and costs

. effects on recreation areas.

Thus, environment played a role at this early stage, with the exception of-factor_s such as.vegetation
impacts which wère significant. Factors in selection of the final four options \vere
en'iironmentally-based and premised upon a 'minimum impact area'. Environmental factors were
also important in that a mõre intrusive option which was more consistent with national design
standards could have been proposed. It was noted in the Draft EIS that: 'The terrain which the

new highway must negoilafe ii such that horiz mtal alignment consistent with a design speed of^

I00km/h cannot be achieved without very signfficant environmental intrusion, or a number of
extensive and costly structures, or both (While costs were important in this decision, so to were
environmental factórs, and the approach was not adopted. Environmental factors were also a
consideration in a proposal for a tèmporary diversion road with substandard desig.n to follow an

earlier highway rouie,both to reduce èonstruction costs, and the_ impact on- vegetation. The route
involved-sharp curves and a speed of 40km/h, and it was noted that: 'Although this standard is
substa ections, it is the same or better than will have been

experi rip uphill from Adelaide...It is considered that a
tiitob substantial temporary earthworks and possible
intrus which would otherwise be involved'. Thus
environmental factors were considered here also.
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However, factors in the election of preferred option, which was the critical decision, were
economically-based and technically based, and it was noted by an employee within the
Department that the road was essentially an engineering, geotechnical solution to the safety
problem rather than the environmentally-best option (Interview 50 1999). In the evaluation of
ðorridor options immediately prior to the Draft EIS the highest weighting of importance was given
to the economic factors, which far outweighed environmental factors. For instance:

. economic and financial was given 60Vo weighting;

. engineering was given l4vo weighting;

. social factors were given I5Vo weighting; and

. environmental factors were given l1%o weighting).

It is no wonder then that the preferred option was Corridor Cl, despite better environmental and
social performance in Corridor A, and despite the fact that the preferred option re-quired extensive
removãl of vegetation. Several attempts were made in the Draft EIS to justify the economic
emphasis:

'In the present economic climate, the cost issue must be a prime consideration.
.,.the chbice between an apparently preferred option and alternatives up to $50
million (ie one-third) cheaper in capital cost necessitated the most careful scrutiny
of the relative merits of social/environmental issues by comparison with purely
financial ones before the selection of an option could be made. The importance
of economic factors became greater in the light of this considerable cost difference
between the options.' (Highways February 1987: p3-3).

With such a wide range of projects costs between the options, it is apparent that the
weight assigned to economic factors in the comparison process is of paramount
concern so as to avoid, on the one hard, the selection of the cheapest scheme
irresp tions, and on he of cost in the
quest solution. This view of the
recog I evaluation, tha e option..,has
many has gained wide ndents to the
public consultation'.

It is interesting that the Highways Department mad ose made
by ETSA for the Cherry Gardens proposal. In this reason to
aãopt the more expensive option, despite public o the A-C
proposal it was argued in the EIS

The final stage of selection from the four options had to face the difference of $50
million betwéen the cheapest and dearest options. No sufficient justification could
be found for adopting the more popular, but most expensive, corridor in favour of
the route now proposed' (Highways February 1987: pvii).

While the Department ran the risk of criticism for emphasising economic factors, the presentation
of all alternatives allows the evaluators to judge for themselves, which gives an opportunity for the
EIA process to work, and for this the Department should be commended. Moreover, the emphasis
on eñvironmental factors in the initial selection and assessment of eight corridor alternatives was
also good, as was the adoption of Corridor C3 in response to public concerns which entailed
greater economic costs ($3million).

Procedural & Substantive Changes

Criterion 4.2.1: Were the environmental investigations and/or the public consultation process
modified or supplemented where a need wøs changes)? This criterion was
gradéd at B. Generally, there was no need to s þe process,.except in response
t-o requests for further'information or responses to criticisms lic submissions. Many of the
responses can be seen in Table (16) which summarises
Deþartment's response in the Supplement. This Supplement
failed to adequately address some of the concerns. The respo
a rejustification for the original proposal or methodology'
benéfit methodology were not even noted in the Supplement text, nor responded to, although
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some minor detail was added about the method in response to requests for further information.
The Department was also not responsive to requests by the DAHE for details on evaluation
methods and values assigned in the process.

The value of the Supplement is questionable given that it was predominantly a reiteration and
rejustification of the þioponent's original stance in the Draft EIS, and thus_ apPgals to be a waste
of time. However, thè pùblic concerns did result in a change to the proposal, which adds weight to
the Supplement, and this is reviewed t criterion. Overall, most changes to the process
were minor and generally involved th
government requests, the considerat
examination of noise impacts in some
and when a mistake was found in the Supplem
was circulated to all respondents who commented on the issue.

However, changes after the EIA process when the proposal was reactivated were more significance
with further sùrveys in responsè to the DEP recommendations including n-oise impact studies,
Aboriginal archaeology, hydrology, waste disposal, and the adoption_ of an Environmental
Manalement Plan. This latter proposed in the 1990s was probably the- result of improved
knowiédge about environmental manãgement compared to wh,en the proposal was assessed in the

mid 198õs. In response to public conterns about pollution of a local creek and slope instabr-lity,
the Department was also ìesponsive in their management approach (ie employment of an

engineeiing geologist) (refer EIA Process Summary sectìon).

Criterion 4,2.2 Was the project changed on environmental grounds where appropriøte? This
criterion was graded at D-C. On
identified with the adoption of the
Conservation Park. A minor realig
small section of the road. When the proposal wa
to maintain the tollhouse in its originãl location, and to incorporate a large detention dam to

and st were also made in response to public
polluti n of detention dam), and in response to
ãbout ry diversion (ie resulted in new proposal
ad for

Table 16: Issues raised in the Supplement and the Highway Department's
response for the Adelaide-Crafers Highway proposal

Issue Actions
Alternative
Alignment

Fct¡on:adoptionoftheAlternativeAlignmentintheDraftElS(ConidorC3)inresponsetomajor
public concerns about intrusion into the Cleland Conservation Park
Þroposed Action: adoption of diversion route along existing local road lor2.5 years during
construction, in addition to new section
Comments: new section of diversion road impacts on vegetation, but overall impact on park
reduced. Corridor C3 involved increased cost of $gmlllio n

Union
Quarry and
slope
instability

Action: realignment f curve and minor relocation of section of road to avoid exposure to
potentially major costs for stabilisation of slopes and maintenance
Proposed Action:
Comments: this arose from further geotechnical analyses by the Depadment, and was not a
result of public or qovernment comment

Access
Control

Action: None
Proposed Action: Property acquisition (as suggested in Draft EIS), and removal of access to
Union Quarry, acquisition and rehabilitation of the site.
Comments:-Further consideration given to issue of direct property access since Draft EIS which
found that direct local access from the road would be hazardous. Confirms need for acquisition of
orooerties who will lack direct access

Accident
Statistics

Action: Acknowledgment that figures may be
locations, and not incidence spread over road

misleading because figures show only discrete
sections. Acknowledged disproportionate numberof

accidents between Glen Osmond and Eagle Road. Provided more recent statistics confirming
unacceptable accident risks.
Proposed Action:
Comments; legitimacy of comparison process questioned and notes that Glen Osmond
intersection is the which thus the n for the
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Reliability of
Traffic
Projections

Action: Noted that data was from DEP, except lor 20 year planning period for Department. Notes
that forecasting is speculative anyway. Confirmed need for project.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: Population forecasts for modelling future traffic levels questioned.

Validity of
Employment
Projections

Action; Further detail provided. Consultation with State government regarding employment
growth.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: ouerv for more detail.

Travel
Modelling
Methods

Action: Noted that modelling is by its nature a speculative task. Noted that predictions were
reasonable. Provided further information on methodology and summarised assumptions.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: method questioned, and approach criticised as speculative.

Value of
Fragmentary
Time
Savings

Action: Justified their approach. Conducted further analysis by excluding benefits of time
savings, which reduced the net value of all corridors, but the relative differences between corridors
remained the same. Notes that assumption that time savings has no value is unrealistic.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: criticism that although 2/3 of
benefits would be small or insiqnificant and

highway benefits are from time-savings, individual
benelits have been inflated

Energy
Eff iciency

Action: Agreement that energy efficiencies could be attained via public transport and use of rail,
but disagreed that promotion of public transport was universally appropriate strategy.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: criticism about encouraging use of private vehicles rather than comprehensive
enerov conservation policv and encouraqement of public transport and freight movement by rail.

Public
Transport
and Rail
Freight

Action: Commissioner agreed that may provide alternative to increased road capacity, but noted
not realistically viable (as argued in Draft EIS).
Proposed Action:
Comments: several submissions emphasised that improved public transport with use incentives
could reduce traffic levels, and mav reduce need for the project.

Funding
Limitations

Action: lnformation provided
Proposed Action: None
Comments: request for information on effects of limited or staged funding. Other issues also
raised, but not considered significant enough to include in this Table.

No-Go Action: Disagreed and justified why this was not an option.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: some submissions suggested alternative ways of improvement to solve safety
oroblems (eq better policinq, slower speeds).

Upgrade Action: Reiterated option and argument presented in initial consultation brochure and Draft ElS.
Noted that it would involve almost identical impacts to preferred proposal along one section, whilst
other sections would also involve severe impacts.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: support for this scheme in submissions.

Cost-Benef it
Analysis

Action: Provision of further information, but only brief, and did not acknowledge the criticisms
made of the process.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: more information sought

Corridor A Action: 'sentiment' noted, but justified against due to costs. Noted that supporters of Corridor A
place less importance on economic factors.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: suþport for corridor in submissions.

Tunnel near
Crafers

Action: Noted that this had already been considered, but no suitable and economically-
locations found.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: request for consideration of another tunnel near Crafers

realistic

Couplet
strategy

Action: Noted already considered, and justified against. Noted recommendation not of sufficient
length for satisfactory gradient, and if long enough would provide substandard conditions for traffic.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: recommendation for couplet to avoid area between Devils Elbow and Eagle on the Hill

Parallel
Facility

Action: Justified against.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: recommended limited upgrading of present highway in addition to additional route to
spread loads.

Old Bullock
Track

Action: Justified against route
Proposed Action: None
Comments: whv is track not suitable as route
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Weighting to
Economic
Factors

Action: Acknowledged that weighting is matter of perception, and noted that those supporling the
alternative corridor did not weight economics as highly. Noted that higher weighting was given in
original selection of corridors and difference between four corridors was not substantial.
Proposed Action: none
Comments: submissions questioned high weighting

Developmen
t Pressures
in Adelaide
Hills

Action: Noted phenomenon as common to highway proposals. Provided information on ways of
resolving conflict (ie no road improvements, or control development in Hills). Department supported
stronger controls on development. Rejustified road.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: major emphasis in public submissions regarding road as catalyst for increasing
develooment due to easier access.

Regional
Transport
Strategy

Action: Strategy supported by the Department, and recommended that it be pat of existing Mount
Lofty Ranges Strategy Review.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: Some submissions recommended a broader transport strategy for access to the hills.

Visual
lntrusion to
Hills Face
Zone

Action: Acknowledged, but noted that mitigation measures will attempt to reduce impact
Proposed Action: None
Comments: concerns in submissions

Property
Values

Action: Noted that quantitative assessment not possible given highly subjective nature or
changing property prices, but qualitative noted possible increase in demand for properties in some
areas which would boost values.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: request for information on impact on property values

Acquisition-
relocation
eff ects

Action: Noted that effects would be emotional and economic. Described the emotional stress in

more detail than the Draft ElS, and noted difficulties of finding comparable properties
Proposed Action: None
Comments: requests for further information

Business
lmpacts

Action: Reiterated information in the Draft EIS
Proposed Action: None
Comments: concerns from owners about being bvpassed with the new highway

Social
Adjustments

Action: Noted that effects on individuals/families who have to relocate was a major impact of the
proposal. Reiterated numbers of properties affected.
Proposed Action: None
Comments:

Local
Access

Action: Noted that this was covered in Draft EIS and that little more could be added.
Proposed Action
Comments: for on local travel and access.

Vegetation Action: Provision of further information on vegetation associations associated with corridors and
hectares affected. Very brief.
Proposed Action: None
Comments: request for further information

Weed
Control

Action: Reiterated Draft EIS
Proposed Action:
Comments:

Air Pollution Action: Reiterated Draft EIS
Proposed Action:
Comments:

Run-off Action: Further information on ecologically-significant bog and run-off management measures
Proposed Action: None (except mitigation measures proposed, most of which were in Draft EIS).

Comments; Highways noted that government department comments endorsed conclusions of
Draft EIS that effects of hvdroloqv and drainaqe effects will be minor

Heritage Action: Considered alternatives for maintaining tollhouse in existing location. Noted that impacts
of retaining in location were too high. Continued the plan of relocation. Further refinement of
proposal enabled greater spacing
Proposed Action: None (except

between traffic and heritage item.
minimising disturbance to tollhouse during relocation)

Gomments: criticisms about relocation of tollhouse. criticisms about close proximity to one
heritaqe item

Rehabilitatio

Compensato
ry

n

Action: Suggestion noted
Proposed Action: Potential for works to be considered during design phase'
Comments: Suggested in submission that the Department rehabilitate existing disturbed land as

a form of compensation for impacts
Visual
lmpact

Action: Reiterated information
private property access).

in Draft ElS. Noted difficulties of attaining all viewing angles (ie

Proposed Action:
Comments: Request for information on viewing audiences and extent of views.

Noise Action: Further evaluations of noise impacts on houses below Eagle on the Hill and Hawk Hill Road
Proposed Action: None
Comments: request for further information
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Summary of
Mitigation
Measures

Action: Not done in EIS because considered too long and cumbersome a table, and difficult to
represent complexity and balance of issues.
Proposed Action: None.
Comments: Summarv of effects and mitigation measures requested.

lnformation on design details was also incorporated, but minor issues, and no actions were
proposed other than those specified in the Draft EIS

However, additional mitigation measures which may have alleviated the emotional stress associated
with relocation of dwelling 'were not incorporated. As noted previously, factors such as the
provision of real estate guidance, or counselling-social work support may have facilitated the
transition, and these measures could be coordinated with other government departments. Such an

approach may be justified given that it was acknowledged in the Sup_p.lement that the effect of
rêLocation was considered-a major effect of the proposal, yet nothing other than financial
compensation for property acquisition was provided to mitigate this effect. Moreover, despite a

need identified to adoÞt Corridor A, this was not pursued by the Department due to costs, as noted
previously. It is highly likely that the best option wouJd have been adopted by.the Department if it
was within their financial means, which is indicated in part by their extensive efforts towards
public consultation and initial consideration and ves. As it was, the
bepartment was restricted in that it was reliant on C which \ryas a decision
essèntially out of their control, as in practice, was sub the 1990s.

Changes to the project were minor-medium in significance (refer Table 17). Although the
adoptîon of the ìnoãifie¿ alternative (C3) was in response to public pressure, _Departmental
initiative was demonstrated given that they were quick to include this alternative which had been
proposed by a resident and presented it in the Draft EIS. Initiative was also demonstrated for the
ðhanges presented after the EIA process (refer Table 17).

Criterion 4,2.3: Did the proponent demonstrate learning from the EIA process resulting- in
changes to internal policies or processes? There was no information available in the project files
to assess this criterion.

Table 17: Changes to the Adelaide-Crafers Highway Proposal

Nøture of Chønge Detøils

Number of Chanqes -5

Type of Changes . 2 realignments
. retention of tollhouse location
. incorporation of detention dam
. new diversion road

Change Significance realignment (C3) - medium
realignment (slope stability) - minor
retention of tollhouse location - minor-medium
incorporation of detention dam - minor
new diversion road - minor

Timing of Change realignment (C3) - middle EIA process
realignment (slope stability) - middle EIA process
retention of tollhouse location - after EIA process
incorporation of detention dam - after EIA process
new diversion road - after EIA process

lnitiator of Change . realignment (C3) - local resident; adopted by Department in EIS
. realignment (slope stability) - Department
. retention of tollhouse location - Department
. incorporation of detention dam - Department
. new diversion road - Public Concerns; Departmental response
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Level of Controversy about Responsiveness

The level of public controversy about proponent responsiveness was minor-medium in volume,
with some concerns about the lack of proponent responsiveness and ability to influence the
proposal. It was noted for instance, that '...H becoming increasingly concerned at
what they see as 'total disregard' for the p and the implications of the route' .

Although an EIS was prepared many believed th would already have been made with
little póssibility for changing that decision. At the same time, however, the organisation which
suggeited the adopted alternative alignment was positive about the Departments' responsivene_ss,
wñlótr is not surpiising. For instance:'It was pleasing to see that the optiory proposed by this
office in our orifinal iubmission...has been incorporated as the "Alternative Alignment".'

Government controversy was similar to public controversy, with concerns about the Department's
responsiveness. It was noted by t he draft EIS, it
that public opinion to date has i evaluating the
corridors. The choice of corridor ontroversy was
at the Commonwealth level. For instance:

'We are concerned at the proponent's attitude towards public and government
comments on the route selection process and the analysis on which this was based.
Given the number of submissions which either sought further details of the cost-
benefit analysis, or presented arguments for other options, we believe that the
proponent's ireatmenf of these issues in the draft Supplement is inadequate.

Adelaide-Crafers

88



Blanchetown Bridge

Transport Project Case Study 2

BLANCHETOWN BRIDGE
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THE PROPOSAL

The Blanchetown Bridge, which crosses the River Murray (South Australia's water 'life-line'), is
located on the national Sturt Highway which connects Adelaide to Sydney. It was the third road
bridge constructed over the River Murray in South Australia, and the largest bridge constructed by
the Department at the time (440 metres extended; 13 metres wide). Following maintenance
problems with the bridge, the then Department of Transport (DoT) investigated the capacity and
èondition of the bridge in January 1994 and found that it was in poor condition and unable to
cater for heavy vehicles such as B-Double or Road Trains. These vehicles were required to detour
an additional 25 kilometres (PWC June 1996). The possibility existed that the bridge could
collapse if heavy vehicles simultaneously passed each other on the bridge (P\ /C June 1996). Thus,
three solutions were proposed comprising:

. repair the bridge;

. partially replace the superstructure;

. full replacement of the bridge (PWC May 1996).

The most effective of these options was considered to be the full bridge
removed all risks of collapse (PWC l:||4.ay 1996). Overall, the proposal was the
the transport case studies assessed. Key components comprised:

r a new bridge (407 metres length) (existing bridge was 442 metres);
. new approach roads with improved horizontal alignment; and
. upgrade of local access intersections to improve safety;

whilst minor components comprised:

. lighting of the intersections;

. fobtway lcycle path on the bridge separated from road by traffic barrier;

. link from ihe fòotway on the new bridge to existing step and ramp access to riverbanks;

. retention of west lookout;

. viewing platform under the bridge;

. rehabilitation of existing road cutting;

. rehabilitation of superfluous highway pavement;

. roadsidelandscaping;

. culvert through eãstérn embankment causeway;

. basins to inteicept chemical spills and prevent entry into the River Murray.

Given that the bridge was on a National Highway, it was to be funded by the Commonwealth
government, whilsi the State DoT coordinated and managed project planning, design _and
õonstruction through consultants. Initially, the estimated cost of the bridge was $12 million and the
roadworks was $3 million, but the final expenditure totalled $21 million'

Given that this project was much smaller in scale than the other case studies (but still more
expensive than the ETSA transmission line projects), and did not require a full Environmental
Imþact Statement (EIS), the following evaluation is less detailed than the other case studies.
Ho^wever, broad trends in practice and indications of the Department's commitment to the EIA
and environmental protection process are evident from the summary of the EIA process and
evaluation dimensions.

EIA PnoCESS SUMMARY

Permission to start preliminary design and planning investigation work was given to the
Department by the Commonwealth government on 4 October 1994. In the following year, the
State EIA Branch of DHUD were informed of the project on 11 January. However, no formal EIS
was required given that:

Blanchetown Bridge

replacement which
smallest scale of all

. the proposed bridge was within 50-100 metres of the existing bridge;

. it wãs iitety thaf the existing approaches to the bridge would be used with modification to
meet standards and environmental concerns;

. the area had demonstrated a capacity to regenerate;

. the bulk of the existing bridge structure was to be removed to below water level when the new
bridge became operational; and
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DHUD's confidence about the Department's EIA procedures was clearly demonstrated in this
statement, which was one of the reasons why the Department was able to retain responsibility for
many of its own internal assessments in the late 1970s (refer Volume I). The project thus
underwent the internal major EIA process encapsulated within the planning investigations process.
Unlike the Southern Expressway project, a separate 'Environmental Report' was not prepared,
which is likely due to tñe smaller scale nature of the bridge project. Rather the environmental
investigations were incorporated into the Department's internal V/orking Report, and finalised in
the Concluding Report.

Organisation and Management

There were several participants involved in the planning and design process, both within the
Department and external to
manager from the Projects S

the planning investigations p
As illustrated in Figure (1),
internal client (SIP?), and Manager of the Projec
although the participants were not specified inFigure (1), and-tended_to vary. in their p-resence^at

project meetings dèpending on the timing of their input. Internal participants included, for
instance,

. Supervising Engineer ing stage;

. Supervising Engineer ;

. Supervising Engineer

. Senior Environmental

. representative from the Landscape Unit for landscape design concept;

. Cõntract Manager (late in the process for construction administration)

The consultants used for the planning and design phase also formed a discrete team which was

coordinated by the Department.

Figure 1: Representation of the Project Organisational Structure
(source unknown; Departmental files)

An internal Environmental Officer was also brought early in, and throughout, the planning
process. This was indicated by their attendance at several project meetings. Extensive evaluative

Blanchetown Bridge

the DoT had proven procedures in relation to consultation and consideration of environmental
matters

CIient Man ager Maj or Proj ects

ect Control Group

ectClient Representative

Project Team

Contract Manager Servi ce ProvidersConsultants

Contractors
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control was also apparent by improving the quality of planning reports and requesting further
details on environmental management throughout the process.

Appointment of Consultant & Planning Brief

Because the resources within the Department were considered inadequate to complete the full
planning and road design on time, both aspects \ilere outsourced. In Mql 1995 the Commissioner
òt Hlgtrways appointed consultants Maunsell Pty Ltd in association with Hassell Pty Ltd to conduct
the planning investigations and road design for the project.

A brief for the planning investigations phase was prepared in January 1995, and stakeholders were
identified early in the process. As outlined in this brief, the consultant was responsible for:

. data collection and analysis;

. initial community consultation;

. preparation of alternatives;

. initial environmental assessment of each scheme;

. selection of a Preferred Alternative;

. and review of the preferred alternative in response to community comments.

Reports required from the consultant comprised a Working Bgpott and Concept Plan, Concluding
Reþort, Project Definition Report, and EMP (although the EMP, \t/as stìggested later in the process,

and not inðluded in the planning brief). The primary objectives of the planning investigations
were to:

. expeditiously provide a replacement for the bridge and approach roads to meet current
standards and guidelines for National Highways;

. minimise whole of life costs of the project;

whilst secondary objectives were to:

r provide capacity for future road transport;
. improve road safety;
. enôure adaptability with long term improvement options beyond the approaches;
. minimise adverse environmental impacts; and
. achieve community acceptance of the project.

These secondary objectives were expanded in the later Project Definition Report to include for
instance, enhanôemðnt of the existing wetlands, revegetation of road corridor, and to raise the
profile of the Department's public image.

The Department had overall control of the proce on

all reports produced. It was expected in the pre her
invesiigations could take 6-12 months, followed

Native Title and Aboriginal Heritage Issues

p internal planning investigations report had also been

l; ii:1î-*:"3'îia""3,n"illT:"fåJå""T;l:ïiT il:*?f:
areas were extinguished r.Jå Native ,,,,", üÍ,Ïi,'"Jï:il"$å"JiJ:ttl'1,'1i9":älål"il'il"iJfi
areas of the land given some uncertainties. The Department thus requested, and funded the
Department of Enviionment and Natural Resources (DENR) to conduct research into this issue,

Uui it should be noted that the Transport Department had the right to compulsorily acquire any
Native Title rights under the Land Acquisition (Native Title) Amendment Act 1995. Nonetheless,
based on furthér advice it was found that Native Title was not a significant issue.

Aboriginal heritage was also identified as a potential issue early in the process,_and given_that it
could take monthi to resolve, an archaeological rurvey was conducted early, and was coordinated
by the Environmental Unit within the Transport Department. This surv.ey identified a preference
fór the new bridge to be located on the upstream side to avoid Aboriginal middens and canoe
trees. It was beiieved that this would avoid any significant impacts, but like the Southern
Expressway, the Aboriginal heritage issue was to become significant later in the process which
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threatened the project timetable, and resulted in extensive discussions and negotiations with
Aboriginal communities (see later).

Public Consultation: First Phase

Consultation with the community and government was commenced as a two staged process, with
the first commencing prior to the completion of the Working Report. Approval from the Minister
for Transport was given for the first stage of the community consultation strategy in May 1995.
This first stage involved stakeholder interviews, meetings with councils, media advertisements and
letters, brochures, a public meeting in May 1995, and circulation of 600 questionnaires in July
requesting comment on the project. The first information brochure circulated included
information on the key environmental, social, and economic factors to be investigated, whilst the
second information brochure outlined the preferred alignment and sought community views on
this option.

The community consultation meeting which included small group workshops, was held on 19

May 1995, and attended by 100 people, most of which were local residents or business operators
Many of the issues raised were not unexpected, although some issues relating to local safety at
juncfions which had failed to be identified in the accident statistics were incorporated into the
project (PWC May 1996). The main issues raised are illustrated in Figure (2) with the most
imþortant issues relating to intersections, safety, pedestrian and cycle access. The environment was
the second to least important issue raised. The majority of people indicated support for a bridge
upstream of the existiñg one (657o) (ie further from township, less noise) whilst 35Vo preferred a

dòwnstream location (ie many had an interest in businesses or residences upstream).

Of the 600 questionnaires, 142 responses were received, within which the most important issue
raised was sãfety, although environmental issues were also considered a priority in terms of
impacts on wetlands, trees and vegetation, water quality, and noise. Medium priority issues
included local access, impacts on commercial operations, cost factors and cleaning up of existing
road and bridge. Surprisingly, low priority issues included Aboriginal heritage, despite being
considered a high risk area by the consultants and proponent. Other low priority issues included
impacts on property values, and development of recreational facilities.

Government agency comment was also invited at a briefing in June 1995, including DF.NR, the
EIA Branctr oT IHUD and other government agencies. Throughout the process, substantial
comments were made in particular from the Department of Environment (DENR) about the
impacts on wetlands, particìlarly in response to community concerns which had been brought to
the attention of the Wètlands Management Committee. The potential for significant loss of dense
reed beds, river red gums and river box trees was noted, and DENR 'was concerned that
construction could destroy the majority of wetlands adjacent to the construction site. However,
following the meeting in June 1995, DENR concluded that the overall impacts on the wetlands
would bè minimal, with the condition that a culvert to facilitate water flow through the new
causerway be constructed as compensation for the impacts on the wetlands.

The Environment Department believed that the proposal provided an excellent opportunity to
improve previous negãtive impacts which had interrupted these waterflows. The consequences of
noi doing this were considered to be an increased impact on Caravan Park wetland because it
would be hydrologically isolated; loss of opportunity to reinstate natural water flows, and loss of
opportunity to dirèctly manage and enhance wetlands. The Wetlands Management Program of
DENR also recommended that design and construction should avoid exacerbating saline water
seepage on the floodplains which already resulted from irrigation; should minimise disturbance to
weitein cliffs (scenið, bird nesting); and should minimise disturbance of river bed and banks to
avoid turbidity.

The Murray Darling Basin Commission (MDBC) was also informed via DENR of the project on
22 Algust 1995 in line with Clause 46 of the Muruay Darling Basin Agreement 1992. -fhe MDBC
evaluaied the effects on water flow and quality and found that they were not significant. Thus,
they did not require any further information on the project. However, the Commission had
prepared general information on bridge pr
jurisdiction. Issues within these guidelines
floodplains and wetlands, containment of wa
vegetative buffer strips and inhibit erosion, an
Aboriginal land councils. The MDBC requested that these issues be considered in the
environmental assessment process.
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Figure 2: Issues raised at the May public meeting for the Blanchetown Bridge proposal

Working Report

The Working Report was prepared by Maunsell in assoc
1995, and wãs 65 pages in length (plus appendices), and
of the case studies. Close monitoring of the q Lality of

comme
the Environmental Unit. Contents of the Working
ar in nature to the contents of standard EISs or

actual impact assessment. There was however,
environment. Table (2) outlines the proportion

of focus for the main tasks in EIA.

Five alternative options for the bridge alignment and road approaches were presented in the
Working Report and compromised:

Option A bridge placed upstream (north) and parallel to existing bridge
600m radius curve on west approach east of Morgan Road intersection;
new cutting north of existing on west approach;
new eastern approach embankment;
600m radius curve onto existing alignment and west of Swan Reach Road intersection;
bridge placed downstream and parallel to existing bridge;
600m radium curve on west approach east of Morgan Road intersection;
new cutting south ofexisting road on western approach, except for final fifty metres before

abutment when some filling is required;
new eastern approach embankment;
600 m radius curve onto existing alignment and west of Walkers Flat Road intersection;
600 m radium curve on west approach east of Morgan Road intersection;
use of start of existing cutting on west approach;
reverse horizontal curves to shift alignment south;
3000m radius curve to new bridge downstream and parallel to existing bridge;
600 m radius curve on east bank which uses more of the existing road alignment than Option
B;
600m radius curve on west approach pushes highway slightly northwards;
tangent approach to and on the new bridge which is skewed to existing bridge and

downstream of it;
west abutment as close as possible to south of existing bridge;
east abutment south of existing;

Option B

Option C

Option D

Option E 600m radius curve on west approach pushes highway northwards;
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tangent approach to & on the new bridge which is skewed to existing bridge & upstream of it
west abutment 30 metres north of existing;
east abutment as close as possible to existing bridge;
600m radius curve from close to abutment back to existing alignment.

The alternative alignments are presented in Chapter Nine, Volume I

Table 1: Contents of the Working Report for the Blanchetown Bridge Proposal

Table 2: Proportion of focus of EIA Tasks in the Working Report
for the Blanchetown Bridge Proposal

on some pages, aspects not
* includes future conditions.

Two approaches were used to assess and compare the options comprising a factor ranking analy.sis
and a risk assessment. The factor ranking ãnalysis indicated a preference for option E which
placed the bridge upstream of the existing bridge. Howe en the options were
õonsidered minãr. Acknowledgments were made of the alysis and potential
for manipulation. The risk assèssment considered three have a high impact
on the project comprising:

. adverse community reaction;

. lack of acceptance from the Aboriginal community; and

. potential for rivercraft navigation hazards.

Executive Summary
1. lntroduction (State and Regional Perspective, project background and objectives)

2. Description of Existing Locality (Roads and Bridge, environmental conditions and landscape

[vegetation, wetlands, fauna, topography, views, lighting, traffic noise], social criteria [ownership patterns, land
use, heritage, social activity, movement patterns, community services, recreational resources, local amenityl,
economic considerations [commercial activities, agricultural production, tourist activities], utilities services,
river traffic)

3. Future conditions (road network development, future traffic, future traffic noise, future land use)

4. Devetopment and consideration of options (engineering factors, development of options,
environmental impacts of operations, community consultation, cost comparisons)

5. Assessment of Options (assessment process, project objectives, factor ranking analysis, risk
assessment)

Recommendations6. Summa

7o Focus*
(approximate)

EIS Task

6Summaru
4lntroduction
12P
ornlcull Io assessPolicv Framework
0.07P
3and rankinAlternatives
35**environment

of
9&
otlTtcutI Io assessMitioation r or EMP
otntcult lo assessMonitorinq
3Public consultation (approach)
6Conclusion
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The assessment indicated that the northern upstream alignments (options A and E) had a lower
probability for these risks, whilst the downstream alignments had a medium-high risk, thus

þointing again to option E as the prefered alternative. The benefits of option E were expected to
be:

. reduced traffic noise or lesser increase to the township;

. no impact on Aboriginal heritage items;

. better construction staging;

. cut quantities greater than fill quantities;

. improved manoeuvring for Murray Princess;

. allows better balance of horizontal sight distance on curves wet and east oaf bridge; and

. likely to achieve greater community acceptance.

Disadvantages included:

. greater construction cost due to increased bridge length;

. énvironmental impact on wetlands is greater than for southern options (but limited to loss of
small area of caravan park wetlands and short-term construction disturbance; and

. minor impact during bridge construction on the houseboat hire operation on the west bank.

Public Consultation: Phase 2

The Working Report was approved for public
Departments of Transport, which led the way
Stràtegies of information circulation included
and advertisements, public information disp
strategies for consultation comprised meeting \
Deceñ-rber 1995), stakeholders, õomment sheets and another public meeting. There was also
extensive consultation with Aboriginal communities and authorities during this stage. The
telephone service was available from 8to22 December 1995, which may be indicative of the total
comment period on the Working Report.

Several personal meetings were held in early December with Members of Parliament, council
officers, 

^ 
and local busiñesses. No significant environmental issues were raised, and the issues

tended to be more technical or managerial in nature (eg sources of fill, responsibilities for
maintaining sediment points, upgrade of boat ramp). Environmental and social issues related to:

. maintaining access to houses;

. need to maintain vegetation for two years; and

. the possible use of mature vegetation to replace areas removed.

The public meeting, which was held on 15 December 1995 and attended by 50. people, prioritised
issues in a similaimanner to the earlier public eeting in May in that top priority was given to
road safety and access issues (eg intersections and speed zones). However, higher priority was
given to the environment relative to the first meeting in terms of:

. protecting water quality from bridge demolition; and

. protection of Aboriginal sites.

A total of 17 comment sheets were also completed many of which made positive comments about
the preferred alignment, and indicated similar concerns about safety raised in the public meeting.
Environmental issues raised in the comment sheets related to:

. traffic noise;. the impact on low-flying birds from fast and heavy vehicles crossing the bridge;

. protection of box trees; and

. control of the wetlands.

Aside from the frequently raised safety concerns, and concerns from two local businesses about
impacts on their opèrations, there was general satisfaction about the .proposa_l during the second
coñsultation phase. However, on a ranking from 0 (start project again) to 10 (perfect, needs no
improvement), worksh he project around the 5 increment (OK, but needs
imþroving). Issues improvement included intersection de_sign, speed
resirictionõ and the cyc which were relatively minor in the overall context of
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the project, and did not.indicate opposition. According to the consultant, the conclusion that there
was no major opposition to the project was also supported by the low response rate to the
telephone information service, public meeting and comment sheets.

Given these outcomes, the consultant recommended that the recommended option presented to the
community be reconfirmed as the preferred alternative. Unlike the formal F.IS process, there was
no requirement that the proponent respond to public comments or submissions in a Supplement,
which reduces transparency somewhat. Nonetheless, response letters were sent directly to some
of the local businesies and councils, and a Concluding Report was prepared based in part on the
consultation programme (see later text).

Public Works Committee

Following community consultation, a submission'was made by the Department to the Public Works
Committée (PWC) in April 1996, and a hearing was held on the project on 15 IllIay 1996.
Witnesses presenting evidence were from the from Department of Transport comprising the
Manager Strategic Investment Planning, Planning
Investigations. There were no community roject was
'soundly based', that appropriate consultat meets the
criteria-under the Parliamentary Committees ended the
proposal to Parliament, and also noted its high priority.

Concluding Report

In July 1996, a Design Development report was prepared which summarised the main design
featurés of the projecf known to that point. A Concluding Report was also prepared around the
same time which was essentially structured in the same way as the Working Report, and was a
shorter, more succinct version oútlining the main conclusions of the investigations and community
consultation programme. The Environmental Unit in the Department had a strong evaluative role
in the preparation of this Report, and several
Report which involved requests for more deta
environmental protection during bridge demoli
the impacts of the project, but design compromil
instancè, although steeþer batters would minimise the intrusion into the wetlands, they had been
designed at a softer slope to enable planting of vegetation). Some of the issues not raised in the
Coniluding Report wère also planned to be incorporated into the EMP (eg noise from
construction).

The main conclusions of the Concluding Report were that:

. northern upstream options would have a greater impact on flora and fauna, with 107o loss
associated with the preferred option;

. impacts on fauna were considered minor for all options;

. all-options may reduce water quality during construction, but impacts would be overcome
after landscaping was established;

. wetland water quality would be improved with the construction of a culvert;

. all options would reduce the potential for pollution of the River Murray by capturing minor
spills;

. wetland drainage patterns would not be adversely affected by any of the options;

. visual impacts on the Blanchetown township would be greater with southern downstream
options;. ail options would increase obstruction to views along eastern river bank, but this could be
softened by landscaping;

. road traffiô noise impacts on the Blanchetown township would be greater with southern
options, but with a slight increased impact on the caravan park;

. sõme local businesses would be impacted by the northern options during operations or
construction (eg houseboat hire during construction; ambience of caravan park);

. social interaction would not be affected;

. there would be no impacts on European heritage;

. impacts on Aboriginal sites would be minor to negligible or nil for the northern alignment,
whilst southern alignments would pass over or near to site;

. both southern and northern options crossed portions of land with potential to affect Native
Title;
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. landscaping using native vegetation species 'would be provided to offset some of the impacts
on native vegetation.

Slight modifications had also been made to the preferred Option E in the concluding lgport,
invôlving changes to the positions and skew of the bridge (adjustments of 1-2 metres), shallower
design oi the bridge depth, and increases in the length of the bridge (from 376 to 407 metres)
which improved the eastern abutment arrangement (and hence maintained existing road access to
a camping area). None of these appear to have been changed for environmental reasons, or at
least nonè were specified. A number of mitigation measures were also included in the Report
relating to the culvert between wetlands, protection of existing vegetation, erosion and siltation
inhibitlon measures, and spill interception (eg stabilisation of disturbed areas, temporary protective
fencing around vegetation, techniques to minimise the spread of weeds, drainage lines and batters,
stable slops in the design of cut and fill batters, temporary catch and diversion drains to control
surface ruìoff, provision of detention basins to store and treat flows from roadside drains).

Around the time of the report's release, the need for monitoring of water quality before, during
and after construction had ãlso been identified during a project meeting in August 1996. This is a
strength of the process given that moni weak link in the EIA and. planning
process. Some óoncerns about the early concept were also appare-nt in Au_gust

i996, and it was planned to review and r until it reached the satisfaction of the
Department. Thia too is indicative of commitme doing the right thing. in terms of
environmental protection. Although there was limited detail on the environmental impacts of the
demolition of the existing bridge at this time, input was gained from other government agencies
such as the EPA, DENR, Councils and SA Water with the aim of avoiding water pollution,
disturbance of river traffic and means for disposing of the concrete.

Approvals

E nv iro nme ntal C le aranc e

Environmental Clearance was given for the project by the Senior Environmental Officer of the
Department's Environmental Unit on 26 September 1996. _Reports used as the basis for
assèssment included the Working Report, Conclt ding Report, Vegetation Survey (August 1996),
Site History Reports (contaminated land) and the Draft EMP (July 1996), The__clealqnce_report
noted that ãtttroìgtr a lot of vegetation required removal, this would be partially offset Þy ttte^

construction of a ðulver to facilitãte water flõws between the wetland areas, and by landscaping of
the old alignment. It was also noted that:

. drainage was to be collected and treated in detention ponds;

. there would no significant changes to flood water levels;

. traffic noise complied with the Department's Road Traffic Noise Guidelines;

. construction noisè would be potentially disruptive and would be addressed in the EMP;

. the project did not impact on any heritage sites, and the EMP would outline protection
measure for adjacent Aboriginal sites during construction;

. Native Title rights would not be affected by the project;

. demolition oflhe existing bridge needed c re to protect water quality, minimise noise and
adequately dispose of wastes, and an EMP will be prepared for the demolition process;

. no contaminated land was evident.

The project was given environmental clearance subject to the conditions summarised in Table (3).
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Enaironmentøl Conditions

Vegetation:

. Care be taken to minimise disturbance to and damage to the trees on the eastern bank as fill is placed to
form and surcharge the embankment. The footprint of the embankment during surcharging should be no
wider than the extent of the final embankment. Vegetation adjacent to the base of the embankment should
be protected from any spill during construction.

. Care be taken to minimise disturbance to, and sedimentation of, the Caravan park wetland when the
embankment is established, and the culveft is built. Movement of construction machinery should be limited
to within the alignment.

. Care be taken to avoid disturbance to the Eucalyptus camaldulensis regeneration on the south side of the
eastern embankment when the old road pavement is ripped and the two embankments are merged.

. A horliculturalist should be engaged to supervise any trimming of the large redgum on he western side
adjacent to the new bridge. Care to be taken to avoid disturbance of the tree roots and any trimming
supervised by the horticulturalist. Care should be taken to avoid disturbance to the other trees in this
vicinity.

. The canoe tree on the western bank should be protected by temporary fencing to protect it fro construction
damage.

. Landscaping should use local provenance seed

Aboriginal Heritage

. The Aboriginal site should be protected from potential construction impacts.

. The management strategy for the sites developed in conjunction with the Department of State Aboriginal
Affairs should be incoporated into the EMP.

Environmental Management Plan

. The EMP (including the issue of construction noise) should be finalised. lt will then require approval by the
Senior Environmental Officer.

Demolition ol the bridge

. A process for demolition of the existing bridge which minimises pollution and meets the requirements of the
EPA should be developed. lt should then e incoporated into an Env¡ronmental Management Plan for the
bridge demolition which will require approval by the Senior Environmental Officer.

Tree Removøls

The Department of Environment and Natural Reso pr
about the conservation significance of native vege fo
impacts on habitat for waterbirds. This input was en
Unit found that DENR had identified species of sig
observed in the earlier vegetation survey. This identified a need for a more focussed survey to
avoid any damage to the règion, particularly given that environmental clearance had already been
received.

Overall, the project required the removal of 362 trees, and a request_for approval was made on 21

November SOA Ay thê Design Manager. Approval for the removal of this vegetation was given
by the Departmenl's Environmental Unit in November 1996 on the same day yhlgh, although..a
fãst turna?ound, was simply the culmination of longer term planning and discussions (ie
consultations with DENR, sufveys). It was believed in the approval that removal was unavoidable
for construction purposes, that the EMP would address issues relating to vegetation, and that
landscaping woulã bê consistent with the surrounding environs. Conditions comprised:

Blanchetown Bridge

Tabte 3: Conditions of Environmental Clearance for the Blanchetown Bridge Proposal

restriction of construction traffic to existing roads and access roads, with avoidance of
particular areas with vegetation;
provision of temporary protective fencing;

a

a
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. reinforcement plantings of particular species recommended in the Concluding Report should
not be undertaken if the species naturally occurs within an intact plant community, and natural
regeneration should be allowed;

. seed collection where plants are removed;

. use of local seed;

. landscaping and revegetation scheme with two year follow up weed control (then to be handed
over to council).

Approval was also given by DENR and the Department of Primary Industry (Fisheries) for
removal of trees by use of explosives. Provisional approval for the removal of three additional
trees was given in Apr|l 1997 by the Environmental Unit, but it was noted that this should be only
where 'absolutely ñecessary' for construction, and conditions required that disturbance to
adjacent trees be minimised and that a replanting scheme be instigated. In the following year,
approval by the Environmental Unit was given for the removal of a further 23 trees in November
1998. Given that there was some uncertainty about whether these trees had been included in the
original vegetation survey, another survey rwas arranged by one of the Department's officers, and
the survey was conducted by the Landscape Unit. This may be indicative of caution and
commitment to environmental protection, particularly given that another survey could simply have
been ignored which in turn wõuld mean that the impacts of removing this vegetation would be
unknown.

Government Approvals

Pursuant to the Water Resources Act 1990, an application was submitted in October 1996 for
works to be conducted in a 'proclaimed water course' (ie the River Murray). A works permits was
issued by the Water Resources Group of DENR on 28 August 1996 which required compl?nce to
the Native Vegetation Act 1985, and required that works be completed by 31 January 1998. Any
works after this time would require further approval by the Minister for Environment.

Following a request from the State Minister for Transport on 25 September 1996, _final qpproval
for the pioject was given by the Federal Minister for Transport on 3 December 1996. Councils
had also given their support and agreed with the proposal in Novembet 1996.

Project Definition Report

All aspects of the planning and design process were brought together into a .final Project
Definitlon Report which was completed in January 1997, and which outlined critical success
factors to the project. Encapsulated within these factors was a very brief section on environmental
issues (one päragraph) which required avoidance of impacts relating to noise, pollution and
contaminatioñ ofthê wetlands and river. The critical success factors were later revised to also
include Aboriginal issues and land acquisition. There was also a requirement to monitor and
management tñese impacts to avoid any adverse reaction from the community, and for ongoing
consultation. Also iñcluded within the report were the design objectives, an outline of the
community consultation programme, and amendments arising f¡om community comment. It was
generally-concluded that the community accepted the project. Comments_ also made .by
Environmental Unit on an earlier draft version in August 1996 which recommended the inclusion
of environmental risks in the risk management such as river pollution, and floods during
construction which appear to have been included,

EMPs and EMIPs

Originally, there was no reference in the consultant's agreement to an EMP, but the Environmental
Unii recómmended in early 1996 that an EMP be prepared as a contractual document outlining
performance criteria for contractors. The EMP was prepar"4 þV Maunsell for the project in
ñovember 1996, and revised in February 1997. The goals of the EMP are the same as those
outlined in the Adelaide-Crafers case study, and required the contractor to prepare an EMIP to
demonstrate how the requirements would be met, and to ensure that adequate training was
provided to employees on the requirements. The EMP did not cover the bridge demolition
þrocess, and it is unknown whether a separate EMP was prepared for this process. However,
management plans were provided for:

. erosion, stormwater management and wetlands;

. flora and fauna;. nolse;
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. archaeology/heritage;

. waste minimisation;

. storage and handling of dangerous and hazardous substances;

. storage, maintenancè and refuelling of machinery and equipment on site;

. emergency response and incident plan.

Blanchetown Bridge

Inspections and monitoring requirements were also outlined for drainage, sediments controls,
divèrsion drains,, vegetatéd aieas (eg accidental clearance), fauna, dust generation, waste
management, Aboriginãl heritage sites, waste and litter contro_ls, in addition to regula_r mo_niloring
of airl surface wateî and noise-. The contractor's draft EMIP which responded to the EMP had
some problems identified by the Environmental Unit which led to a process of review and
refinement and which resulted in a satisfactory document.

Transport SA's Contract Manager and Site Engineer were both responsible for overseeing and

monitõring the environmental relating to weekly envir-onmental reports
prepared 

"by the contractor, a ndent environmental audits, reporting of
ènv^ironmenial incidents, and co among other things.

Construction

Design of the bridge was completed in September 1996, and following environmental clearance,
consíruction comménced iî Aprll 1997. During construction, an independent audit involving site
inspections was conducted which found that, while most conditio¡s were complied with, some
problems with environmental management were evident. This audit e

þ.o"ess because it resulted in ongoing liaison with the contractors a d

improvement of the management process to reach a more satisfactory
auäit, these problems would not hãve been identified, and neither the contractor of the Department
would have learned from the process.

It was also discovered during construction that the Aboriginal heritage issue was more sign_ificant
r six skeletons (estimated 7,000 years old) was

by an Environmental officer in the Department:

'All parties were aware of the construction schedule and worked cooperatively to satisfy the

needs of the Aboriginal communities while ensuring work was not delayed...We have seen this

as a valuable illustration of how positive outcomes can be achieved by Aboriginal
communities working directly with developers in the management of Aboriginal heritage sites

unearthed during works.'

The Department offered to pay for the excavation pro.cess,_ alq^ q joint application was made by
two Abðriginal groups to thè Minister for State Aboriginal Affairs for approval to excavate the
sites,. Tño Aborigìnal representatives monitored the excavation process, and construction
continued shortly thereafter.

The Bridge was 2 by__lh" State and.Commonwealth
Ministers Tor Tra e million. The opening was attended
by 6,000 people, al oject, although this tended not to be

réflected in tt " e s ed more by local people rather than

on a regional or State basis.

EIA COMPLIANCE

Criterion 1.1: Did the proponent comply with the EIA legisløtive requirements? This criterion \ryas

graded at A with full Compliance to the Department's EIA procedures.

Criterion 1.2: Did the proponent comply with the project guidelines? This criterion was not
graded, Guidelines in thè form of those-prepare I for the other case studies were not prepared for
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this case study. Although guidelines were prepared in a planning investigations
less detailed than for the other case studies, and the only copy available was
Without the final version it was not appropriate to assess compliance.

Blanchetown Bridge

brief, they were
a draft version.

Criterion 1.3: Did the proponent comply with the final decision? There was insufficient
information to assess this criterion, but it is assumed that compliance was achieved.

Criterion 1.4:4 Did the proponent demonstrate evidence of going beyond compliance? This
did not demonstrate strong evidence of going
the Department clearly went beyond compliance

gislation in South Australia., particularly in the
was two phases of consultation, it was early, and

personal interviews and small group workshops.
ated in terms of preparing a response to the
a Supplement under the formal EIA process),

etter were written to some participants, and the
Moreover, a number of reports summarising the

: J"?åïTL' "íi,' n3;'o"" få'i iï li' :"t' T 3 ïi åi:
stantially improve transparency, although this did

not appear to be a major issue in this project given the lack of public controversy.

EIS QUALITY

Given that this was the smallest of all the case studies and did not have a stand alone environmental
assessment document, it was considered inappropriate to conduct a full evaluation using all of the
evaluation criteria. However, an assessment was made using the second basic assessment of quality
which omits several of the more stringent evaluation criteria. It is suggested that the Working
Report should at least perform satisfactorily in this assessment in order that satisfacto^ry
infõrmation is provided toexternal readers such as the community. Criteria which are assessed for
this more basic assessment include:

. project rationale;. ñ;;j;¿i ãå'ðrrptrå";

. ieférence to kèy environmental categories in the environmental description;

. reference to key environmental impacts;

. assessment of alternatives;

. ranking of alternatives;

. selection of'best' alternative;

. reference to mitigation for key impacts;

. reference to monitoring for key impacts;

. layout;

. presentation; and

. level of controversy.

A key problem identified with the reports was the lac ion process for
the existing bridge which could initself cause a numb (eg impacts _on
water quali-ty). However, it was proposed to prepare s, although this
was nôt sijhted in the project files. In fact, there \'/as very little information _on the. bridge
demolition õverall which is a major oversight in the early planning process given the significance
of the River Murray as a water source for South Australia.

Proposal Framework

2.1.7 Was the rationate of the proposøl clearly outlined? This criterion was graded at B. The
ause of significant safety
In the Introduction of the

j",#f, tå:"lÍlf 
i,1,"".1' "#il,

detail was missing in the Report, and the Introduction did not
was evident in some other dôcuments. However, further detail was provided in the description of
the existing locality which noted ongoing concerns of the Department abor¡t the bridge due to
corrosion iñ the anõhorages, and splitting and cracks in the girders which indicated overstressing.
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A full grade was not given due to lack of reference to actual capacity, potential for collapse, and
the potential triggers for collapse (ie heavy vehicles simultaneously crossing the bridge). Thus, the
sense of urgency indicated in some documents, was not completely apparent in the Working
Report. Like the Ardrossan case study, however, the need was significant and urgent, and was
unlike other case studies where the need for the project often appeared to be incremental and/or
political. The need was also supported by the Public V/orks Committee.

2.1.2 Was there ø detailed description of the project? This criterion was graded at E-D. Chapter
Four outlined the development of options, but also provided details on the project and some
underlying assumptions about speed and safety leading to the design of the road approaches.
Some components were quite detailed and description of the project included:

. an outline of design parameters (design speeds, site distances, horizontal geometry cross
sections, vertical geometry, grades);

. preliminary design of the approach roads and rearrangement of intersections;

. lookout points including location and access requirements;

. locations of the abutments (to minimise bridge length);

. an outline of assumptions for locating the bridge as near as possible to the existing one (ie
minimise impacts on road approaches);

. length of the bridge;

. bridge level and headroom needed for rivercraft navigation;

. access to local business;

. steepness of cuts and fil to facilitate improved landscape treatment;
steeþer fill batter slops to the wetlands, but to also facilitate planting);

. reference to quantities of erial required;

. pedestrian-cycleaccess,

. costs of different options and bridge length.

There were however, some assumptions made. As illustrated in Table (4), only 5 of 11 potential
areas for a description of the proposal were referred to. There was no reference to the:

. process of bridge demolition process, staging, and transport of materials;

. design ad location of the culvert;

. location and design of sedimentation basins;

. project life and capacity;

. details about construction staging;

. maintenance responsibilities and costs;

. any property access required during construction:

. transportation of materials and machinery etc;

. working hours during construction;

. traffic ánd residential-business safety provisions during construction;

. difficulties or problems associated with construction under different weather conditions, or
potential for flooding;

. management of cut to spoil or disposal of bitumen from existing approach roads;

. the landscape concept.

Some of these features may have been left to the more detailed design phase, and are generally
minor in nature with the exception of the lack of reference to the bridge demolition process.
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Table 4: Project Description performance for
the Blanchetown Bridge Proposal (shading represents addressed)

Proposal Addressed?

Size
Land use requirements
Lavout
Desiqn (preliminary road cross sections)
Costs
Production processes & rate of production nla
construction timino and duration
construction process
materials required and their transport
safetV
propertv access (mav include numbers of workers-visits)

tvpe of wastes produced and manaqement

Score: 5/1 1

Description of the Environment

Criterion 2.2.1: Have the main environmental categories been ad.dressed in the descriptíon of the
environment? This criterion was graded at B. As demonstrated in Table (5), of 15 environmental
categories, 12 were address whiðh explains the grade for_this criterion. Omission-s- comprised
exist*ing climate, air quality, soils and erosion problems. Detail for those areas addressed was

however, considered ãdequate for a project of this scale, although apparently there ',vere some
problems with the vegetation assessment identified later in the process.

Table 5: Performance in the description of the environment
for the Blanchetown Bridge Proposal (shading represents addressed)

Environment Category Addressed?

Terrain-landfor (topoqraphv)

Climate
Air oualitv
Hvdroloqv (drainaqe, water quality, wetlands)
Soils
Native veqetation
Fauna
Roads and Traffic patterns (including river traffic)
Demographics (population, economy, etc)
( movements. services, economic environment)
Land use
Recreation-Tourism
Non-Aboriqinal Heritaqe
Aborioinal Heritaqe
Landscape Qualitv
Existinq Noise
Score ïQo/o

12115
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Impact Assessment

Criterion 2.3.1: Have all the major impacts been addressed. in the identification and description
of impacts? This criterion was graded at C. Overall, the impact assessment section was very brief,
but gènerally considered ect of this scale (some impacts were also considered in
the ãescription of the en . As demonstrated in Table (6), of 19 possible impact
areas, 13 were addressed related to impacts on:

. land values;

. air quality;

. wastes (impacts of);

. pest plants and diseases; and

. soil erosion.

It should however, be noted that some of these issues were not significant. For instance, air quality
may not have been significant given that the project was simply an upgrade to an exis_ting
situation, although greater numbers of heavy vehicles may have had some impact on local air
quality. As noted earlier, a key limitation to the
impacis of bridge demolition, particularly to soil
erosion as an impact was a major limitatio s were
later identified iñ this area during construction. ntified
(see later criterion). However, this criterion does not assess the quality of the information provided
in the impact assessment section, but simply assesses whether or not this information was addressed
to begin with.

Tabte 6: Performance in the identification of impacts
for the Blanchetown Bridge Proposal (shading represents addressed)

Imr:act Categorv Addressed?

Landforms-qeoloqv (including hazards)
Traffic Safetv
P ropertv-Land Acquisition
Land Values
Production Values
Land use
Hvdroloqv (water qualitv and drainaqe)
Non-Aborioinal Heritaoe
Aboriqinal Heritaqe
Veqetation
Fauna
Recreation-Tourism
Visual lmpacts (& landscape qualitv)

Noise
Air qualitv not siqnificant
Fire nla?
Wastes
Pest Plants & Diseases not siqnificant
Soil Erosion
Access-social dislocation
Wide Road Syndrome n/a (upgradingexisting

situation)

Score: 68%
't3l19

J
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Alternatives

Criterion 2,4.1: Have ølternatives been outlined, and the decision making process for or against
these ølternøtives been summarised and justift.ed? This criterion was graded at C-8. As noted in

,nil"'?ä'iÏi
However, gi

situation, the difference between alternatives was
for the initial choice of the options comprising:

. the general alignment of the exiting highway

. existing side road intersections;

. geographical constraints;

. environmentalissues;

. heritage issues; and

. sociological issues.

The reasons for the bridge location were clear given that deviations further away from.the existing
bridge would require mõre extensive road reconstructions. It was also noted that a wide range. of
optiõns were possible, but not all were practically. feasible and thus not considered (eg using
eiisting alignment would cause traffic problems during construction).

Criterion 2.4.2: Have alternatives been compared ranked in order of preference for each
environmental to rank the
alternatives was incorPorated
a Factor Rankin a ranking of
each factor's sc onsidered in
this ranking related to in part to the project objectives and comprised:

. minimise cost (primary.objective);

. minimise environmental impact (secondary objective)

. achieve community acceptance (secondary objective);

. ease of construction staging;

. availability of materials for earthworks construction; and

. ease of rivercraft navigation.

Scores were defined as follows:

. 5: Substantial improvement over current situation, or greatly exceeds a given minimum
design standards;

. 4: Implovement over current situation, or exceeds a given minimum design standards;

. 3: No change to current situation, or meets but not exceeds a given minimum design
standards;

. 2: Decline over current situation, or fails to meet a given minimum design standards;

. 1: Substantial decline over current situation, or fails by a substantial margin to met a given
minimum design standard.

Weighted scores were compared in a matrix for each factor, and each factor was clearly described
for e"ach option, although tlie level of detail tended to be limited in some areas (eg for construction
staging).

A risk assessment also ranked the northern and southern alignments in terms of adverse
community reaction, lack of acceptance from the Aboriginal community, and impacts on

rivercraft navigation. The result
options. Performance was good
the alternatives, although some I

, this subjectivity tends to be unavoidable in
t whether a ranking based on actual predicted

igning a value. Nonetheless, a much higher score
de-Crafers project given that the methodology of
sidered were described for each option (although

of scores was clearly defined.
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Mitigation and Monitoring

Criterion 2.5.1: Have mitigation measures been identified where appropriate? This criterion was
graded at D. As demonstrated in Table (7), mitigation measures \ilere identified for 8 of 14 impact
areas (577o). However, it should be noted that most of the impact areas not mitigated were only
minor issues in the project context. Omissions related to mitigation of:

. impacts on land values;

. impacts on fauna;

. impacts on air quality;

. impacts of traffic noise;

. impacts of waste and waste management;

. impacts on local access.

Table 7: Performance in mitigation and monitoring for the
Blanchetown Bridge Proposal (shading=addressed)

Mitieation Monitorine

Prooertv Acouisition
Traffic Safetv
Land-orooertv Values not significant not s¡gnifrcant

Hvdroloqv (drainaqe, water pollution)

Aborioinal Heritaqe
Veqetation
Fauna not significant nol srgnrlrcant

Recreation-Tourism
Visual lmpacts

Air qualitv not sign¡licant'/ not signil¡cant'i

Traffic Noise not significant not significant

Waste (as for soil contamination)

Soil Erosion
Access (local traffic)

Score
57"k
8114

14"h
2114

The overall noise impact was not considered significant enough to justify mitigation measures, and
was expected to improve with the preferred alignment of the bridge. Although local access was
closed in one areas, in the later Concluding Report, the access road was maintained near the eastern
abutment following revisal of the bridge length. Soil erosion was not considered as a separate
impact, but mitigation measures were provided in order to protect water quality from runoff.
Mitigation of land acquisition entailed not only compensation, but also substantial negotiations
with one local business so that the impacts on their operations would be minimised, with assistance
for relocation upstream..

Criterion 2.6.1: Have monitoring arrangements been detailed for each impact category? ^lhis
criterion was graded at E. As for all of the case reference to
monitoring wás poor, and was only addressed in t quality and
Aboriginal heritage, although in the latter case mon licitly stated
(refer Table 7).

Communication and Presentation

Criteria 2.7.3: Were all relevant sections included in the EIS including introduction, conclusion,
technical sunlmary and terms of reþrence? 'lhis criterion was graded at B. Although there was
no stand alone Environmental Assessment document, the 'Working Report still addressed the
relevant areas including Introduction (and project need), description of the existing environment,
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impact assessment, technical summary, assessment of options, and conclusion. There \vas ho\ilever,
no bibliography or separate section on environmental management.

Criterion 2.7.4: Was the information logically ananged in sections ønd the location of important
datø hightighted in a tøble of contents of index? This criterion was graded at B. Arrangeme_nt of
the repbrt appeared logical, and key areas a table of contents. Some
ambiguities ùère evident with management is of the environment section
rathei than the impact assessment section. M were also discussed in the
description of the environment. But these were

Criterion 2.7.5: Was information comprehensible to the non-specialist, and were technical terms
adequately defined, vlsual aids used where appropriate, and references ød,e,quately so,u,rced?
This criterion was graded at B. Readability of the document \¡/as generally clear, although
sometimes difficult to interpret where technical design terminology was used, particularly given
the absence of a glossary. This may have caused some problems for the community, but none
were noted. A glossary \was presented in the later Concluding Report. There was also some

ambiguities with terminology in terms of defining the environment. In the Working Report,
envirónmental issues were initially defined separate to heritage and other social issues, yet in the
risk assessment, all of these factors were combined under the umbrella of 'environmental' impact.
This was slightly confusing, but not an overly major concern.

Criterion 2.7.6: Was the statement presented as an integrated whole, and was reference made in
the text where summaries of data were presented. in separately bound appendices? This criterion
was graded at B. The report \/as presented as an integrated whole, and although background
survelys and reports had 6een prepared, these were not essential to the assessment, and were
summarised in the report (eg Aboriginal survey).

Criterion 2.7.7: Was the d,ocument of an appropriate length for the task (ie not voluminous with
excess data, but not too short with lack of detail)? This criterion \ryas graded at C. Given that
the document was not only an environmental assessment document, but also a planning and design
report, the document appeâred to be of adequate length. Overall, however, it was a short document
reiative to the other case studies, and the environmental assessment could have been slightly more
detailed (eg numbers of trees requiring removal). and other aspects included (ie impacts of bridge
demolition). Given the smaller-scals nature of this project, the added length probably may not
have added a significant amount for an informed assessment'

Level of Controversy

No public or government controversy appeared to be evident-about the quality of_the_Working
Repõrt. Thus în the absence of information to the contrary, both criteria were graded at l00%o.

OPENNESS AND COMMITMENT TO CONSULTATION

Attitude

Criterion 3.1.1: Is a genuine desire for consultation demonstrated by the proponent? This
criterion was graded at B. Like all the case studies evaluated, the proponent demonstrated a

ome indications that consultation was aimed at
groups. Questions designed for the interviews

cit the community's concerns by asking for
option, and for any comments on the road

u, .". åilån"#:å1'ff¡i"åliåiåfJ ïi"sr3,f îJi i:
iscount ideas. The aim was to brainstorm issues,

and to acknowledge that all contributions were valuable with recognition of diversity of opinion.
Although the nolgo option was not presented for evaluation, community acceptance 

-was
consideied a majoriactoì in the selection of the preferred alternative. Overall, the objectives of the
community consultation process were to:

. inform the local and broader community;

. identify their needs and issues of concern;

108



. assess impacts of preferred alternative on community;

. resolve issues and gain acceptance.

Moreover, the consultation programme was expanded given the identification of a need for higher
level of community consultation following early investigations. Because there was some significant
criticism about the project need from some areas of the community (ie due t9 tþg short life of the
existing bridge), ii was proposed to engage marketing consultants to facilitate 

_ 
community

acceptance viã circulation of newsletters, media articles, press releases and progress updates.

An issue affecting the criticism of the project at the time was the highly controversial Hindmarsh
Island bridge próject which attracted heated debate and protests in the community about the
Aboriginal heritage issue. This controversial project cost the developers, and the go^vernment
millioñs of dollari in inquiries, delayed development, and resulted in the resignation of the then
Commonwealth Shadow Minister for Environment, Like the Airport Runway Extension,
controversial developments in other locations had an effect on the public perceptions of the
proposal, and thus achieving community acceptance was important.

Criterion 3.1.2: Has the proponent d.emonstrated openness to considering all possible alternatives
rsised throughout the whole process? This criterion was graded at B. Although not all options
were adopted, the Department demonstrated openness in terms of:

. providing a barrier between footway and roadway in response to community concerns (DoT
August 1995)

. further investigation into ways of refining two intersections;

. further investigation into maintaining access to a local business (road house)

. investigation into options for demolition of existing bridge;

. investigation into use of open graded bitumen and noise barriers;

. investigation of visibility problems in transfer from local access to highway route.

There appeared to be no concerns for this criterion, and most options appear to have been
considered by the Department
no-go option, this was not a s

bridge's poor structural condit
been considered, but given th
may have been seen as a step backwards. Moreov
catêr for the traffic volumês, and would interrupt high speed traffic flows associated with a

National Highway of this type.

Timing of EIA (criteria 3.2J1'-3.2.4\

The main points in this category are:

. Integration with Conception (phase i): This criterion was graded at E. Environmental
factors did not appear to be a factor in the project conception, unless of course you define
human safety within the umbrella of 'environment'.

. Integration Planning (Alternatives; phase ii): This criterion was_ graded _ut 4.
Enviionmental factors were integrated from an early stage with the collection of data and early
community consultation. Environmental issues were identified upfront in the preliminary
planning investigations, and there did not appear to be.a differentiation between planning and
ine EI,t process. The fact that the planning report and the environment assessment were one
and the säme is indicative of close iñtegration. This is also supported by the early and ongoing
involvement of a Senior Environmental Officer within the Department.

. Integration Design (phase iii): This criterion was graded at B-4. Many of the design
meetings and documents referred to technical issues rather than environmental ones. However,
most oT these environmental issues had been identified in the planning stage, and the design
parameters set. For instance, criteria for design encapsulated env_ironmental protection
-measures 

such as drainage systems which cor ld contain stormwater and road spillages. Thus,
there was a clear transfer and integration of environmental information.

. Integration Construction (phase iv): This criterion was graded at D-C. The EMPS_provided
a goõd means for the transfer of information to the construction stage which facilitates
intégration. However, given that some problems were evident with environmental management

Blanchetown Bridge
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at the construction stage, the level of integration appeared to be substantially less than previous
phases of project development.

Criterion 3.2.5 Has public consultation been undertaken as early øs practically as possible prior
to the release of the Draft B1S? This criterion was graded at B-4. Permission for the project
planning and design to proceed was given in October 1994, which was the

þreliminary and internal planning investigations which identified potenti It
was not until May 1995 that consultants were appointed to conduct the ies,
and it was in the same month that consultation began, which indicates early involvement in formal
studies, but not in terms of the project conception stage. Nonetheless, the project may have been
too underdeveloped to be presented to the community at this earlier stage. There were no major
concerns with this criteiion, although perhaps preliminary consultation could have been
undertaken earlier in the internal investigations, but this is only a minor concern, particularly given
that two phases of consultation were taken during the consultant's investigations. This criterion
was graded at90Vo.

Approach to Consultation

Criterion 3.3.1: Høve a wide range of techniques been used for public consultation? (eg review
panels, consultative groups, local workshops, public meetings, interviews, questionnaire-s,
hotlines, displays)? This èriterion was graded at B. The following techniques were used in the
consultation process:

. public display

. telephone hotline;

. information brochures;

. comment sheets

. questionnaires;

. stakeholderinterviews. public meeting including small group workshops; and

. billboard,

Unlike the other case studies, no Value Management Workshop was undertaken, but this may have
been before the practice was introduced. Of 11 techniques outlined in Table (8), 8 were utilised,
although submission
of specifi Southern E
probably the Project.
the lack end of the
acknowledged that these techniques are time consuming and

Criterion 3.3.2: Was the proponent willing to, and did they release inþrmation to the public both
throughout the EIA pròceis, and after the decision had been made (eg record of decisíon,
monitoring, auditing reports)? This criterion was graded at C. There did not appear to be any
major concerns with transparency, although al
approval from Minister's office. Information in
the Concluding Report, in addition to billboard
The only concerns related to the fact that not
available, (eg Concluding Report?, design reports, EMPs), There are some indications that the
Concluding Report was available at council officers, although this is uncertain.

Criterion 3.3.3: Were resources ønd time tables for the EIA process flexible enough to caterfor
unforseen requirements or delays? Insufficient information was available to assess this criterion,
bui it is assumed that resources \üere available for such things as the additional vegetation survey,
and the excavation process for Aboriginal heritage sites, and so on. As the evaluation of all case

studies progressed, lt was found that this criterion was not particularly relevant to differentiating
between organisational practice. Resources in all cases, were available where required for the EIA
and planning process, and were upgraded where necessary. There was. also insufficient
information to aìsess time table flexibility, but it is know that there were substantial pressures to get
the project constructed quickly given the dangers of the existing bridge. Timeframes were flexible
in that Aboriginal heritage issues threatened the work plan, but there was substantial activity in the
Department to try and reduce the impacts on the construction timetable, which indicates the
flexibility was limited.
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Table 8: Public participation techniques adopted by ETSA for the Blanchetown Bridge
Proposal (based in part on Westman's 1985 five-scale participation model and Glasson et al 1994)

Level of Controversy about Openness

There appeared to be no negative comment about the consultation process. _ Rather, -positive
comments about the role of the facilitators at the public meetings were made, in addition to
positive comments about the public meetings in general: 'Locals were able to have their,say and
io have their ideas recordeà.' There appeared to be no government controversy about the
consultation process. The Public Works Committee was satisfied that adequate consultation had

been undertaken (PV/C June 1996).

PROPONENT RESPONSIVENESS

Alternatives-Weighting

Criterion 4.1.1: Was the 'best' alternative adopted based on the
adequate rationale given for the selection of the preferred option? T
As for all the case studies, it depends on what value one places on
option would be the 'best' alternãtive. The preferred Corridor E appears to be the best option in
terms of:

impacts on Aboriginal. reducing. materials
heritage
that this

a

sites;
for construction, given optlon required the smallest fill, and had the

smallest surplus of cut materials. No borrow pits were required for fill;
reducing notse and visual impacts on the township;

The same conclusion can be made based on the factor analysis, although there are some
ambiguities and there is not much to differentiate the alternatives. The results of the factor analysis

However, the preferred option was not the best in terms of cost, although the differences between
alternatives wás minimat. the northern options (including the preferred option) also had a gtealer
impact on the flora and fauna due to intruiion into the wetland areas, but this did not appear to be

ranÏed as highly as Aboriginal heritage issues for instance, particularly given that landscaping and

the culvert ivere considered adequate compe rsation. Moreover, the impacts on fauna were
considered minor for all options. Fiom this perspective, the preferred option appears to have been
the better alternative.

Approøch
Public
Poutet

P ørti cip øtion T echni ques
Adopted?

Delegated Authority High Review boards (established for project, although can be permanent
boards)

Joint Plann¡ng Moderate committees
Structured Workshops

Consultation Low Public M or
Personal lnterviews*
Formal public submissions
Questionnaires
I nformal Correspondence outside formal submissions)**

lnformatron N Hotlines
Public D

Media Notices
*can also become a means for joint planning, but is dependent on proponent attitude. **can also mean simple

information-provision depending on content of materials. Often the correspondence by ETSA involved standard letters
providing information about the process
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more categories (ie at the 3 range)

:l?Jåïi'#"'#å?:ii':1"fri""ii"3
s associated with fill material, and

community acceptance, and rivercraft navigation could be considered social components of the
environment. In-all of these aspects, the preferred option was the better performer.

It should, however, be noted, that although the preferred option appears to be the 'best' option, of
those presented none reached a score of 3 in the.factor analysis (ie no change-to-current situation).
All total scores remained near the 2.5 range whir h indicates no change or a decline in the current
situation. Thus, no option was optimal in-improving the existing situation.. While it is difficult to
differentiate the best environmental optioi, particularly given the issue of defining the
'environment', Option E appears to be the better one overall. That this was the 'best' option was

also indicated by community support for the Department's preferred alignment.

Table 9: Factor Evaluation Matrix for the Blanchetown Bridge
Proposal (shading represents best option)

Weisht Ootion A Option B Option C Ootion D OÞtion E'*
Score weqnreo score werghled

Scorê
!icore score

Cost 0.35 2 0.7 2.5 0.875 3 1.06 2.5 0.875 2 0.7

Envrronmenlal
impact 0.20 2 0.4 3 0.6 3 0.6 3 0.6 2.5 0.5

Community
acceDtance 0.20

0.10

0.10

3 0.6 2 0.4 2 0.4 2 0.4 3

L:onslructron
staqino 3 0.3 2 0.2 2 0.2 2 0.2 3

Matenars
availabilitv 3 0.3 2.5 0.25 2.5 0.25 2 0.2 0-35

Rivercratt
manoeuvrability 0.05- 3.5 0.175 2 0.1 2 0.1 2 0.1 3.5 0.175

Weiqhted Score 2.475 2,425 2.6 2.375 2.625

Ootion Rankinq J 4 2 5 1

xerror in original table where this weight:ing was presented as 0.5 whereas in fact it was 0.05

Procedural & Substantive Changes

Criterion 4.2.1: Were the environmental investígations and/or the public consultation process
mod.ified or supplemented where a need wøs identified (process changes)? This criterion was

Criterion 4,1.2: Was the environment consider

acceptance, materials availability and rivercraft
s alsb a southern option which would have had
er, despite costing more, the bridge length was
e eastein abutment, and by doing so, retained an
the impact on the social environment. Thus in
actice, cost was not the highest priority when
oration of a culvert was initially at risk given the

additional costs involved. It should also be noted that the cost differences between the options were

not as substantial as the differences for other transport case studies, which sometimes amounted to
tens of millions. As such, it was easier to place less weighing on cost factors.
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graded at B. A higher level of community consultation was adopted following the identification
óf tey issues and increased community awareness and response to the project. Apart from this,
and cônsideration of further options (refer opennlss criterion) there did not appear to be any need
to make other changes to thè process, although some inaccuracies in the original vegetation
assessment may have resulted in a further survey. Refinements also appear to have been suggeste,cl

to the environmental management process when problems were identified during construction. It
should be noted, however, that this criterion was difficult to assess without a document
summarising the proponent's response to community submissions, as is prepared under the formal
EIS process.

Criterion 4.2.2: Was the proposal changed on environmental grounds or in response to public
consultation where appripriate? This criterion was graded at B-4. There did not appear to be a
need to make any maj-or ðhanges given that the project was an upgrade to an existing situation,
and given that the 'best' alignment of those presented was some
minor changes made in response to the community's ot all
suggestions for improvements-arising from the community -m?jof
limitation given thãt the justification against adopt was usua hnical
problems -of locating the cycle-pedestrian path under speed
iestrictions). Changes to the project in the EIA, planning and design process comprised:

. extension of the bridge length which improved the arrangement for the eastern abutment, and
by doing so, retained an access road to camping grounds;

. incorporation of a traffic barrier to separate the footway on the bridge from the roadway in
response to community comments;

. minor refinement of two intersections in response to community comment.

. refinement of access to local business in response to business concerns;

. incorporation of a culvert through the eastern embankment causeway in response to
government comments;

Other commitments in the project made during the community consultation phase included:

. rehabilitation with topsoil of disused sections of road;

. direct seeding of topsoil and areas of depleted vegetation;

. minimisation of dust and river pollution during demolition;

. crushing of concrete for later use as road base;

. improved signage for interim access to local caravan park

. rehabilitation of access road beneath bridge.

The Department did not, however, adopt a suggestion from the community to use mature native
vegetatiõn to replace removed trees (not cost effective), but this was not a major concern overall.
Usã of mature trees was evident in other projects such as the Cross Roads proposal, but was
probably considered more significant in alleviating the visual impacts which were of community
concern.

The significance of changes appeared to appropriate to the need, and were generally minor in
nature. Many of the changes made to the proposal were a result of community o1 governmext
suggestions, 

-and 
thus, initiative was not demonstrated in this sense. However, this highlights the

imþãrtance of the consultation phase, and the Department appeared to be quick in their response
to adopt some recommendations.

Criterion 4.2.3: Did the proponent demonstrate learning from the EIA process resulting in
changes to internal policies or processes? B. Le
during the process. For instance, it was not should
during construction as was the case for the ver, thi
not béen transferred given that it does not appe for the
despite the potential for Aboriginal sites (the consultant did not believe it was necessary). I essons
weè also lèarned from the environmental audit of environmental management and quality of
EMIPs which indicated a need for better education of contractors. However, it is not known if this
lesson was transferred to other projects..
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Nøture of Chønxe Detøils

Number of Chanqes 5 lolus a number of more minor chanqes)

Type of Changes compensatory and enhancement of existing environment (eg culveñ);
traffic barriers;
design of intersections;
local access;

Change Significance mrnor

Timing of Change following the consultation process

lnitiator of Change community and government recommendations; and adopted by the Department

Blanchetown Bridge

Table L0: Changes to the Blanchetown Bridge Proposal

Level of Controversy about Responsiveness

Generally there appeared to be no controversy about the proponent's_responsiveness, which is also
indicated in part by the community's general satisfaction with the bridge alignment. Moreover,
one positive comment was made:

'I would like to thank you for your positive contribution to the project which I believed reached

a satisfactory conclusion. I found it personally encouraging to be involved in a project where

Transport SA staff, CiviI York and the Aboriginal representatives worked hard to co-operate and

ensure that each could achieve individual goals without compromise,'

However, there were several concerns about the design of the intersections, and there was no
e to indicate community levels of satisfaction with the final design and its
to community concerns about safety and speed issues. Moreover, there was some
from one locál business. There appeared to be no government controversy about

the proponent's responsiveness.
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SOUTHERN EXPRESSWAY

115



PRoPoSAL CONTEXT & DNSCNIPTION

Southern Expressway

The Southern Expressway has been in planning since the late 1960s when provision was made for
a new north-south transport corridor (DoT November 1995). It also appears to stem in partÏrom
the MATS p nal traffic (PfY
July 1995), since the 1995).
Although ih the mid dgtig.n
commeãced erial Road 1995).
Due to economic constraints the project was deferred, to be revived in the mid 1990s as the

into two stages, the first of which is the subject of this case

the Third Arterial proposal). Provision for the Southern
Road) was incorporated into the Government's Planning

The proposal involved a single carriage
Reynella which were reversible to faci
lanes had been proposed with opportun
reversible alternative. The proposal wa
north-south road (DoT November 1995). P
employment was concentrated in the Adelaide m
that the existing capacity was insufficient to cate
It was also bel*ievd¿ tnât the proposal would result in improved safety and a.reduction in road

accidents; would result in rèduied travelling times, and thus provide a incentive for the
d ommerce in the accessibilitY and

h on the Fleurieu 5). It was also
p Pressure on the increased noise,
ã ¡ed use of local r congestion (DoT
November 1995).

Originally it was
the government,
completion in 19
million, and was
than the ETSA case studies. When combined w

process.

EIA PnOCESS SUMMARY

EIS Requirement & Guidelines

The proposed construction of the Third Arterial proposal was.announced by the go_vernment

undei Premier John Bannon in August 1984, although it is not known when the then Highway_s

Department formally contacted the DEP about the Third Arterþl Proposal. On.29,Ianuary 1986,
the Assessments Brânch of the DEP wrote to the Minister for Environment and Planning to seek

advice on the level of EIA required. Several issues had become apparent at the early-planning_and
design phase including a potêntial impact on Sturt Triangle (vegetation.removal, effect on Sturt
Cree"k, ñeritage farmhõusej, the need fôr overpasses or intersections at major roads, acquisition and

relocation of remaining residential properties and commercial busines_ses, potential impact on
adjoining land uses (eg-residential develópment), visual impact on the Hills Face Zone,and effects
on the O'Halloran Hill Reserve and future land uses.

Both the DEP and the Highways Department agreed that the scale and sensitivity of the project
necessitate Although it was recognised by
Departmen and explicit EIA proc.ess, it was
Deþartmen hich had a 'major' environmental
Moreover, ubject to the Planning Act, the 1

EISs still held force. In considering the most appropriate approa
assessment levels were considered by the DEP comprising:
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Southern Expressway

option 1: which left most of the responsibility of EIA and consultation to the-High_ways
Dèpartment with the preparation of a Planning Report which was to be submitted formally to
the DEP for assessment;

option 2: which followed the formal EIS process under the Planning Act which gave control
of consultation and EIA to the DEP; and

option 3: which combined options (1) and (2), involving consultation and EIA managed
fórmally by the DEP through the EIS process in addition to consultation undertaken by the
Highways Department.

The Highways Department preferred option (1), probably because 49y t"lu¡ned greater_control
over thé process, but the DEP recommended option (3) to the MEP. This was based on an
assessment of the relative merits and disadvantages of each option which is summarised in Table
(1).

a

a

Table 1: Advantages and Disadvantages of approaches to the EIA process for the Southern
Expressway Proposal as assessed by the DEP in 1986

Option Adoøntøges Disødoøntøges

1 a Depaft ment's consultation programme
comprehensive;
less administrative load for DEP which would
allow commitment of resources to actual
assessment of project;
Highways involvement would facilitate
greater familiarity with consultation process;
previous repons by Highways on major
projects not subject to an EIS have been
very thorough.

a

a

a

a accountability of the Highways Department
and credibility of public participation process
and EIA may be questioned by the public if
the proponent is seen as managing the
process and not an independent authority;
the Highways Department would not legally
have to respond to public submissions if an
EIS is not required;
level of documentation would not be as great
as that provided in an EIS; and
the DEP's Assessment Report would not be
published.

a

a

a

2 proponent would be perceived as being more
accountable and greater credibility given to
the participation and EIA process compared
to option 1;
proponent would have to respond publicly to
the submissions received during exhibition
of the Draft EIS;
more information would be made available for
public comment;
the DEP Assessment Report would be
published;
an EIS on a project of this size and
sensitivity is more consistent with past
decisions to require other Government
agencies to prepare ElSs; and
the proponent would benefit by becoming
more familiar with the EIS process.

a

a

a

a

a DEP would have an additional administrative
workload associated with the EIS process;
an EIS requirement may damage the present
good working relationships between the
departments, if inappropriate guidelines are
prepared;
requiring an EIS on a project which has
already been given approval by Government
may damage the credibility of the EIA
process; and
the Highways Depañment would not manage
public involvement and therefore would not
benefit from this experience.

a

a

a

3 a would entail the most comprehensive public
participation programme;
would share all of the advantages of Option 2
as well as providing the proponent with
educational benefits of involvement; and
would still allow the proponent to use the
participation programme it has devised.

a

a

a it would share all of the disadvantages of
Option 2 (aparlfrom the last disadvantage)
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Option (3) was recommended due to:

. the potential of the proposal to trigger substantial public interest and debate.'...it will be

essential that the puUtlc perceivei the proponent as being accountable and the public
participation and EIA process has credibility';

. the fact that the project ranked as 'major' on at least two of the Highways Department's
criteria (ie major ròadworks, substantial change in environmentally sensitive location);

. previous experience with the Highway Department's internal EIA process on -one_proposal
wnicn indicãted some deficiencies that would be overcome by the more formal EIS process
and give greater control to the DEP over documentation adequacy (ig planning reports not
publicly released, whilst EIS is stand alone document and publicly available);

. the opportunity for the Highways Department to become more familiar with the formal EIS
proceìô, and to strengthen rèlations between the DEP and the Highways Department; and

. the merits of the Highways Department's consultation programme which would complement
the formal EIS process.

An EIS was subsequently required in February
were prepared by the DEP in December 198
similar in structure to guidelines prepared for
studies, although more detailed in terms of pro
responsibilities), monitoring requirements, and
legislative framework which required compliance.

Preliminary Planning & Public Consultation

Internal planning reports at of
public informadon brochur he

irublic early in the process it
ihould be'noted thãt the he

proposal was limited at this stage,

In January 1986, prior to the formal EIS r informat
by the Planning Investigations Section of rtment w
the Third Arteiial propósal, a description , and the
was noted in this Latter case, that preliminary r study ar
terms of their impacts noise, appearance and local access. At this early
stage, a traffic survey tographs of the study area had been taken, and

drillings had also been types'

In October 1986, a second public information brochure was produced which reported on the
progress of the study (eg traffic survey, aerial survey_, soil and rock investigations), the
ènvlronmental assessment process, public responses to the first brochure, and the consideration of
alternatives. Because the iranspori corridor was quite narrow, the number of major alternatives
were restricted so that the effecfs on houses would be minimised. In addition to alternatives such
as potential connection sites to existing roads, three route alternatives were proposed comprising
Altãrnatives A, B and C, of which alternative A was the original Transportation Corridor.

Public issues at this stage related to noise impacts, landscaping, community impact, visual impacts,
alternatives considered, suggestions for alternatives, property acquisition and the decision making
process. Support for imprbvements were noted due to increasing _tlqffic congestion, but some
individuals ãffected by the proposal supported the possibility for a different approach to upgrade,
which is a similar trend to the Adelaide-Crafers proposal.

The Project is Deferred & Divided

One month after the final project guidelines were prepared in July 1987, the same government
announced that constructión of the project would be deferred until 1993 because of a tight
economic climate. The announcemeñt is not surprising given that, in addition to economic
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problems, the Labor government was not ov proþcts, 1nq ^Y?s
iesponsible for removiñg one of the last major in the _early 19_8Os

(Inierview 71 1999). Thls, the State governmen and industry lobby
groups I to proceed. The proposal was also divided into two phases

i-nvoÎvi of existing roads (Main South Road and Marion Road); and
(ii) the called phase 1 of the Southern Expressway)'

Phase (i)

Phase (i) of the Third Arterial project is not assessed in this case study, but it is worth noting that
assessment was completed by the then Department of Road Transport in ll92 with the p_reparation

of an internal enviroimental report and completion of a Departmental IEF form (Identification of
Environmental Factors) (DRT September 1992). Extensive public consultation was also
undertaken in 199I, with a major public display in Sturt Triangle for four weeks which received
about 900 visitors (highest iesponse the Department had ever received), and 100 written
comments. Overall 500 written comments were received on the proposal which is substantial (DRT
September 1992). Based on this environmental assessment, which al with
loial Aboriginal communities and landscaping to mitigate impacts tions
section of tñe Department concluded that phase (i) would have little , and

the project was completed in 1994 (DoT November 1995)'

Phøse (ü)

Despite deferment of the proposal, and in order to reduce public uncertainty and concerns, a route
was selected for phase liil which avoided disturbance to residential areas. The Highway
Department's prefèrred route, which was presented in a third information bulletin, was a

combination oi Alternatives B and C. In August 1987, discussions between the Highways
Department and the DEP, indicated DEP support for Alternative A because it involved least
disiuption to the proposed Reserve (O'Halloran Hill Recreation Park). Nonetheless, the DEP did
not rule out the Uigtrway Department's preferred option as long as access across the hìghway
could be provided, which résulted in investigations by the Highways Department into an

underpass.

In the absence of funding, it was planned to continue preliminary design, to acquire properties,
and to prepare an EIS in preparation for future government commitment. Prior to 1989, for
rnstance:

87;
tate Heritage List, Register of National Estate,
I Heritage lists;
ch' acquisition was adopted by the Minister of

ividuals voluntarily approaching the Department
sation involved the same entitlements received
in a number of owner-approach acquisitions of

duced the social-economic impact to be assessed

in the Draft EIS.

EIS Requirement Withdrawn & Aboriginal Survey Requirement

planning the Draft EIS for Arterial
forthcomi predicted in the s etin. In
status of ment was reviewed ed that a
to the pro ed its overall impac of which

were noted previously, included:

. deferment of the proposal and selection of a preliminary route (Alternative B-C);

. completion of the mãj Lsition due to voluntary o_\ün_e_r-approach policy;

. apprõval of a proposal rk in Sturt Triangle. _The.Hlghways Departmert
rèäligned part-of the c elopment which resulted in less bisection of the
Sturt Triangle; and

. as part of tñe process of dedicating O'Halloran Hill park as a reserve, a draft management plan
had been prepãred which catered for the Third Arterial Road.

Overall, it was stated by the DEP that:
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'The Third Arterial Road project is still a major urban road proposal which will arouse

considerable public interest and debate. However, the changes to the project since 1986 have

reduced the number of areas where options exist and therefore in which the public could play a
major role in determining the road alignment. The number of major issues yet to be resolved
has also been reduced.'

e level and sed, and
by the DEP Process
ánd which On this
the origina

Although no formal EIS was required, in 1991 the Aboriginal Heritage. Branch of the DEP
requireã the Highways Departmenl to conduct an archaeological survey, which was undertaken in
the same year, and which found no sites of significance.

Planning of Phase 2 of the Third Arterial Road Continued

Although much of the earlier planning work was by the_Plaryjl-g
Investifations Section, work in thè 1990s was domina uch as Rust PPK,
Maunsélls Pty Ltd and Acer Wargon Chapman, the the Environment
Report.

Assessment of Route Options

As for the Adelaide-Crafers proposal, an internal assessment of route options was undertaken prior
to public assessment in the EIS (or in t
prepared by Rust PPK which involved
the Third Arterial proposal. Within th
sections, alignments and engineering considerati
environmental assessment, Strangely, the report was reproduced in August 1996 as a summary
report after the environmental assessment had been conducted. Despite the_-fact that alternative B-
CÏad previously been identified for the route, the 1994 reports þV Ru¡t PPK assessed a number of
other alternative alignments within three sections of the proposed road comprising:

. the northern Darlington section - Alignment 1, 2(a) and 2(b) (alignment I was \gt?d on p.ast

planning of the pro¡ert, whilst alignment 2(b) involved an elevated structure called a viaduct

for 1,200 metres);
. the Central section - Alignments 1 and 2: and
. the southern Reynella section - two termination points P and R'

A preliminary comparative assessment for the northern routes was conducted using evaluation
criteria such as:

Southern Expressway

. impacts on business;

. noise effects;

. fumes and lead levels;

. vibration;

. light overspill;

. visual amenity;

. vegetation loss;

. \Mater course impact and erosion potential;

. loss of housing;

. reduced access to services and facilities;

. community isolation;

. loss of open space; and

. construction impacts.

Unlike the Adelaide-Crafers highway proposal no attempt was made to weight the importance of
social and environmental factors relative to economtc ones.

It was found in the assessment that the northern Darlington Section would have the greaTer impacts
in terms of business disruptions, loss of housing, construction effects and ongoing effects of traffic
movement. Within this-section, the originally publicised alignment t had the greater impacts,
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whilst alignment 2(b) appeared to be the better option on environmental and social grounds.
However,-other factors went against this opti<n such as high visual impact of the viaduct,
substantial traffic impacts during construction (ie elevated along the line of Main South Road),
and a greater cost of ãpproximatély $25 million compared to the other two options. Although th.is

cost di-fferential was nõt as large as between options in the Adelaide-Crafers proposal, it was still
substantial overall, particularly when compared to the much smaller costs of the ETSA case
studies.

Funding Announced & Review of EIS Requirement

In March 1995 the new Liberal government which was elected in December 1993 announced that
the project would proceed and made funding available for design and corstruction. This was a
weliome decision for many of the lobbyists which had been pushing for the project over several
years. Major earthmoving and contracting agencies also welcomed_the magnitude of the p_roposal

given conðerns at the lack of construction activity in the State. Jhe p1oje91 \üas now called the
;Southern Expressway' which was divided into two phases, the first of which comprised a ngry
road from Darlington- to Reynella which was equivalent to Stage 2 of the original Third Arterial
proposal (the subject of this case study).

Given that the Development Act 1993 had replaced the Planning Act 1982, two officers from the
Department of Transþort (comprising an environmental offic_er and planning investigations
officer) contacted the DHUD to determine whether an EIS would be required under the new Act.

dev ocess as a

öî' i'f,1:iÏf;:
Thi , and there

were calls for a full EIS by public transport Transport
Community Coalition, and Þeõple for Public ould be
undertaken. It was noted by one of these groups that 'the State government [was] attempting to
stifle debatg and.dissent on this issue, and nobody .else has b.ee.n givelx .q t\gnr: to- Ptlt forward
any oppostng vtews. The Australian Democrats also argued that a full EIS should have been
required, but these requests had no influence on the government.

Aboriginal Surveys and Negotiations

Only one day after the government's revival of the project it was announced to the Department by
a local council that which had commissioned its own archaeological survey in 1994, that an

riangle. From this point, Aboriginal heritage
threatening part of the project's alignment, and

on with the local Aboriginal community during
here it was noted that the Expressway traversed
thological sites of the Kaurna people...'

Southern Expressway

A site visit was conducted, and a meeting was held in May 1995 between the Senior Environmental
Officer of the Department and the Chairperson of the Kaurna Heritage Committee and others,
which resulted in further archaeological surveys conducted in liaison with the Kaurna Committee
to identify any other sites. The Warraparinga aÍea in the Sturt Triangle was noted by the
Department as highly significant to the Kaurna people given that it
interpretative centre to interpret the heritage of the area, and given
were present in addition to Aboriginal burial sites and connections
Department recognised the delicate nature of this issue, and dea
sensitively as possible.

Extensive negotiations with the Aboriginal Kaurna Heritage Association were conducted from
October 1995, which indicated that the Heritage Committee either wanted the Expressway to avoid
any impact on sites in the Triangle, or alternatively a major compensation package if the sites were
to-be ðestroyed. It was decided to negotiate a package for compensation, and in principle

ite treatments, provision of Aboriginal Access over Sturt Creek and
tation, and Aboriginal employment and training on the project.
early February 196 by the Association such as land for an

administration centre, office equipment and permanent employment were refused by the
Department. An Agreement for compensation which allowed destruction of Aboriginal sites was
subsequently made between DoT and the Committee on 23 August 1996 (see later section on
Environmental Clearance).
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Organisation and Management

Short decision to build ed within the
then commence plan The internal
focus h a more comp evel vertical
integration and the ç I.) provides a

simf'listic illustration not all participants
are 

^known). Maunse g, EIA, design and

construction, which was overseen by an internal though consultants
are not fully independent of their employers, the for the preparation
of the Enviionmental Report may facilitate greater independence,

In addition, a Strategic Assessment reference group was formed including members from
Section, Major Projects Section, Transport Policy
ublic Transport Board (DoT April 1995a). With
tends to resemble the matrix approach to project
icipants were not the primary contributers of
e project.

Southern Expressway

CLearance

Public
Transport
Board

Qr

Government

Internal Client (Strategic

Investment Planning)??

Internal Project
Coordinator: Projects

Environmental Unit

Strategic Assessment

Reference Group

Planning Investtigations
Projects Section

Infrastructure Planning
Transport Policy Unit

DEPARTMENT

Maunsell Pty Ltd
CONSULTANTS

RustPPK

Connell Wagner

ConstructionEIA

Acer Wargon Chapman
McMahon Pty Ltd

Dare Sutton

Clarke
Hassell

Consultants

B.C. Tonkin &
Associates

University of
Adelaide

Vipac Engineers
and Scientists
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The use of one coordinating team ensures an element of consistency in the planning, design and

construction processes. Given that
appeared to be no role for a perman
to have sufficient expertise, or em
environmental officer involvement was app
negotiations and the environmental clearance.
this case v/as more substantial than other c

environmental clearance for the proposal.

Strategic Assessment Study & Project Proposal

While the Aboriginal issue was being addressed, the Infrastructure Planning Section of the
rts entitled: 'Strategic Assessment Study' and
ther than being a broader study of regional
nvironmental Assessment), was an outline of the
ing stages. By this time, the proposal had been
ersible carriageway. Issues to be resolved were

predominantly technical and comprised the nature of connections at Reynella and Darlington, and

þrovision for-public transport to ensure protection of a public transport corridor.

Outlined within the subsequent Project Proposal was a list of envi
be encapsulated within the planning investigations' envìronme
MEP only required a Planning Report which traditionally incorpo
determinêd in the Project Proposal to prepare a separate stand
would be released for þublic cónsultation, This demonstrates initiative and enhanced transparency
and accountability. It was intended at this stage to address and make every effort to mitigate the
effects on:

Southern Expressway

. landform features

. native vegetation, conservation value, rare and endangered species;

. exotic species;

. trees with heritage value;

. existing land usð including agriculture, commercial, mining, residential, parks, tourism;

. Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal heritage;

. environmentalamenity;. unique or rare physical features

. water; including stormwater runoff;

. manne areas;

. wetlands;

. flood prone areas;

. air quality (local, greenhouse);

. flora and fauna;

. contaminated land; and

. aesthetic and human interest (amenity).

Appointment of Consultant & Value Management Study

the Department of Transport to manage
emoving much of the direct day-to-day
I project coordinator had been appointed
ommissioned a Value Management Study

multi-disciplinary discussion group facilitated by
'Wales Department of Public Works and Services,
sentatives from the Department of Transport,

to the environmental assessment and planning
process. What did emerge however, was the need for an Environmental Management Plan, a linear

þark to absorb impacts, and community consultation to ensure needs were taken into account,
wtrich indicates geñuineness to the consultation approach.
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EIA Scope

In early September 1995, Maunsells prepared a summary of the environmental assessment
approach to be submitted to the Minister for Housing, Urban Development and Local Government
Relations for endorsement. It was noted that the scope and reporting process would involve
similar conduct to the EIA process under the Development Act 1993. Specific guidelines for the
contents of the Environmental Report were also included and discussed with the DEP and internal
Environmental Unit. The level of detail and content of these guidelines was similar in nature to the
earlier guidelines produced when the EIS was required, and to the Adelaide-Crafers EIS.

The Environment Report

The Environment Report (ER) was finally prepared and released in early November 1995 (DoT
November 1995), nearly ten years after the original EIS requirement, and approximately nine
months after the government's revival of the project. Although Maunsells was responsible for the
overall management of the project, consultants Acer Wargon Chapman (SA) Pty Ltd were
appointed to prepare the Environmental Report (ER) in early September 1995 (DoT August
1996). The ER was completed in a very short period of time (under three months), which is
substantially shorter than the other case studies. However, given the efforts already devoted to
planning and environmental investigations by the Department since 1986, this may not be a
significant concern. Several background reports to the ER were also prepared relating to
hydrology, land use, flora and fauna.

Like the Adelaide-Crafers project, the environmental document was formatted in A3 pages, and
was approximately 92 pages. A substantially large portion of the report was dedicated to graphic
illustraiions of the environment, the proposal, and factors such as noise contours. The contents of
the Environment Report are summarised in Table (2), whilst the proportion of focus for each task
is presented in Table (3). The greatest focus in the Expressway Environmental Report was on the
description of the environment (37Vo) followed by the impact assessment (227o) and description of
the proposal (2IVo). Attention to mitigation and management in the text was limited (l%o), bú a
very brief Environmental Management Plan was incorporated into the appendices.

Table 2: Contents of the Environment Report for the Southern Expressway Proposal

Executive Summary
1.0 lntroduction (the project, study area, objectives)
2.0 Background and Need for the Project (need, statutory requirements, consultation)
3.0 Existing and project traffic patterns
4.0 Existing environment (topography, geology, soils, hydrology, water quality, climate,

flora, fauna, land use, land tenure, social profiles, economic outlook, air quality,
Aboriginal heritage, European heritage, landscape and scenic values, bushfire
hazard, land contamination, utility services, noise and vibration)

5.0 Project Development (options considered, do nothing, public transport, upgrade, new
road corridor, alignments considered, selection of proposed alignment)

6.0 Project Description (design criteria, operational features, traffic management,
pedestrians, bicycles, lighting, eafthworks and drainage, rehabilitation and
landscaping, construction)

7.0 Environmental interactions, proposed safeguards and ameliorative measures
(drainage, erosion and sedimentation, geotechnical, water quality, vegetation, fauna,
traffic, accessibility, social considerations, economic considerations, air quality,
visual amenity, land tenure, land use, heritage, hazard assessment bushfire,
contamination, waste disposal, noise, construction, etc)

8.0 Environmental Management (stormwater monitoring, ecology, pedestrians, cyclists, air
quality, heritage, land contamination, noise)

9.0 Conclusions
10.0 References
11.0 Glossary
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7o Focus*EIS Task

3Summary
lntroduction 1

see preterred
conceDt

Proposal Description

Policv Framework 0.5

2Proposal Need**
Alternatives Description ö

.5tDescription of environment (baseline)

Descriotion of Preferred Concept or proposal 21

2lmpact Description & Evaluation
Mitiqation 1

0Monitorinq
Public consultation (approach) 1

0.5Conclusion

Southern Expressway

Table 3: Proportion of focus in the Environment Report for the
Southern Expressway Proposal

on some pages
** includes parts of chapter on trâffic patterns
*** as above

In addition to broader alternatives such as the do-nothing option, six alternative alignments were
presented and compared in the ER. It was difficult to identify their relationships with previous
alternative alignments assessed given the use of different terminology, but an estimate of
equivalent routes is made. The options in the Environmental Report comprised northern options:

. N1 (equivalent alignment 1);

. N2 (equivalent alignment 2a), and

. N3 (equivalent 2b);

and southern options:

. 51 (equivalent central alignment 1);

. 52 (equivalent central alignment 2); and

. 53 (no equivalent).

Refer Appendix (19) for an illustration of these options. These alternatives were briefly compared
in a table in terms of cost, traffic implications, ecology, land use, visual impacts, amenity/social
impacts, air quality, house, heritage and economic factors. The preferred option was N2 and 53,
the former of which was a similar finding to the earlier 1994 assessment of options by Rust PPK.
It was concluded in the Environmental Report that:

'For the northern options it can be seen that Option N3 performs best in terms of
environmental and social impacts due to the confining of most impacts within the Main South
corridor. However, Option N3 is the most expensive option being $23 million and $25
million more than Options Nl and N2 respectively, which is a substantial cost penalty.
Option Nl is marginally more expensive,,.than Option N2 and performs worst with regard to
environmental and social impacts due to severance impacts through Darlington. Therefore
Option N2 is preferred for the northern alignment.,.

For the southern options the costs are similar for all alignments because of trade off between
various elements....Option 52 is not preferred due to severance impacts on the CSIRO land.
Choosing between Options S I and S3 involves closer examination of visual impacts and noise
impacts...

On balance it is considered that route 53 is preferred due to reduced visual impacts. Noise
impacts...would be mitigated by the use of barriers and thus any difference between the options
neutralised,..

The above discussion summarises the principle arguments which led to the preferred route
alignment for the Expressway beìng determined to be a combination of N2 for the northern
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This preferred route was the focus of the impact assessmert,. which contrasted with practice in the
Rdeläide-Crafers EIS which assessed all alternatives equally in the impact assessment section. The
Adelaide-Crafers example allowed greater flexibility and gave the impression that a decision had

not yet been made, and hence was open to public and government influence (although in reality a

decision had been made). As noted in the ETSA case studies, focusing the impact assessment on

one alternative can be a cause for substantial controversy. Nonetheless, the Environment Report
concluded by arguing that despite several environ project, '.'.t4"
proposal is'the-besl of the available transport and that the
'"niiron*nntal, social and economic benefits to outweigh the

corresponding costs.' (DoT November 1995: Section 9, page 1). These benefits comprised:

. reduced traffic volumes and improvements in environmental amenity;

. reduced travel times;

. improved accessibility for commercial and tourist traffic;

. rediction in transport costs for business;

. reduced accident frequency and costs;

. decreased noise levels for some areas;

. improved ency;

. improvem d_.adjacent locations;

. provision ilities; and

. ðreation o development of adjacent open space (DoT
November 1995).

The Environment Report also suggested that improvements would be made to habitats with
additional shelter anã food for fauna via the lãndscaping proposal and rehabilitation of a

prev Íea. Rehabilitation and provisions of understorey f-or instance, was

prop species inthe area. Thus,the-proposal not only had its impacts, but
ãtsó ally degraded landsr ape and habitat.

Public Exhibition and Response

e Environment report, councils
two focus group workshops we
ddition to a consultation works
alls were made to the informa

September 1995.

Following comments on quality by the Department's Environmental Unit and the DHUD, the FR
was releised for public eitrlUiiion for a period of four weeks from 11 November to 8 December
1995 which is shbrter than the usual peìiod required for EIA under the Development Act (six
weeks). During this time 21 public
group of school children (19 submiss
Housing Trust, and Environment Pro
public display of the proposal when
included:

r [o individuals;
. Triangle;

. ,roir" and visual impacts; 
ments for the Bedford Park area;

. severances of access in the Sturt area;

. impact on O'Lalloran Hill Recreation Park;

. security issues in the Sturt/Darlington area;

. generai philosophical views thaithe Expressway will no solve the traffic problems and that
public transport should be provided instead;

. recreational impacts;

. air and water quality;

. environmental management (DoT August 1996).

Southern Expressway

alignment and 53 for the southern alignment. This provides an acceptable level of
environmental impact with the lowest cost' (DoT November 1995: Section 5, page 3).
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It was noted in alater information bulletin in 1996 that no new topics had been raised, and it is
interesting that criticisms of proposal need and suggestions of alternatives such as public transport
were considered by the Department as philosophical issues rather than realistic options. Some of
the key issues raised in the submissions on the ER and proposal are summarised in Figure (2),
although it shou.ld be noted that these issues may not be representative of all concerns given the
previous provisions for consultation. The main concerns were visual impacts, noise impacts,

þrovisioni for public transport, land values or property acquisition. Issues raised in the free
telephone information line are illustrated in Figure (3).

Although not required by was directly responded t9, and the public
and government èomment s after the exhibition period by Maunsells
in a draft Public Exhibiti in August 1996). This too demonstrated
initiative, but the report was not comparable to the Supplement prepared under normal EIS
procedures given that the actual text was not comprehensive (only 7 pages). Rattrer, appendices
õontained tñe submissions and letters of response. Nonetheless, the original letters were all
included, and a table which summarised issues and responses by Maunsells was useful for
identifying concerns and public influence on the project, and thus provided transparency an_d

accountability in the process. However, it is unclear whether this report was publicly available. It
was concluded by Maunsell in a response to one submission that:

'The environmental assessment for Stage 1 of the Southern expressway from Bedford Park to
Reynella which is now complete has indicated that the environmental impact is relatively
minor with the impacts able to be managed within required limits.'

Figure 2: Issues raised in formal public and government submissions on the Environment
Repõrt for the Southern Expressway proposal (7o of submissions raised) (compiled from DoT

A.ugust 1996)
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Figure 3: Issues raised in information calls to the free telephone line- for the Southern Ext ressway (Vo of calls)

Public Works Committee & Preliminary Environmental Clearance

Prior to the release of the ER, a Parliamentary Public Works Committee hearing was held for the
project on 1 November 1995. Departmental attendants comprised the_9hief Executive, the
Maäager of Planning Investigations, and the Supervising_ Engineer -in N-etryor.k Planning, in
additiõn to the projec[ managei from Maunsells Pty Ltd. Only four public submissions were made

for the Commitiee-hearing, three of which strongly opposed the project on socia-l and environment
grounds. Criticisms relatéd for instance, to a lack of serious. c.onsideration of public transport,
ñealth and air quality issues, and conflicts of the road with policies preventing urban_s_praw1. Th"
low number of ìubmissions was of interest to Maunsell and was explained as a possible reflection
of:

. community apathy;
o acceptance of the project inevitability; and/or
. lack of understanding of process.

It was generally believed however,
proposal, and it was predicted that t
was correct given that, despite oppos
principle' support to the proposal
ùnstable soils ãnd prepare for the r by the DoT). Th9 Cgmqittee also requested
that evidence be prèseìted prior to g instigated (PWC July 1996).

Internal environmental clearance for the p
little environmental impact, was given by
1995. Full environmental clearance was
submissions was completed and submitted
for comment. Approval to proceed was given subject to:

. implementation of the ER;

. imþlementation of agement Plan;

. moìitoring of the tefacts (to be conducted by the Kaurna Aboriginal
community).

Moreover, if Aboriginal artefacts or sites were found, work was to cease and consultation
undertaken with the-Department of State Aboriginal Affairs and the Environmental Unit in the
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Department of Transport. Given this approval, there was little chance for the public to prevent the
proposal from procéeding, although approval was perhaps a foregone conclusion given the
government's support.

Environmental Assessment and Concept Development Report

Following preliminary environmental clearance fo and the
public eihibition period, Acer Wargon Chapm prepare.d
Assessment and Concept Development Report' in an earlier
prepared in 1995). A number of mitigation me luded, so
summarised in Table (4). Like the Adelaide-Crafers proposal, the Department demonstrated a

clear and strong commitment to managing and minimising any potential impact as. far as

practicable. This is also indicated by the proposed rehabilitation of previolsly disturbed areas.
Þrior to the EIA requirement, it is highly unlikely that these measures would have been required or
incorporated.

Southern Expressway

Table 4: Mitigation measures proposed for the Southern Expressway proposal in the
Environmental Assessment and Concept Development report

Risk Assessment

was held for the project and attended by
rt (eg projects section), Maunsells consultants,

Evens & Peck Management. No environment
rprising given that a large proportion of the risk
nment non-compliance. The final report of the

assessment was produced in October 1996, and in a similar manner to the risk assessment for the
Adelaide-Crafeis proposal, the report covered inter alia political issues (eg change of
government), community issues (eg feels misinformed or not adequately considered), and
environment and planning issues. Factors considered to be high risk (ie high likelihood and
impact) included dam4ge to houses or property (actual or perceived, vibration, etc), excessive

Category Mitigation Measures

Landscaping
and access

. mitigate structural impacts

. stabilising cut and fill batters

. integrating road with landscape

. screening of views

. development of mounding and planting to reduce visual and noise impacts

. fencing of the corridor

. provision of access to fire tracks

. rehabilitating disturbed areas

. incorporating wetlands and stormwater detention areas to minimise runoff and erosion

. creek stabilisation

. development of footpaths

. incorporation of native species using local seed stock

. creation of a dry land native grass habitat

. provision of pedestrian access

. control of runoff during construction

. early planting of earthwork areas to prevent erosion and reduce establishment of weed
specres

Noise inclusion of tighter noise standard levels to minimise public annoyance (target of 63 dBA L16

(18 hour, or no greater rise of 10 dBA in quiet areas) (approximately equivalent to existing
quiet residential area with no significant traffic noise);
assessments using worst-case scenarios until year 2021;
provision of noise barriers (eg earth mound 650m long barrier, 2-3 metres high at the
southern end)
barriers ensure compliance with statutory regulations and guidelines during operation
(design to be undertaken at more detailed design phase)

a

a

a
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impacts during construction such as noise, dust, siltation and iginal
artèfacts (resulting in community action, publicity and injuncti being
discovereà durinf construction. There was alsô considered lobby
group action and ãdverse community reaction, but this was considered to have a low impact on the
project overall, which suggests low public influence at this late stage.

In an attempt to counter these risks, a risk action and management plan was formulated, For
instance, to counter a possibly inadequate Environmental Management Plan, it was proposed to
submit the EMP to tñe Environmental Protection Authority, DHUD, and Water Catchment
authorities for comment. This clearly facilitates more informed management and a greater degree
of accountab action, it was
proposed to a ion. To reduce
the risk of no the contractor's
EMIP (Environmental Management Implemen lity Plan, with
monitoring of conformance by the contractor and the conduct of independent environmental
audits. Cõmpliance was clearly an important factor to the Department in the construction P!!cgs¡,
with multiplè safeguards for the environment including the environmental assessment, EMPS,
EMIPS, and the riik assessment and management process in an attempt to cover all possible
angles.

Public Works Committee & Aboriginal Heritage Clearance

In the same month as the risk management workshop, the Public Works Committee reported on
further evidence given by the Department of Transport, noting that approval had been given by
the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs for the Department to disturb Aboriginal sties in the Sturt
Triangle area pursuant to the Aboriginal Heritage Act. The PWC also reported on the agreement
signeð with thè local Kaurna Aboriginal community in August 1996 which allowed construction
oi the Expressway to proceed between Bedford Park to Old Noarlunga. Conditions of
compensatiõn, othei than ihose already noted in the preliminary environment clearance required
that damage be to the minimum extent necessary for construction; that salvage be undertaken
prior to cõnstruction; that any artefacts remain under local Kaurna
õommunity; that the artefacts be stored according to standards for
preservation; that sites were clearly marked; and that the I ty be, involved
in the project with landscaping and provision of Aboriginal art (PWC July 1_996). Subj_ect to
monitoring of the project, the Committee endorsed it original support, and recommended to
Parliament that the project proceed (PWC July 1996).

Final Environmental Clearance

Final environmental clearance was given by the Department's Environmental Unit at the end of
October 1996. Unlike the independent assessment report by DHUD under the formal EIA
process, the clearance report was quite brief at nine pages, and much of it reiterated conclusions
ãlready made in the earlier Environment Report. The influence this cle
is questionable given that major construction works commenced in mid
cleárance. Moreover, some of the environmental recommendations rela
phase (eg noise barriers, pedestrian access), yet the design stage had already been undertaken by
òonsultañts in early 1996. Thus, it is not clear to what degree the recommendations influenced
this design process at such a late stage.

Nonetheless, the environmental clearance, which was based on the Environment Report, the Public
Exhibition Summary Report, and roadworks and structures drawings, outlined clear and succinct
recommendations. Overall, the Environment Unit concluded that 'the environment impacts of the
project have been identified and appropriate mitigation measures proposed' In addition to a
iequirement to comply with all mitigation measures contained within the Environmental Report, a
number of other cõnditions were outlined which related to the EMP, water quality, access,
contaminated land, air quality, heritage, and noise. These recommendations are summarised in
Table (5). One strength of these conditions was that they provided the means to learn broader
lessons for future projects (eg monitoring of effectiveness of wetlands) which demonstrates
initiative and a deiire to learn and improve on environmental knowledge and management.
However, whether or not this data was fed back into the system is not clear.

Southern Expressway
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Cateqory Recommendation

EMP approval of the EMP prior to commencement of construction

Water quality a

a

a

monitoring should be undertaken to determine the effectiveness of proposed wetlands
and sedimentation basin for feedback into the design of future projects;
suitable vegetative cover should be established in the watercourses downstream from
the drainage points on the road to prevent erosion;
the overflow channels from the sedimentation basin outlets and the wetlands should be
monitored and prompt action undertaken to mitigate any scour. Suitable vegetation
cover should be established to prevent erosion
the need for reshaping of the Sturt Creek under the Expressway should be rev¡ewed

Access a provision be made lor pedestrian access on both sides of the Sturt Creek in the Sturt
Triangle under the Expressway. Provision should also be made for pedestrian access
as well as the velonvav access under the roadwav in the vicinitv of the Field River

Contaminated land a documentation for each site including the Site History Report, Site Remediation report
where relevant, and the final Contamination Report should be forwarded to the
Environment Unit

Air quality an air quality monitoring program should be implemented as part of the on-going
manaoement of the road to confirm the predictions in the Environmental Report

Aboriginal heritage

with the Kaurna Communitv, Warriparinqa lncorporated and Marion Council

a

a

a

ensure the ongoing implementation of the provisions in the Section 23 authorisation and
the agreement with the Kaurna Aboriginal Heritage and Community Association. This
should include three monthly reporting on progress to the Kaurna community;
the wetland area in the Sturt Triangle should be contained within the area between the
archaeological site and the Sturt River;
landscaping design details in the Sturt Triangle area should be subject to discussions

European heritage ensure implementation of the mitigation measures in relation to the area adjoining
Faidord House

Noise

a

ensure that noise monitoring be undertaken at intervals during the life of the project to
determine the effectiveness of the mitigation measures, particularly in relation to the
use of open graded asphalt sudacing;
consideration be given to incorporation of flexibility in the design of noise barriers for
possible retrofitting if noise goals are exceeded;
considerations of aesthetics, ease of maintenance, graffiti management and
oppodunities for public art should be taken into account in selection of the materials
used for the noise barriers and retaining walls. This matter should be reviewed prior to
imolementation.

Southern Expressway

Table 5: Conditions of Environmental Clearance for the
Southern Expressway proposal

EMP and EMIP

I Environmental Management Plan was
a checklist of issues to be considered
a draft produced in July). The aim of
stainable development (ESD), was to:

. create a framework for the control of construction and operational impacts;

. to provide a system of monitoring;

. to þrovide evidence of compliance to legislation, policies, and other requirements; and

. to provide assurance to the community that the project was being managed in an
environmentally acceptable manner.

In addition to detailed monitoring requirements, 114 management commitments were made in
relation to erosion and stormwater management, flora and fauna, air quality, noise, heritage,
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bushfire prevention, waste minimisation, dangerou.s_ substances, storage alq refuelling of
mach tnd incident management plan. Also encapsulated
were for construction had adequate experience and
traini tion to the requirement for an environmental
induc

It was also standard practice in the Department at this time to lgquire c_on_struction contractors to
lementation Plan (EMIP) which was good
stematic means for the contractor to understand
they will be implemented, which in turns gives

bout what occurs on the ground. The contractors
onmental Management System, and

Within the EMIP, the contractor
control plans to ensure compliance

red monthly status reports of compliance, and it
construction by the project manager every three
know how frequently this was done in practice.

Both the EMP and EMIP are good additions to the EIA process because they facilitate the transfer
of information from planning and design into construction. This is a strength_given that
information transfer is often a problem in EIA, and sometimes renders the EIA process
superfluous to outcomes on the ground.

Design & Construction

The detailed design process was underway in early 1996 and undertaken by consultants such as

Dare Sutton Clarle,^Rust PPK and Connell Wagner. Design was completed and tendered by
December 1996. The preliminary earthworks which commenced in December 1995 involved the
removal of 200,00 cùbic metrês of clay material over 2 kilometres to form mounds for

996. Public consultation continued during
bitions of environment and landscaping plans,
, radio broadcasts, and the free call phone line.
mittee with local and conservation groups was

ees and shrubs.

Quarterly reports on environmental management and monitoring were submitted by the

contractors to ensure that conditions establishec
through to the construction phase.
outlined mitigation and monitoring
reflected the EMP and EMIP (eg ero
air quality, heritage), and noted that the most sig
construction process.

s still evident about the proposal with protests by
ollution and health hazards. However, their level
it was stated in one article that public anger was
mme. The project manager noted: 'There are a

and large the community acceptance has been
involved in monthly community meetings, and

g complaints from a few residents in Darlington,
there has also been some positive feedback from other residents who appreciate the difficulties
associated with construction and acknowledge our concerted efforts to minimise any discomfort or
inconvenience' .' From these reports, it appears that a conscientious effort was made Þy ttt"
contractors to minimise impacts as far as polsible, even going beyond measures _outlined where a

need was identified (eg a ñeed for additioìal protection for scour was identified in _the l9b_.gu.y
1997 Report; use of altérnative water supplies given limited rainfall to Sturt River and Field River;
and reloôation of rockbreakers away from residences following complaints).
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EIA COMPLIANCE

Southern Expressway

Criterion 1.1: Did the proponent comply with the EIA legislative requírements? All procedures

were complied with, and this criterion was graded at A.

Criterion 1.2: Did the proponent comply with the proiect guidelines? This criterion was graded.at

B. Compliance *as gènerally good but it should be noted that-some of the requirements in the
guidelines were sligñtly repetitive (eg those relating to traffic analyses, economic/business
impacts).

Criterion 1.3: Did the proponent comply with the ftnal decision? This criterion was unable to be

graded due to a lack of information.

Criterion 1.4: Was there evidence of going beyond compliance? This criterion was graded at B-
A. Evidence of going beyond complian
similar to the legislative requirement was
a stand alone environmental assessment
legislation), and a response to and summary of
consultation also extended far beyond normal
techniques used and early, personal and direct liaison t
consuliation after plannirig ãnd EIA had been completed (refer evaluation dimension 4). In
addition, landscapiìg de - 'improve' the environment went beyond efforts
indicated by ETSÀ w:hi"h all-owing natural re^generatio_n. rather than actively
rehabilitating the affected occur in practice after the EIA process.

EIS QUALITY

Proposal & Policy Framework

Criterion 2. Proiect adequatelY
justified? , which dedicated
îubstantial brief. The need as

outlined in descriPtion). The
need did not seem as urgent as for instance, the Ardrossan-DalrymPle transmission line in which
case the Yorke Peninsulã was reliant on only one corroding transmission line. In the case of the
Expressway it was an option which virtually duplicated
incieasing traffic congestion resulting from population growt
a numbei of indirect benefits 'ù/ere expected to arise such
development. Unlike the ETSA case studies, statistics we
accident rates to support the need. However, there was some ambiguity about accident statistics..

Reasons for the need for the proposal such as congestion and safety were clearly outlined.
However, overall there are some reservations. First, the corridor had been created several years
previously, and thus t a road where in other areas

it was viriually impo us, it was an area pro^viding a

unique opporiunity display evidence of action'
Secônd, i^tïas essên problem which duplicated an

ader factors such as reducing car demand, or
, and this was the subject of strong criticism in

only providing a public transport system to meet
sidents..

Overall, within the scope of the project level, and the need for immediate solutions,to a long term
problem, the project rátionale appeâred demonstrated, despite requiring subsfantial resources for
*hut appears Ìo be only a subtle lncrease in travel time and reduced congestion. It was however,
essentiàfly a political decision (see Volume l; Chapter Nine).
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Criterion 2.1.2: Was there a detaíled description of the project? This criterion was graded at C.
As noted previously 2l7o of the ER was dedicated to description of the proposal, with a separate
chapter devoted to details on the project. Most of the Chapter included figures with a total of 16
diaframs in A3 format which illustrated the alignment, cut and fill locations, landscaping, access
points, preliminary locations of noise barriers, and cycle paths among other things. Features
addressed in the text included a clear description of:

. the proposed alignment;

. design factors (eg speed, design, underpasses, gradient, number of lanes, lane width, surfacing,
cut and fill locations);

. operational features (eg reversible according to peak flow direction, cameras, signage,
clearance of road);

. traffic management and entry/exit points (eg traffic signals, emergency access, street closures
and diversions);

. provisions for pedestrians and bicycles;

. street lighting (eg locations, type, standards, design);

. earthworks (eg volumes of cuts and surplus fill, minimisation of haulage distance);

. drainage (eg ðoncrete side drains within cuts, kerb and gutter system and longitudinal pipe
system in fill areas, culverts, bridges, sediment basins and wetlands); and

. rehabilitation and landscape treatment.

Design and details of drainage (eg culverts, sedimentation basin) were not clear in.the figures, but
it is likely that this was a task for the later and more detailed design phase. Sites of drainage
discharged, although not described in this section, were referred to in the impact assessment
section with a figure illustrating possible locations.

Of the 11 areas of proposal description presented in Table (6), 8 were addressed (72?). Areas
omitted included cõnstruction proèesses, materials required and their transport, safety during
construction, and property accesi required. Waste was briefly implied with regard to surplu.s fill,
but there was no-refèrence to nature and quality of this fill, possible uses, and possibility of
contamination. Although construction details were not incorporated, it was noted in the ER that
this would be divided inlo several separate contracts, and it was not possible to provide information
on specific locations for compounds, storage areas, and traffic movements. However, some issues
were^ addressed such as working time limits, blasting processes, machinery used, and estimated
number of construction compounds.

Table 6: Proposal Description performance in the
Draft EIS for the Southern Expressway Proposal

Proposal Addressed?

Size
Land use requirements
Lavout
Desiqn
Costs
Production processes & rate of production nla

construction timinq and duration
construction process
materials required and their transport
saf etV
propertv access (mav include numbers of workers-visits)
tvpe of wastes produced and management

Score:
B
7?/o

* preliminary design only
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Other inadequacies included:

. lack of information on services to be relocated such as an existing police station which was
moved to make way for the Expressway, and which had its own impacts;

. no information on operating costs for traffic management;

. no information on maintenance requirements or costs;

. no information on the project life or capacity;

. lack of design for wetlands, or least anidea of what they might look like;

. lack of infoimation on size and design of sedimentation basins. Some details should have been
available given that it was known what the capacity of these basins was.

Criterion 2.1.3: Was there an outline of the policy framework and legislation which was relevønt
to the planning and. decision making process for the proposal? This criterion was graded at B_-4,

Performance iñ this criterion was higher than all other case studies. Of the 18 legislative-policy
areas presented in Table (7), 14 were addressed (77Vo). A list of legislation to be complied was
summãrised upfront, and included additional requirements such as the Highways Act 1926, the
Local Government Act 7934, Dangerous Substances Act 1979, and Pollution of Water by Oils and
Noxious Substances Act 1987. Omissions in this list related to noise and fauna protection, and
although legislation was outlined upfront, there was a lack of detail about which aspects required
compliance.

Table 7: Policy and legislative framework addressed
for the Southern Expressway Proposal

Legislative or Policy Framework Addressed?

Hrannrng Planninq Act requirements eo EIA process, Section 7 notices)
Development Act requirements 1993
Development Plan

General

Environmental
Protection

Environmental Protection Act 1993 (eg wastes, pollution policies)

Coast Protection Act 1972 nla

Clean Air Requlations 1969
Environment Protection (lmpact of Proposals) Act 1974 (crh) nla

Fauna,

Parks, Veget.
Fauna (eq Endanqered Species Protection Act 1992)

Native Vegetation (eg Native Vegetation Management Act 1985; Native Vegetation
Act 1991)
Parks and Wilderness (Public Parks Act 1943, National Parks and Wildlife AcI1972;
Wilderness Protection Act 1992)
Animal and Plant Control Act 1986

Lano & vvaler Land management (eg Pastoral Land Management and Conservation Act 1989;
Pastoral Land Manaqement Act 1989);

nla?

Soil (eq Soil Conservation and Land Care Act 1989) (ElS in prep. prior to this Act)

Water (eq Water Resources Act 1990; Catchment Water Management Act 1995)
Land Acquisitions Act 1969
Fire (eq Country Fires Act 1989) (ElS in prep. prior to this Act)

Hentage Aboriginal Heritage (eg Aboriginal Heritage Act 1979, or 1988; Aboriginal and Torress
Strait lslander Heritaqe Protection Act 1987 (Cth)
European Heritage (eg National Trust of SA Act 1

Heritaqe Act 1993; State Heritage Register)
955; SA Heritage Act 1978,

Heann-!'atety Health Standards (eg WHO, Health
Protection Association; Public and

Act; guidelines lnternational Radiation
Environmental Health Act 1987)

Noise Standards (Noise Control Act 1976-1977 and subsequent replacements)
Explosives policies/legislation (eg Explosives Act 1939, SAA Explosives Code
AS2187 1979)

Score 1418
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Description of the Environment

Criterion 2.2.1: Have the main environmentøl categories been øddressed in the description of the
environment? This criterion was graded at A. As demonstrated in Table (8), of 20 possible
environmental categories, all were addressed (100%). One factor not included in the table, but
which was addresseã in the ER was the existing traffic situation which was also good, and later in
the impact assessment section, reference was made to future traffic volumes with and without the
Expressway. There was also reference to land contamination which is not included in Table (8).

Criterion 2.2.2: Is the level of detail sbout the environrnent adequate for an informed
øssessmenf? This criterion was graded at B. As demonstrated in Table (8),757o of the
environmental categories had adequate detail. Some points to note included:

. climatic data appeared superfluous and better reference to its relevance to the proposal and its
impacts should'Ïave been made. There was also a lack of _reference to problems of cross
wiñds of sunglare for drivers, and lack of reference to potential floodings;

. it may have been useful to portray potential soil erosion hots,pots in an illustration

. there was no reference to significance of geology and soils of the area;

. statistics on nutrient and heavy metal concentrations was good, but there was no reference to
how significant they were and what their implications were.

Table 8: Performance in the Description of the Environment
in the Southern Expressway Environment Report

Environment Category 7 , J 4 5

Terrain-landforms
Climate
Air qualitv
Hvdroloov
Soils (and erosion)
Native veoetation
Pest plants-diseases spread
Fauna
Fire risk zones
Residential land use
Demoqraphics (population, economy, etc)

Conservation parks, Reserves land use
Business, industry, mininq, etc land use

Aqricultural land use
Recreation-tourism landuse
lnfrastructure, services landuse
Non-Aborioinal Heritaqe
Aboriqinal Heritaqe
Landscape Qualitv
Noise

Score (/20) n
100%

15
75Y"

4
20"/"

I
40y"

2
1ú/o

Key: l=environment category addressed; 2=adequate level of detail; 3=reference to future environments (without the

project); 4=reference to significance of environment; 5=reference to sensitivitylcapacity of environment to absorb

impacts.

On the positive side, detail was generally good and to the point. For instance:

. the acknowledgment of uncertainty about identifying native grasses was good;

. good use of photographs to illustrate existing visual environment;

. ihere was a good description of rivers and drainage depression locations; in addition to
information oñ base flows and yields from catchment for the Sturt river. Again, reference to
uncertainty for other rivers due to lack of base line data was good;
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. the discussion on fauna was not restricted to land-based fauna, and included reference to

and standards
ood with a division into zones and description of
visualisation of impacts easier;
ntification of bird species

the point, which contrasts with the A-C which
r, the information lacked statements about the

t assessment (ie so what if the population is of a
relatively low age group).

Criterion 2.2,3: Wøs there a descriptíon of future environments (without the proiect) and
conclusions about the signiftcance aid sensitivity of the environmenf? This criterion was graded
at E. As indicated in Table (8),

. reference to future environments (without the project) was addressed in 20Vo of cases which is
unsatisfactory;

. reference to ihe significance of the environment was made in 407o of cases; and

. reference to the sensitivity or capacity of the environment was made in I07o of cases.

Criterion 2.2,4: Is the affected environment defined broadly enough to include all potentially
rmediate construction site, snd is this boundary

t E-D. The study area ìvvas defined only so far as

given nor an approximate area for assessment
This boundary is considered insufficient given

ries through rivers and through air quality.
roader impacts and benefits rwere assessed in a

regional context.

Impact Assessment

Criterion 2.3.1: Have øll the maior direct impacts been addressed in
description of impacts, and was the level of detail sfficient for an info
criteriòn was- graded at A. As demonstrated in Table (9), performance w
reference to thè major impact categories with 957o addressed.

Criterion 2,3.2: Does the description of impøcts have an adequøte level of detøil? This criterion
was graded at C-8. The impacl assessment was succinct and clearly 

^stated 
where impacts were

apparent and significant for most cases. There were some limitations as follows:

a vegetation: despite a good outline of existing vegetation in the environmental description,.it
wa"s not clear in the impact assessment section exactly how many trees, shrubs or grasses would
be removed as a result-of the Expressway. Moreover, a letter from a local conservation grouq

e Environment indicated a stand of rare and
(Euc. porosa, Euc. microcarpa, Pittosporum
the impact section. There also appeared to be
which \was a concern of the Department's
in the guidelines were not complied with such

as impacts of increased vehicle emissions, changes.to impacts of new
species, impacts on population stability or regeneration
tând valuès: therè was a lack of detail about the land values for
properties immediately adjacent to the route, includin devalued. This
was also a concern of the DHUD;
water quality: although there was a good summary of studies which_illustrated pollutants from
road ruäoff, [h"r" waJa lack of studies directly relevant to the South Australian situation, and

g conducted to identify a base line in order to

an issue, but there v/as no attempt to assess the
cted, including the impacts of dislocation and
t was very brief and lacked sufficient detail for

an informed assessment;
access: this appeared to be simply a description of provisions for access in the proposal rather
than an assessment of reduced access per se.

a

a
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trridge construction: there was no reference to the particular impacts associated with bridge
construction, although were implied with the reference to sedimentation problems;
demography: as for the Adelaide-Crafers proposal, much of the demographic information
indicatìng which population groups might be affected was not utilised in the impact assessment
section, and the data thus appeared to be superfluous.

Table 9: Performance in the identifTcation of impacts in the
Environmental Report for the Southern Expressway Proposal

Impact Category Addressed?

Landfo
saf etv
Propertv acquisition
Residential Amenitv (qualitv of life)

Land Values
Production Values
Hvdroloqv (water qualitv and drainage)
Non-Aboriqinal Heritaqe
Aboriqinal Heritaqe
Veqetation
Fauna
Tourism-Recreation
Visual lmpacts (& landscape quality)

Noise
Air qualitv (dust, vehicle emissions)
Fire
Wastes
Pest Plants & Diseases
Soil Erosion
Access (impacts on local traffic &
dislocation))
'Wide Road Syndrome' (increased access-
dev.)

Score: (/21)
95%
20

Apart from these concerns, performance was generally good, with good detail on -hydlology.in
teims of both drainage and water quality, use of a community workshop to identify social
concerns, and good use of standards and guidelines for impacts such as air quality, and noise.
Assumptions of worst-case scenarios and use of conservative estimates was also good.

Criterion 2.3.3: Have impacts which are less obvious been outlined including indirect, secondary,
antl cumulative impacti, in addition to interreløtionships between impacts? This criterion was
graded at E. There were some strong points. For example, with reference to:

. broader factors such as the wide road syndrome and improved access;

. secondary effects of traffic displacement and impacts on business trade which relies on traffic;

. cumulative impacts of water pollution;

. constraints on future urban development due to noise impacts; and

. the greenhouse phenomenon whicñ was not addressed in the earlier Adelaide-Cr{erq proposal
ElS]However, lreenhouse did not become a sil il the 1990s with the launch
of the Australiañ National Greenhouse Res which was a response to the

United Nations Framework Convention on became operational in 1994
(Commonwealth of Australia 1998).

But these were not sufficient to raise the grade because of several limitations. For example, there
w¿ìs:

. lack of detail on greenhouse impacts. The assessment was restricted to a statement that the
road would improve greenhouse gas emissions due to more efficient speeds and less stopping,
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yet did not consider the potential for the road acting as a catalyst for greater numbers of
vehicle used - and hence greater emissions;

. lack of reference to indiiect and secondary effects of increased tourism. Although the road
was stated to improve tourism access, and was thus a beneficial impact, there was no reference
to the broader impacts of increased tourism on a sensitive environment;

. no assessment ofbroader impacts of facilitating industrial development by improving access;

. lack of acknowledgement of potential for inc:eased traffic volumes as a result of the road;

. lack of reference tó cumulative impacts of new road combined with existing road network.

. lack of reference to services which required relocation and the indirect impacts associated with
new sites. For instance, rare grasses were lost in Laffers Triangle due to site preparations for a

new police station which was p existing station removed for the
Expreìsway. This was an indireci and was an impact which occurred
priõr to the completion of the Env was no reference to these indirect
impacts in the ER.

A significant omission related to the 'wide r
major public and government controversy for
facilitates increased development pressures).
potential was in fact noted as a benefit and objectiv_t
new developments, and to facilitate greater flow of tourists to the Fleurieu Peninsula). A public
newsletter ôn the proposal stated thãt'people who have previously not c-onsidered liuing down
south will re-toniide, because the commuting distance and time will be reduced with the
expresswa considered a nt, for the Adelaide-
Ciafers pr gative effect cause for concern.
Moreove?, potential for was limited, and like
the Adelai was simply agencies responsible
for zoning and development controls.

Criterion 2.3.4: Has there been an adequate attempt to evaluate significance of impact? This
criterion was graded at E. As demonstrated in Table (10):

CASES;

ASES;

n I5%o of cases;
ed in 20Vo of cases;
ough implied in some cases;
of cases;
f cases.

257o of cases;
ssed in 27Vo of cases; and
s addressed in lj%o of cases.

This made a combined grade of 327o which is unsatisfactory.

Alternatives

Criterion 2.4.1 Have alternatives been outlined, and the decision-making process for or against
these alternatives been summarísed and justified? This criterion was graded at B. Alternatives at

the broader level were outlined in Chapter Five of the ER in the Chapter on 'Project Development'
which noted that a number of optioni had already been considered by the Department. These
broader options included:

. do nothing;

. public transport facility such as light rail or busway in the corridor;

. upgrade/widen Main South Road; and

. development of a new road corridor'

The fifth option which was the preferred option was considered the most flexible and attractive
alternative to commuters.

The rationale against each of the remaining options was transparent, clearly prege¡ted and argued,
but based primarily on whether or not the project goals were accomplished rather than
environmental factois (ie which had the least e tvironment impact). Moreover, the rationale for
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each was not necessarily agreed to by all participants in the process (eg public submissions
supporting public transport).

Table L0: Performance in the evaluation of irnpact signifltcance
in the Environmental Report for the Southern Expressway Proposal

Søatiøl-Temporal All eo i øti on- Pr ob øb ilitu Thr e sho I il s - C er t øintv
I 2 3 4 5 tt I ö Y ìU

Landforms
Driver safety
Propertv acquisition irp6sd

Land Values
Production Values
Hydrology
Non-Aboriq. Heritage
Aboriginal Heritage

Veqetation
Fauna
Tourism-Recreation
Visual lmpacts
Air quality
Noise lmplred

Fire

Wastes
Pest Plants, etc
Soil eros. contamin rmplreo

Access (local traffic) nla?

Wide Road Syndr Na'l

Score: of 20
11

55%
14
70o/.

3
15%

4
20%

0 16
B0%

5
25%

5
25o/"

5/18
27"/"

2
1æ/"

Key: 1= magnitude of impact; 2= direction of impact; 3= geographical extent of impact; 4= duration and frequency of
impact; 5= reversibility of impact; 6= impact mitigation potential; f= probability of impact; 8- public or government

concern levels; 9= thresholds, standards or guidelines referred to; 10= levels of certainty or confidence

Like the other case studies, the do nothing option was justified against using the proposal's
original rationale which related to problems of traffic congestion, delays during peak periods,-lo_ss
of business, decrease in air and noise quality, safety issues, and a future exacerbation of the
problem due to a growing population in the south. The rationale a rt was also
strong and it was ãrgued thaf public transport would not solve the given that
for instance, the majority of people chose private vehicles over p that a new
system would compete with an existing rail line. It was also argued that although public transport
was more energy eÎficient, the low level of patronage indicated that savings in energy consumption
would be minimal. Perhaps if the entire Adelaide public transport system v/as improved

was project, and is a
the lic transport, and
the t today has little
y m which may have

little overall effect. Thus, public transport was not considered a realistic option to reduce the
immediate problems as noteã previously, but provisions for a future public transport facility in the
road corridor were planned for.

The fourth option (upgrade) was noted to have reduced environment impacts because it was
situated in an existing ðorridor, but was justified against for a number of technical reasons (ie 2
lanes each way wouid be required by 2001, requirement for grade separation at intersections,
reduced safety and less efficiency due to gîeater cross traffic and connections, and failure to
address peak þeriods adequately). It was argued that this was only a short-term option, and total
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t of a nev/ road, with substantial disruption to
tter may be significant, the arguments against this
rly given that the environment impacts were less
affic flow would be substantially improved with
ay require property acquisition which may be a
n the ER.

In addition to the broader alternatives, six more specific route alternatives were presented, but as

noted previously, other alternatives were also assessed by the Department prior. to the preparation
of the Environment Report. Like the broader alternatives, the decision-making process which
identified the best of these options was transparent and clear, and was based on both environmental
factors and cost factors. Factors in the assessment comprised:

. cost;. traffic;. ecology;

. land use;

. visual;. amenity/socialissues;. air. quality;
o nolse;. heritage;
. economic; and
. constructability.

There was however, no reference to the earlier decision-making process and factors leading to the
choice of these six options, although a figure in the ER illustrating land owned by the DoT clearly
indicated that the Department was restricted in the alternatives it could seriously consider.
Flexibility was apparent wittr intrusion into the O'Halloran Hill Recreation Park and into part of
the CSIÉO Reseárch Station, but other areas were restricted to land already owned by the
Department. Otherwise the impacts of property acquisition would be substantially greater.

Criterion 2.4.2: Høve alternatives been compared ranked in order of preference for eøch
environmental impact? This criterion was graded at C. No attempt was made to co_mpare and
rank the broader allernatives in terms of environment impact, but this was also the case for most of
the other case studies. However, for the most specific route alternatives, a table was presented which
compared each option based on the factors listed in the previous criterion such as cost, traffic,
ecolõgy and land use, and attempts were made to rank options in the text.

Mitigation & Monitoring

Criterion 2.5,1: Ha.ve mitigøtion measures been identilied where appropriate? This criterion was
graded at B-4. Mitigation was a strong emphasis in the Environmental R
with ttre impact assessment section, in addition to a brief section on envir

(11), of 18 categories, 15
eening, and design factors. Noise criteria used and
of any arterial road in the State, and it was generally
roved environmentally due to extensive landscaping

along the road with associated improvements in visual amenity, fauna habitats, more native
vegetation, and noise reduction.

Criterion 2.5.2 Is the information on mitigation measures sufficiently d.etailed to facilitate
informed assessment about how, when, and the easures? This criterion was
graOea at E. As demonstrated in Table (11), detail tigation measures in terms of
level of difficulty, expense, effectiveness, and certa
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Table Ll: Performance in mitigation and monitoring in the Environmental Report for the
Southern Expressway Proposal (shading=¡ddressed)

Mitisøtion Monitoñnç
1 2 J 4 5 6 7 8 9

Propertv Acquisition
etv

Land Values H

Values
Hydrology

Abo Negor.

Vegetation I, H,
S.A

Fauna A,H

Recreation-Tourism !',U
Visual lmpacts 4,5, U

Air oualitv A,U

Noise A, ö,
D,N

Fire A,U

Waste
Pest Plants & Diseases
Soil Erosion A, U,

D

Access local traffic) t)

Wide Road Svndrome

Score (of 18) 15
B9/"

U u 1

6V"
0 3

2æ/"
U U

Key: 1=mitigation measure identified; 2=mitigation type (TRANSCCEND: Transfer, Rehabilitate, Avoid, NaturaL

Regeneration, Screen, Confine, Compensate, Educate, Negotiate, Design);3=level of mitigation difficulty; 4=level of
mitigation expense; 5=mitigation effectiveness; 6=certainty of mitigation outcome; 7=monito¡ing noted;

8=r¡onitoring details (frequency, duration, and responsibility); 9=contingency plan noted

Criteria 2.6.1 and 2.6.2: Have monitoring &rrangernents been detailed for each impact
category? Is the information on monitoring sufficiently, detaile4l t,o facilitøte øn inþrmed
asselsmbnt about its appropriateness and feedback capabilities? Both criteria were graded at 

-B(refer also Table 11).-- While monitoring ,was noted as a requirement in the Environmental
tails on which aspects were to be monitored was
and more comprehensive EMP). Only 2O7o of
d including driver safety, vegetation and noise
hough the EMP referred to responsibilities and
icular impact categories was lacking.

Communication & Presentation

Methoils €¡ InÍormøtion Sources (Criteriø 2.7,1- ønd 2.7,2)

Criterion 21.I was graded at C and information sources were graded at B. Original field.w.ork
and outline of methõds performed better in this proposal than the other case studies. Origìnal
work was undertaken for ã vegetation survey, archaeological survey, visual impact assessment, land
contamination survey, aquaiic ecosystem survey, noise survey, and fauna survey,, although
generally limited in nature (ie fauna survey conducted over only ? d_uyl). Surveys should perhaps
ñave beên conducted for water quality and air quality, although DENR had already conducted
representative air quality samples in 1994 and 1995. these
briefly outlined for air quality, noise impact, fauna, arc _aquat
and the vegetation survey. There could have been hods

methods or techniques iden
r areas were notably
other case studies.
ces used in the ER i
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Planning Strategy, and existing information on water quality, vegetation, and vehicle emissions,
and air quality.

Criteriø 2.7.3: Were all relevant sections included in the EIS including introduction, conclusion,
technical summary and terms of referenc¿? This criterion was graded at B. All sections were
incorporated including a technical summary, terms of reference, introduction, description of the
envirönment, impact aisessment, alternatives, project description, impact assessment, environmental
management section, and a conclusion.

Criterion 2.7.4: Was the information logically arranged in sections and the locøtíon of important
contents of index? ded at C. Although the
d (ie environment de impact assessment), the
presented throughout slightly convoluted and

disjointed in parts which made reading difficult, and ion. For instance, some

of ihe information on air quality suðh as the effects of particular air pollutants should perhaps
have gone in the impact ng management measures

for roãd operation ñray the proposal. _Similarly,
forecast traffic predictio been presented earlier to
support the ratiônale for assessment section.

Criterion 2.7.5: Was informøtion comprehensible to the non-specialist, and were technical terms
adequately sourced?

å"':"Ïïi'.'i:l å'ffi:
instance, and lack of

e how it affects human or ecological health in
the Adelaide-Crafers proposal, the use of visual

the visual environment, and an extensive number
design and noise contours for instance.

a number of studies were referred to (eg for
rts, it was not always clear where the information

came from, but this was only a minor problem.

Criterion 2.7,6: Was the statement presented as an integrated whole, and where summaries of
data were presented in separately-bou the text? This
criterion wâs graded at B. 

- 
The ER itse but there were

several other 6ackground reports which or included as

appendices (eg thJarchaeolôgical survey, veget maries of these

reports were evident in the ER.

Criterion 2.7.7: Was the document of an appropriate length for the task (ie not voluminous with
excess datø, but not too short with lack of deta
was not voluministic despite being one of the I
lack of detail in some areas, the document coul
more succinct, and information summarised in t
should not be forgotten that this was not a full EIS, but simply an internal Environment Report
which was not perhaps as comprehensive.

Criteria 2.7.8: Was there an appropriate emphøsis on the key issues in the EIS wíth a lack of
bias ín presentation ? This criterion was
appropriate to the task, although there was
ecónomic impacts. Nonetheless, many of
noise impacts, visual impacts and access p
quality and major i
poteniially with ro
underempha improvement which was of some cause for concern,
in addition ed with the 'wide road syndrome' and effects of
increased tourism, commercial activity and residential development.

Criterion 2.7.9: Was there a lack of bias in the conclusions møde and were these conclusions
appropriately based on the information presented in the Draft PIS çf the inþrmation itse.lf
tãi:teã bias)? This criterion was graded at B. There appeared to be no major bias_ in the
conclusions'made on the impacts, oi about the route options. The only problems related to the
assumptions that the road was the only solution, and the bias against an upgrade or public

Southern Expressway
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transport (although as noted previously this latter was outside the project ,scope - to. improve
overall patronage). Moreover, a preferred option was identified which initself indicates bias.

Levels of Controversy

Public controversy about the EIS quality was evident but it was not high q\e the Cherry,Gardens
or Adelaide-Crafers proposals. Twb comments were highly critical of the ER, whilst the Southern
Transport Communiiy Coalition (STCC) was dequate arguments for- the^

need ior the proposai and treatment of the pub of concern was the lack of
requirement for ã full EIS rather than a lesser Individual comments were
as follows:

Southern Expressway

'As a resident of Trott Park my comment of the Expressway Plan and Environment Report is

that is an illconceived and deceptive report... The credibility of the claims and indeed the whole
project raises serious concerns when it is noted firstly that the Government of today refuses to
carry out a full and independent Environment Impact Study on the project'. (The claim that the

report was 'ill conceived and deceptive' was vehemently opposed by Maunsells).

'The STCC is concerned about the ready admission and acceptance of the impacts of the

Southern Expressway, for example, on the trade of small businesses along Main South Road;

the increase in noise pollution in some areas; and the disruption and damage to the cultural
heritage of the Kaurna people specifically in relation to the Sturt Triangle (or Laffer's
Triangle).'

'I believe this report to be a cynical and completely inadequate response to quite justifiable
requests by many people in the community for a properly conducted and fully independent
E.I.S.'

Government controversy \¡/as similar to public controversy, although less emotive. Prior to the
public release of the ER, a draft was commented on by the DHUD, and most concerns were
äddressed in the final version. Some of the concerns related to insufficient detail on construction
impacts (duration/extent), and inadequate treatment of land value imp_acts. A. draft version was
also commented on by the Transport Department's Environmental Unit which noted that the
vegetation assessment- was well documented, with the exception of grasses and herbs. Later
coñcerns by the EIA Branch of DHUD related to the insufficient treatment of Aboriginal_heritage
issues, limited attention paid to public transport, lack of description of noise barriers, and limited
treatment of environment management. Another government agency also noted problems with_

the noise assessment. It was stãted that the '...sections and diagrams dealing with existing and
predicted noise lev ts are dfficult to interpret as -they are not well written or
presented.' This so concerned about the lack of information about plans for
stormwater after the basin, and the inadequate treatment of the greenhouse issue:

'V/hile air quality along the proposed Expressway may meet most current legislative
requirements, it would appear that the global impact of additional greenhouse gas emissions
resulting from increased vehicle use has not been considered. The Environmental Report
suggests that current traffic will be shared between the existing roads and the proposed
Expressway. International experience, however, has demonstrated that the provision of new
roads leads to increased vehicle use, with commuters abandoning public transport in favour of
private vehicles. Overall, fhe Report does not adequately consider the role and importance of
public transport as a viable, long-term alternative to private commuter transport.'

OPENNESS AND COMMITMENT TO CONSULTATION

Attitude

Criterion 3.1,1: Is a genuine desire for consultation demonstrated by the proponent? This
criterion was graded ãt g-4. fh argued.by the
proponent to be one of the largest years since the
òrifinal announcement of the pro ays _argued^ for
inslance, that the consultation progr conducted for a
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single road project in Sou be best to describ
the 'longesd pêriods of c give_n that much
was on ãffected individu han broader-scale
consultation (ie direct mailing and approaches directly affected,
public meetings rvere not held).

In addition to information releases for the proposal in the mid 1980s through information
bulletins, information on the broader southern region transport plan was also distributed in 1985

to give the broader picture to the development, includirg public transport imqrovements.
Geñuniness of consultátion is reflected in part by the extensive use of techniques, early initiation
of consultation, and direct contact with affected landowners. Some community members were also
p ment to tation m
p Ltd proj rePorted
t fhe co also rec
Gold Serif Award for 'Community Commun by the
Communicators, and was described by the judging panel as 'innovative, refreshing, well-
researched and planned'. The community was assured in the media that'... that the,co,ncerns of
...residents are-being taken seriously into consideration', and that any preferred alignments
outlined were subject to review.

However, consultation was genuine only insofar as improving the project and mitigating impacts as

opposed to consultation tõ determine whether or nol the proj_ect should p_roceed. Although
eiiensions for public submissions ,were also provided to 2 January 1996 for conservation
organisations whb were unaware of the ER, it was ui$g this extension that
'..lat you are no doubt aware construction of the This leaves little room
for públic influence given that this statement wa er the end of the public
exhibition period (letter in DoT August 1996).

Criterion 3.1.2: Has the proponent demonstrated openness to considering all possible alternatives
raised throughout the whole process? This criterion was graded at D-C. The proponent_appeared
open to considering different-options posed during the process. Maunsells noted that although a
pieferred route waõ presented in the ER, it was not considered final due to the public exhibition
stage. Examples of openness to considering options included:

. the alignment in Trott Park-O'Halloran Hill suburbs which was re-evaluated during public
exhibition of the ER due to concerns about proximity of the road to residences;

. the consideration of contraflow lanes similar to the existing road, but this justified against
given Main South Road could cater for opposite direction traffic to peak flow;

. openness to providing cycling facilities with design in consultation with cyclists;

. willingness to bypass any sensitive Aboriginal heritage locations;

. consideration of six options for Sturt Triangle which were proposed to be discussed with the
Aboriginal Kaurna Heritage Committee;

. as a result of liaison with EPA, the department considered incorporating flexibility into the
design of noise barriers so that they could be retrofitted in the event that noise criteria were
exceeded.

The Department was not, e or public transport
options, and were probably ic commitment to the
pioject. Openness was als þf tlg ledfo-rd park
iìesidents Àssociation to m f Bedford Park.

Timing of EIA (criteria 3.2.1,-3.2.4)

The main points in this category are:

. Integration with Conception (phase i): This criterion was graded at E. There appears_to have
been no integration of environmental factors with the conception of the proposal which began
in part with the MATS plan in the 1960s. A corridor was p_rovided_ and a decision made to
buijd a road to alleviate õongestion and associated problems. It does, however, depend on how
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one defines the environment, and this congestion initself can be considered an
'environmental' issue (ie associated air and noise pollution, driver stress and safety).

Integration Pl
of integration
studies, given
internal enviro
demonstrated by the sequence of investigations for the project comprising:

. finalisation of planning in August 1995;

. site investigations

. environmental studies in August to October 1995

. ER exhibition

. commence construction.

after the planning phase which indicates that
is however, difficult to judge this accurately

he proposal was deferred, and given that many
distinguishable from less formal environmental

investigations.
component of I
preparation of
(also given that I

Integration Design (phase iii): This criterion was graded at B-4. Integration with design was

also*difficult to ãsseìs, and the evaluation must rely on statements by consultants in the
Environmental Assessment and Concept Development report that environmental factors were
taken into account in the design procesi. Featrres such as sedimentation basins, noise barriers
and landscaping were all identified in the EIA process, and were all Pa{t _o.f 

the design process
(as also indicated by their presence at the construction stage) which -indicates that EIA was

Howe s from the Environmental
after commenced which raises
final s. Nonetheless, based on

red to

graded at C. As for the Adelaide-Crafers
s, EMIPS, there is a much greater chance of

EIA process
ion measures
ere did not a

environmental accidents or problems during with the ex
about dust and noise during construction, and as indicated by the reports prepared by.the
contractor, the information stemming from the EIA process appeared to be well integrated into
construction. Performance would be better if additional resources were given to the
Environment group within the Department for auditing performance, and for following uP

the effectivenless 
-of 

the EIA information and of management during construction and

operation. This information could then be fed into future projects. Much of the information
aÈout environment management gained during construction can be lost as the project is
completed and the contractor moves on (unless the contractor is used frequently on different
projects).

Criterion 3.2.5: Has public consultation been undertaken as early øs practically possíble prior to
the release of the Draft EIS? This criterion was graded at B-4. Consultation was early,_and
undertaken eïen beforê the official EIS requirement with the first public information bulletin
published in January 1986.

Approach

Criterion 3.3.7: Have a wide range of techniques been used for public consultation? (eg review
panels, consultative groups, local workshops
hotlines, displays)? This criterion was graded
consultation, and in addition to meetings, the a
stated that the project team had '...steered away
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founcl them to be an outdated, and often counte,r productive, approach to identilying key issues of
-community 

concern' Techniques used included:

. information bulletins and newsletters distributed through direct letterboxing, government

agencies, police stations and politician's offices;
. u"fr". hotiine with interpretative services for 14 different languages, and computer database to

record issues;
. in route;
. vi n of road;
. lo al (Roadside 88FM)
. a was taken to shopping centres with access to staff to discuss the

proposal.
. i-ull focus and design workshops for invited community members;
. meetings with local councils;
. petsonãl visits to groups (eg Bedford Park Residents Association);
. briefings to conseivation oiganisations and Aboriginal communities;
. media contact;
. Value Management workshop;
. workshops on bicycle and pedestrian issues;
. formal public submissions; and
. informal correspondence.

Of the 1l approaches to participation presented in Table (12),7 were used, which is less than for
the AdelaidËCrafers próposali and is probably a result of the 'one-on-one' approach. Public

Association, Marion Riding Club, Friends of O'Halloran Hill Recreation Park, walking groups),
lonservatioá group. (eg Grãenpeace, Friends of the Earth, Peo_ple-.for Public Transport, Australian
Conservation Fouñdatiõn), and State and Federal Members of Parliament.

Table 12: Public participation techniques adopted by ETSA for the Adelaide-Crafers Highway
Proposal (baseã in pait on Westman's 1985 five-scale participation model and Glasson et al

t994)

Criterion 3.3,2: Was the proponent witling to, and did they release inþrmation to t\e pub_lic.b_oth

throughout the EIA process, and been made (eg record. of ,decision,
moniioring, auditíng'reports)? Th t C._ Transparency during.the project
*as g"neräly very good with publ and newsletters produced regularly.

Aøøroøch
Public
Power P øt ti ciø øti o n T e chni q u e s Adopted?

Delegated Authority High Review boards (established for project, although can be permanent
boards)

Joint Planning Moderate Communitv Consultative groups, advisory committees
Structured WorkshoPs

Consultation Low Public Meetinqs or hearinq
Personal lnterviews*
Formal oublic submissions
Questionnaires
lnformal Correspondence ( outside formal submissions)**

lnformation Nit Telephone Hotlines
Public Disolavs
Media Notices

*can also become a means for joint planning, but is dependent on pfoponent attitude. In ETSA's case, landowners had

an ability to influence the location of the final route, thus indicating a degree ofjoint planning, although ETSA did not

have to abide by landowner concerns or requests. **can also mean simple information-provision depending on content

of materials. Often the correspondence ETSA involved standard letters information about the
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There were also some concerns that documents such as the risk assessment, EMPs, and audits were

,åi prtfìôiv released tô fácilitate greater accountability in the construction pro^cesses, in addition

to the biased nature olthe informaíion in the newsletteis towards the positive effects of the PJojgc.t'

and the successful nátu." of planning and consultation. There was no room for dissent in this

information, despite the fact that cont
surprising given- that maintenance of
apparent from the government. oppg
newspaper 'promoting the Liberal
newspaper' .

Criterion 3.3.3: Were resources and time tables

eframes were flexible given
on-making. Flexibility was
during the dry season Prior

Level of Controversy about Openness

ging from those appreciative of
ss. 

-However, it should be noted
ent's own information brochures
for dissent in these PamPhlets.

orting the Process:

The Highways Department believed that most people 'appreciated being infbrmed about the

project' at thã early public information brochure stage in mid to late 1980s.

,What amazes me is that we in the local community know so much about what is about to

happen on the road - sometimes I know more than the people working on the road because of
thó ietters and newspapers I receive from the pro ect people'

Southern ExPresswaY

tion Summary Report was also transparent, although there
n for all alterhativès in the ER. It was noted in one media
likely that as many kilometres of paper has been used on
actual distance the road will cover..' .

The DoT noted that the communication approach was 'applauded by the Sheidow Park and

Trott Park Residents Association'. In this regard the Residents Association stated '."from the

very beginning the meetings have been conducted in as open a manner as possible' '.. This

typã of lubliclonsultation is a giant step in the right direction - it's certainly new age and I
wäulO hope to see this communications approach adopted more broadly in all community

issues.'

Comments for those critical of the process v/ere as follows:

,...the community consultation process has been an exercise in public relations rather than

consultation. Móst people I know or have spoken to don't see any point in participating in a

consultation process-whèn the inevitable conclusion is that the people in control of the project

will proceed irresPective.

,The allowance of approximately 3 weeks public review of the Environmental Report is

grossly insufficient fõi the community to examine the implications of a project which is as

important as this one.'

.Instead of proper and respectful community consultation we have a small group of ultra

conservatives pãndering tolobby groups who will irrevocably harm the built environment of
out city.'
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,The STCC are concerned that the community has not participated in the decision to construct

the Southern Expressway. The STCC dispute that the consultation process conducted so far

has been true and proper paficipation in decision-making'

A 5UV radio broadcast also indicated some controversy about consultation including a

community protest meeting:

MURCH...V/ell, have the local residents been consulted on this?

KANCK...I don't know if local residents have been consulted at all. Certainly the people north

of Darlington haven't, and the people in both...both Marion Rd and South Rd are going to get

enormous problems. And wè've already entitled it the "Darlington chokeway", because

anything north of ...Darlington is going to become worse once these extra cars get on the road.

MURCCH...And also it's going to go across waterways and possibly Aboriginal sites'

KANCK...Well, that's of great concern, and that's in the Laffer's ...Triangle area, and that's

what the local people...why the local people are organising that protest rally on Sunday for that

particular site, beiause they have spent, I don't know five years or so bringing that site much

more back to its original value. They've cleaned it up.'.

MURCH...But have the Aboriginal people actually been consulted about going through...

KANCK..My understanding is that they were not consulted at all. It was simply a

Government decision and it's being imposed on everyone."'

It should be noted however, that this report \ilas partly inaccurate given that the Aboriginal
community was consulted about the project in 1991. Government controversy appeared to be

non-existing about the consultation process (or at least not documented).

PROPONENT RESPONSIVENESS

Alternatives-Weighting

Criterion 4.1.1: Was the 'best' alternative adopted in the EIS based on the øvailable information
ond odtqrote rationale given for the selection o-[ th9 prefe.rred option? This criterion was_ graded

at C-8. 'Like the otherðase siudies, this is a difficult criterion to assess. In the broader and longer
term context, the 'best' option would be travel demand management and the creation of an

extensive and efficient publìc transport system which would attract greate-r_number of commuters'
and hence reduce trarriô congestioi assoóiated *,lllu3ltü!iri,".Iîti"H;,I;iïh::ïlf#:1""i''o;

is criterion. Moreover, like the Adelaide-Crafers
e upgrade option, although not
the better option in terms of
details on the degree in which

n and travel delays.

In terms of the more specific route alternatives þ99n a.dggte.d

with Routes N2 and Sj which partly reflects th (13) which is
e second best
However, the

(ie less property acquisitions, less severance
s in some areas), also had some substantially

t such as visual impacts from the raised viaduct
e interviews conducted in Transport SA, visual
issue, and there was substantial pressure on the

proposals, as opposed to environment issues
. Moreover, in addition to a substantial cost

constructing the viaduct over Main South Road
were considered to be significant. Thus, the next best option Route N2 was chosen because it had
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lesser severance impacts than Option Nl. Noise and for
N2 than Nl. Similãrly, of the three southern route een

ðho."n as reflected iñ table (13), although differ not

substantial.

Table 13: Assessment of corridor performance based on information in the Environmental--- n"p"itfor the Southern Exfressway proposal (shading represents 'best' option)

option in terms of cost factors).

Procedural & Substantive Changes

estigations and/or the public consultatìon process
s iilentffied (process changes)? This criterion was
a Table summarising public issues and proponent
nature of the response to public submissions (ie not
were apparent included for instance:

. further Aboriginal heritage surveys were conducted in consultation with local.aboriginal
communities and the Aboiiginal Affai.s Minister in response to information provideg t9 jl9
i,"purt-"nt about an Aborifinal site along the corridor wnicn had not been found in the 1991

survey;

. invitation of Bedford Park Resident's Association to attend design workshops in response to

their comments on the ER and proposal. This influenced design of the Sturt River bridge,

batter design and landscaping (DoT August 1996);

. further investigation of road alignment in Trott Park which was accepted by the adjacent

communities (DoT August 1996);

. further noise models established during public exhibition;

. appointment by Maunsell of acoustic consultant to undertake assessmen-t -of probable

cänstruction nôir", establishment of neu construction noise criteria and longer term
monitoring of noise, following consultation with the EPA about noise issues'

N1. N2 N3* S1
qt s3*

cost
traffic
ecoloqv unclear preference

land use
visual
amenitv/social
air oualitv
nolse
heritaqe

no

economlc unclear preference
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Extensions were also given for public comment on the ER, and where requested, individuals and

ãio"p. were included"on the mailing list for the provision of information which demonstrates

flexibility and responsiveness.

criterion 4.2.2: wøs the proiect chønged on ,n 
å,rfl3,í:i{"{{K:i{r!:i1"'ff{y::{f.i,"#T

it was announced that where previously the
etween suburbs with the road going over Lander

east of alignment,
'l and noise impa

However, in July 1996, a change was announced following
evaluation of all-options. It was subsequently decide.d.that the r
ihun un¿"t, and the road became similar tó the original alignment announced March 1995 to
lessen the proximity to residences. Reasons for the change included:

. reduced volume of hard rock excavation and hence less disruption to community during

. 
construction; 

;

. grades;
a

available open space;
. provides a 'solution which is cost effective ¡ large"

Table L4: Changes to the Southern Expressway proposal

Nature of Change Details

Number of Chanqes a 3?

Type of Changes a

a

minor realignment near Lander Road
provision of Aboriginal access, training and monitoring, etc
onger term monitoring of norse
plus other mtnor design changes such dù bicycle provtstons, bridge and

which were not documented

Change Significance a mtnor

Timing of Change a after Environmental Report and community consultation

lnitiator of Change Department in response to community consultation

t grounds where appropriate. Other changes
noise monitoring noted previously, and the

Heritage Committee including provisions for a

,.ì'i:i": å åïä'ï" î ;l-:'".jìl:i"frT i ii"iT::#?,
documented, and hence were unable to be assessed.

the overall context of the project. Nonetheless,
er solution such as no-go, public transport or an
there did not appear to be a need to make any
epartment was reluctant to adopt suggestions for
their response to community issues for minor

dscaping requirements).
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Criterion 4.2.3: Did the proponent demonstrate learning.from the EIA proc.ess resulti-ng.in

lirä"iãl rc iircrnal policies- or processes? There was insufficient information to grade this

criterion.

Level of Controversy about Responsiveness

r completion of the EIA the
ndalism", and that the '.,. too

much of a hurry to buitd the Southern Expressway, and local environmen time

to raise the alarm.'

mmary earlier that public submissions were low,
ch in iurn was indicative of low opposition to the

planning has b hous-inç-and
ie tandscaping road. Thus,
y about thè pio was not high

Southern ExpresswaY
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Transport Project Case StudY 4

RUNWAY EXTENSION

Airport Runway Bxtension
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THEPROPOSAL & ITS CONTEXT

Airport Runway Extension

The Projectrs HistorY

Adelaide's Airport, which is 759 hectares and I

kilometres from the Central Business District,

for a new major airport in Adelaide was being
t never eventuated. At the same time, a

on the current Adelaide airport and its ability
limited nature of the airport's capacity to exp
location which was surrounded by residential
1 983).

irport within the
.politically and
t was also stated
if a need was identified to extend the existing

ed by the Department of Aviation:

'It is feasible that social and economic pressures to have the airport's main runway
emand or aircraft requirements and that

social and economic demands to
nment and the West Beach Trust
the social and economic costs of

1983: p82).

If the need was identified, options proposed in the early 1980s for Tapleys Hill Road which was in

ih" *uy of an extension iíclided either a tunnel or a realignment of the road to meet with Military
Road (Department of Aviation 1983).

In March 1990 a report instigated by the Director-General of Transport indicated that

international air traffic had been rapidly increas
increased tourism and volumes in air cargo (D
Australia, however, air traffic, including freight,

State's development, and as a result, a working
the need for an extension of the main runway

The existing airport utilised the shortest ru
considered insufficient for fully-laden freighte
freight to any apore
through other ich re
delivery timin of Pe
from South A to the
improve competitiveness in internationa
intèrnational passenger numbers. It was

'In terms of the efficient use of available resources, economic benefits to the South

Australian community will exceed costs, and it will be better off if the development
erating expenditure at the airport, and the
ase in tourism expenditure and increased
ubstantial flow-on impacts on the State

State product, household incomes and
State Government tax revenues is also

he proposed road underpass reduces the
overall economic benefit, but insufficient to affect the positive outcome' (cited in
DoT May 1996: p3:3).
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Airport Runway Extension

In February 1994, 'in-principle' approval was given by State Cabinet to assess development
options for the runway (DoT Mz 1996)'

FAC Concept Study and Project Announcement

?Íì
i"t;

,"ï1,î"ffi 
"'å3iif 

:iJ,?Tiå1"H;.,:?li',ï""1*:
considered unacceptable due to the high social and environmental effects on residential areas to

the north-east of the airport. For lhe preferred south-west extension, four suboptions for
roadworks were proposed to cater for the extension comprising:

. diversion of Tapleys Hill Road;

. diversion of faþleys Hill Road in addition to extension of taxiway to new runway end;

. construction of-underpass for Tapleys Hill Road;

. construction of undeipass for Tãplêys Hill Road in addition to extension of taxiway to new

runway end.

the
ted
nal

$30 million), The underpass would also have ad

the airport to avo tcrY which
third runway. It Commonw
mistakes that hav there were

properties d
runway.' e was not forthcoming_and the commitment was

spite súbst e proposal during the EIA process as a result of
noise impacts (see later discussion).

The Proposal

Major elements of the proposal entailed:

. extension of the main runway by 572 metres to the south-west (extend 200m beyond existing
boundary);. extensioñ'of airport boundary 450 metres beyond the runway extension (navigational and

security reasons);
. extension of existing taxiway;
. deviation of Tapleyi ffitt Road (the preferred option) or construction of underpass;

in addition to:

. replacement of Africaine Road (although originally not planned for);

. coìstruction of new Tapleys Hill Road intersection;

. construction of bridge õver Patawalonga Lagoon for Tapleys Hill Road;
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. relocation of Patawalonga Creek and filling of present Creek course;

. construction of a blast fénce to protect Tapleys-Hill Road users (for deviation option);

. installation of new lights and relbcation of navigational aids,

. construction of new ãrains, access roads and toundary fences;

. relocation of services (eg gas mains, water mains);

. reduction of the height of obstacles at the end of the runway;

. relocation of Baseball Diamonds, Anderson Reserve;

. relocation of German Shepherd Dog Club;

. undergrounding of some transmission lines;

. modif'ícations 
"to South Patawalonga golf Course (initiated as separate project by Urban

Projects Authority) (DoT May 1996)'

o a Federal election and lack of willingness to act
funding was eventually confirmed in

;ä"f i f ',i, så"J#ÎJ"?iflå"1'"ï J:
airport was leased.

late 1996 and the construction of roadworks was

realignment was
ion (MHUD The
ect on the P and
ion-making nted

k and Golf Course were being made by a separate
the runway extension ProPosal.

A¡rport Runway Extension

SUMMARY OF THE EIA & DECISION.MAKING PROCESS

Triggering EIA

The State Cabinet decided on 13 March 1995 that an EIS would probably be required for the

project. The proposal was subsequently evaluated by.the EIA.Branch of the DHUD against criteria
irnd". negulaiion 61 for requiring an EIA. These criteria under the Development Act, which were

based oni.NZECC guidelines,'Jere more comprehensive than those outlined in guidelines for the

previous Planning Aõt. Based on these criteria, an EIS was recommended because of:

. potential changes in

. potential changes to

. potential changes to

. potential impacts on

. þotential altèration of watercours d impacts on natural drainage
patterns.

. þotential impact on the community as a result of the extension and
diversion of Tapleys Hill Road including;
. potential disruption to existing communities as a result of any.altered^
cômmunity conõern, in particular change to personal vulnerability, safety
and amenity;
. potential impact on the local community as a result of possible odour,
dust and noise;
. potential impact on scenic amenity by land disturbance and changes in
lighting of the runway and alterations to Tapleys Hill Road;
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Pursuant to the State Development Act 1993, an EIS was officially required on 2 June 1995 by the

then Minister for Housing, Urban Development and Local Government Relations.

Given th g were involved, the EIA process under the

Common -Proposals) Act 1974 (EPIP) was also triggered
(MHUD an EIS was require9^þy -ttr" Commonwealth
Minister rior to this, on 18 July 1995 the State Department

the Commonwealth Department of Transport and
ed the EPIP Act, although there were initially some

:"jL. 
some uncertainties about Commonwealth

In order to reduce duplication, a joint assess

between the State and Commonwealth with
IS,
,it
Cr
ger to conduct this work was given by State Cabinet

on 11 March 1996.

Proposal Guidelines

The DHUD had a close liaison role with the State DoT in the early stages, particularly in setting the

guidelines for the process and project
þrobably so that an 'arm's length
independence. Unlike the other c
Commonwealth EPA and the DHUD,

delines. The introduction of public input at this
tate's Development Act 1993 (although not an

ation). Following public comment, which was
then given to the DoT for preparation of the

Drafr EIS.

Unlike conducted with government agencies
and ke representatives \ilas restricted at this
early s he Ïconomic Development Authority
(EDA) al councils, business representatives, FAC, West
Èeach youps (ie Anti-Airport Noise Association, golf
clubs, baseball club, Dunecare). At this stage, community support for the tunnel option. was

predicted which was a correct assumption. Some of the issues raised which related to recreational
impacts and road options informed-the preparation of the Draft EIS and were outlined in the
community consultation section.

Organisation & Management

Airport Runway Extension

A discrete planning team[s] was formed for the proposal, which was headed by the project
coordinator-within-the State DoT. A two tiered structure of management was also created

up, and two separate on and off-airport works
to the Master group. However, the on-airport
e FAC determined it a relatively straightforward
ination between agencies. A discrete team of

structure of these teams are illustrated in Figure rtiåiïiålind 
preparation of the Draft EIS' The

Several participants required coordination by the project coordinator including the FAC, DoT,
UPA an<i separãte projeèt managers for the runway, the road and the golf course. Internal service
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providers \üithin the DoT were also utilised
Stormwater Services, and Materials. The pr
decisions with little other intervention at the deta
but links to practices on the ground were dilut
project manãger who oversaw a contract ad

infõrmation diã not always travel all the way up the line.

There was also extensive involvement of internal environmental officers, and in fact, the

environmental officer was considered to be th
the beg
officer
quality
an audi
in an official manner, and in this sense perform

Airport Runway Extension

FAC

West Beach Trust and

Leasholders

Figure 1: Communication Structure for the Adelaide Airport Runway Extension proposal

MPCG

Federal Government &
Minister of Transport

State Government &
Minister of TransPort

On Airport
Control

Off Airport
Control Group

State DoT

UPA Rust PPKGlenelg West
Beach Project

Stakeholders &
Community

Project Coordinator

Environmental Unit

Project ManagersPlanning and EIA
Rust PPK

Subconsultants
Contracts

Administrator

Contractors

Figure 2: Simplistic representation of structure for EIA, planning,
construõtion and oversight role of project coordinator
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The Consultant

Preliminary Consultation, Value Management Study & Risk Assessment

In addition to the earlier scoPing
conducted in December 1995 with
communities, recreational groups, an
to resolve issues such as traffic man
priority issues were also rated by some of the participant and related to (in order of importance):

. impacts on recreational areas;

. assèssment of road options;

. socio-economic benefits of the project;

. noise issues;

. safety issues;

. closure of Africaine Road, and

. air quality.

design
endent
VETSUS

clubs,
s were

considered during the workshop comprising:

. long tunnel;

. short tunnel;

. Tapleys Hill Road deviation;

. new link road between Tapleys Hill Road and Military Road;

. depressed road;

. south-west and north-east runway extensron.

shortened tunnel option was also considered
t of a shortened road deviation option, and

in noise was challenged, and it was acknowl
may differ. In the following month, a risk a

also identified that the greatest risks were as

(DoT 1996).

The Draft EIS

The findings of both ?Ppear to have informed the

preparation"of the Dra d treatment of the noise issue.

Þoriraying the issue e r the public was considered a

challeáge] resulting in t was presented. The key point

Airport Runway Extension
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predicted to improve both with and without the
iesult of the removal of older and noisy aircraft
noise issue contributed to the delay of the Draft

I following comments bY

Some of their concerns
; ller description of

environmental effects and mitigation measures, a elative roles of both the

DHUD and DoT.

s (including summary; excluding references and
e case studìes. The'contents are summarised in

main task for an EIS is presented in Table (2).
Draft EISs assessed in the case studies, the focus

ough the Southern Expressway contained a brief
EMP in an appendix).

Airport Runway Extension

Table 1: Contents of the Draft EIS for the Adelaide Runway Extension Proposal

Contents o EISthe

option)
S. Commuñ¡ty Consultation (formal requirements, consultation strategy and process,

community resPonses)

8. Roads and Traffic (as for Chapter 7 contents)
9. lnfrastructure and Utilities
10. Airport Noise
11. Road Noise
12. Air Quality
13. Geology
14. Ground and Surface Water
15. Flora and Fauna
16. Contaminated Soil and Wastes
17. Airport Hazard and Risk
18. Road Hazard and Risk
19. Land Use and Controls
20. Land Ownership and OccuPancY
21. Landscape and Visual
22. Archaeology and Heritage
23. Socio-Demographic Environment
24. Properly Values
PART D: Environmental Management Plan

PA ndu
ofstructure theA u andprocess, p rpose

1

danNSort passenger2. arrpo peratio
ntsnstraiical and comovem )ents, operationalf physreight

desired nlerrent itatiomnd d ñS' runway gth,3. needs (cu airportjustificationProject
economlc benef its)

Road o theo HilAlternatives NS, ptions, preferredu4. and nway ptio Tapleys(ROptions

Plan25. Environmental
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Tabte 2: Proportion of focus in the Draft EIS for the
Adelaide Runway Extension Proposal

Airporr Runway Extension

EIS Task % Focus*
(auproximate)

3

lntroduction 3

Proposal Descript ton 8
difficult to assess

Proposal Need 3

Alternatives 4

of environment tne 21

of Preferred if id as for proiect desc.

lmpact Descripti on & Evaluation 23

EM 7**

Monitorinq difficult to assess

Public cons on 3

Conclusion 0

* does not totat l\OVo because of overlaps on some pages, and fragmentation of tasks which made proportion

of focus difficult to assess; ** includes safeguards integrated into impact assessment section

The three runway extension options proposed in the earlier FAC conceP! study_were prese^nted. in
tf* ni"ü EIS, in addition to älternativeô identified during preparation of the EIS (some of which
may have been the result of public submissions) comprising:

. use of the east-west cross runway;

. construction of a new runway;

. relocation of the airport;

. do nothing (DoT May 1996).

Like the FAC concept study, the preferred option remained the extension of the main_ runway
05123 to the south-wêst. Giïen thai this optioi would impact on Tapleys Hill Road (a1_{_require

closure of Africaine Road), six alternativè options were proposed for the Tapleys Hill Road

comprising:

. a short deviation of the road;

. a long deviation (the original alternative proposed earlier);

. a lonÉ ünnel (the original alternative proposed earlier)

. a short tunnel;

. a controlled crossing; and

. closure of the road (DoT May 1996).

The long road deviation option was consid
aircraft õperations during constructiol, but it
greater impacts on recreational facilities such
identified ãs the short road deviation given

were similar to the more expensive long tunnel
the short tunnel option did not allow for future
rred long road deviation.

161



Public concerns & Supplement report

Shortly after the announcement of the proposal,.public c.ontroversy was reported in the media with

;ii;i"" entitled 'Clubs lash out at runway plãn', and'Axed tunnel ,rage Srows: G,roups vow

airport fight.' Protests were primarily from iesidents and recreational. group¡ abo¡rt the plans to

ä;;;;;;'ri" tunnãi 
-option, 

änd thé West Beach Trust was critical of a 'total lack .of
,immunication'. Priãr to the release of the Draft EIS, the main concerns from councils,

community and resident groups related to:

. the impact on the recreational facilities due to the road diversion into the West Beach Trust's
public open space reserve,

. impacts 
-on 

trãffic and diversion into other areas,
. issues of noise,
. concerns about the need for the proposal'
. demands for the tunnel option,

' suggestions that the airport should be relocated'

At the s the Project,
'threat' exPort good
costing via other air
servlce he ProPosal
support). Issues raised during telephone. contact '

coñèerns about the projectis ecõnomic benefit, and the possibility that the EIS would be

manipulated for political purposes.

Provision for formal submissions on the draft EI

,000 golfers, resulted in minimal protest and the
ir earlier criticisms.

A total of 61 formal submissions on the Draft EIS were received, 42 of which were from the

p"úii", *trilst the remainder were from g_overnment-agencies including local councils. Most of the
'iss,r"s'ruired are illustrated in Figure (:) wtri"tr illustratesrthlr,ftnurnb"r of alternart""t 

lSr:::
and effects o for the

d deviation, for a

issions. A petition supporting the tunnel option
signatories.

At the time of EIS completion, the then State Minister for Housing
Oswald) who was responsible for administering !19 EIA p-rocess'

without the extended taxiway to reduce costs, whilst the Departme
supported the short road deviátion because it addressed environmental
cost option.

Overall, it was noted by the project coordinator that:

The submissions address all the key topics that have been expected from earlier
communication processes. The project is being -supported 

very positively.by key
community groúpr.... The pre-existing. issues of noise, road traffic and drainage
are, as expecled, given significant attention.'

Concerns and awareness about the noise issue appear to have been exacerbated by the-.New South

Wales Third Runway proposal which attracted significant public outrage and media attention

Airport Runway Extension
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across Australia near the time of the Adelaide Runway extension proposal. Yet, although there

would be an increase in noise from the runway extension, the actual noise levels were predicted to
noise levels due to the future
ficant issue, which was a Poin
rease \üas a substantial factor
alleviate these issues (ie adoP

,). but there
the existing environment beyond the impacts of
the issues involved existing problems (eg aircraft

was not materiallY. The
respons al Protection or
? Shoul solelY for the

The proponent's response to public and government submi-ssions in the Supplem_ent was released

oi tS ñovember igg6, n"irly six moiths after the release of the Draft EIS. Prior to the

iuppi"-"nt's public relóase, comments on the document were made Uy g$ Branch, CEPA, EPA
and'the State öoT's Environmental Unit, some of which related to the inadequate treatment of the

noise assessment. Amendments were made and the document was subsequently considered

satisfactory by the DHUD.

Airport Runway Extension

Visual lmpacts
Recomm. Altern.

Support Deviation

Support Tunnel

QuestionNeed
Emph. Economics

EIA/ElS Quality
Euro. Her¡tage

Abor. Heritage
Traffic lmpacts

Properly Values
Air Quality

Water
Erosion

Vegetation
Fauna

Recreation
Vibration

Noise

0 n 4 60 80 100

Figure 3: Relative importance of issues raised in pJblic submissions on the Draft EIS for the
- 
Adelaide Airport Runway Extension proposal

State Public Works Committee

Pursuant to the Parliamentary Committees Act 1994, in December 1996 the State DoT made a- 
mittee (PWC), within which the short road deviation was stated
impacts were considered similar to the tunnel alternative, but

This was clearly a change from the original opinion in 1995

which preferred the underpass for a number of reasons in addition to its lower ìmpacts, Th"
P'WC's'public hearing was^conducted on 11 December 1996, and witnesses included_the project
coordinätor (DOT), Jenior advisor aviation (Do' ), consultant project manager, and FAC. There
were no community groups Present.

Several questions were asked by the Ministers of the Committee about the economic justification,
rationale'for the runway lengttr and future air traffic. The PV/C reported_its finding in. January
7gg7, where it was concludéd that the project was'soundly based', and that the Committee was
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satisfied that adequate consultation
Committee, and the PWC Planned to
although the public works committee
the recommeñdations of the Committ
are taken into consideration when the Cabinet m
the recommendation was adopted (see later section).

Assessment Report

rhe state cabinet requested that the DHUD's AssessmentrÏiîi 
?i 1!:#'r".åîilfå*:Tr}tii?i:

ions for the whole project timetable' The report
ealth Minister was received on their assessment.

he Minister for Housing and Urban Development

concluded that:

' ttt
a

. -anageable;. air quality effects and traffic effects would be minimal;

. frãriìug" impacts were minimal or non-existent and would require compliance with relevant

legislation;
. noise would involve only a slight increase;
. visual impacts during 

"constluction were temporary, 
^an_d 

lo-nger term impacts- would be

-á"àg"O Ëy landscapiñg @ut noted that visual impact of blast fence was not considered in the

Draft EIS); and
. the short'road deviation alternative was the best on economic grounds (also noted that the

tunnel had impacts associated with ground s rbsidence as a result of dewatering, and loss of a
local access road: Africaine Road).

Although there were no recommendations about whether or not the proposal should.proceed, two

recomriendation's were made which related to ccmpliance to legislation, and mitigation measures.

The Commonwealth's Assessment Report prepared by the CEPA on behalf of the Commonwealth
Minister for the Environment, Spoit anã ierritories, was released shortly_ after the State's

Assessment, and concluded that thô objective of the EPIP Act had been met (DEST 1997). There

did not appear to be any major disparities
which is nót surprising given that there was
Commonwealth EPA in preparing the Ass
consistent. The fi
the proposal as ou
noise impacts. In
also to the remov
contour. The Assessment also concluded that:

. air quality impacts would be minimal as a result of aircraft movements and the extension
project;

. iorr of îabitats for birds would be insignificant because of nearby habitats available;

. the issue of hazards and risks of birds were addressed;

. concerns about flora and fauna had been adequately addressed;

. impacts on geology and water quality, recreãtional issues were manageable and adequately

addressed;. no long têrm impacts were believed to be associated with changes to infrastructure and

servrces;. heritage issues had been adequately addressed, although the possibility for discovery of
Aboriginal sites was noted;

. long térm aesthetic improvement could be gained with the landscape plan; and

. the economic justification was sound.

Airport Runway Extension
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Overall, the project was considered by the Commonwealth government to be 'environmentally

acceptable' bùt õubject to three recommendations comprising:

. monitoring of noise impacts for surrounding residential areas, to be coordinated-by the FAC

irðtr¿l"giaxiing and iake-off noise, and reported to the Adelaide Airport Environment
Committee;

. review of the Adelaide International Airport's aircraft Noise Abatement Procedures followin-g

results of the noise monitoring, and amendments to these procedures to minimise overall
community noise exposure; and

. i-pf"À"níation of the proposal in a manner consistent with the commitment in the EIS and

infõrmation provided to the Commonwealth DEST.

The Commonwealth Assessment Report was approved on 24 January 1997.

None of the recommendations in the Assessment Reports were considered by the project

coordinator to be of concern to the project, and were not considered to introduce any new_aspects.

Following the government assessm^enis, internal clea-rance was given on 4 YT:h 1997 by the

Environrñental ÏJnit in the Department of Transport for Vegetat-ign Removal Clearance for the

¿""øti"" of Tapleys Hill Roaà which involved ihe removal of 29 trees and which left 80Vo of
vegetation remaining.

Commonwealth Parliamentary Steering Committee

The process di
Commonwealth
Commonwealth
Committee Act
hearing was conducted in the State Parliame
Works hearing which only had four indi
submissions wère received from a range of
Singapore Airlines Limited), economic- deve
Fedèràtion, South Australian Employer's Ch
;it;;õñ Ássociation), and residóntial or recreational interests (ie Glenelg Residents Association,
Aústralian Resident's'Âssociation, Westward Ho Golf Club). All were supportive of the proposal

tion, and two other groups supported the
The Glenelg resident's association, whilst
ressed at the Draft EIS stage about the

Although the Chair of the Commonwealth Committee initially e he tunnel

option,"following the presentation of evidence, the Committee ex the short
róad dêviation, ãnd it^was recommended that noise amelioration North be

considered after the re d. Questions during both State and

Commonwealth Public rigorous and detailed, requiring the
proponents and coord and to ensure that there had been

äOequate consultation. of accountability in the process of
decision-making.

Ministerial Directions

available in the project files
since been constructed. It is
Cabinet on 5 December 1996
d, and the EIS process under

the EIA process objects had been met, and rei
noise outlined in the earlier Assessment Report'

Airport Runway Extension
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Environmental Management Plans

Following completion and aPProva
were released by Rust PPK for the
which were commented on bY the
EMP for the runway extension. Although the
were the same as those outlined within EMPS
proposals, and outlined all legislative require^me
äi.if"àfltí¡, and roles and reTpgnsibilitiés of the. various p_articipants during design, construction
and õperátion. The use of the EMP is illustrated in Figure (4).

Airport Runway Extension

Figure 4: Environmental Strategy outlined within the EMPs for the
Adelaidl Airport Runway Extension (sourced from Department of Transport)

Issues for the Tapleys Hill Road EMP at the design stage related to:

. managing stormwater runoff (eg swales, oil traps);

. road traffic noise (eg pavement materials);

. flora and fauna (avoi¿ birdstrikes via design of drains to prohibit bird attraction) (DoT
February 1997).

The design work was undertaken by Maunsell Pty I. td, whilst structural 
^d_e¡ign^ 

was undertaken
internally"by the Department (eg bridge, drain culvert). By January 1997, 857o of the design work
had been completed,

Issues at the construction stage related to:

. stormwater management (eg sediment traps, diversion drains, hay bales);

. erosion control (eg mulch/revegetation);

. water quality in ihé Patawalongã spillage of construction materials);

. air quaiity (êg water to inhibit du d areas,.revegetation);

. florä and'fâuãa (eg restrict cleari to nominated areas, use indigenous species
les);

' of appropriate machines, restrict hours);
. E stop work if site discovered);

materials); 
õp work if identified, remediate or dispose of contaminated

. waste minimisation (eg collection and removal of wastes);

. storage and handling òf dangerous substances and equipment,

Environmental Report
Project Definition Report
Relevant Correspondence

Environmental Management Plan
(EMP)

Use of EMP for road

design and

documentation

Preparation & implementation
of Environmental
Implementation Plans (EMIP)

by construction contractors

Use of EMP for road
operations
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. emergency response and incident management plan (DoT February 1997)'

Issues at the operational stage related to:

. stormwater management (eg maintain and monitor swales and sediment controls);

. erosion control (e-g monitorìng, ensure revegetation of swale drains);

. flora and fauna (Jg implemeñi weed contrõl program, encourage frogs to migrate, breed and

reside in new wetland areas, monitor);
. noise (eg monitor);
. emergen"y ."rpónse and incident management plan (eg plan for spills of hazardous

materials).

Apparently EMIPs had also been prepared by the contractor in response to the EMPs (refer case

stùãy 5), but there were not sighted.

for transferring information from the planning
mption that the EMPs would solve any problems

However, some of the management action
s on vegetation
activities'. This

could mean anything, and did not specify ex ctor' Similarly,
reduiing the pôtentíál for contaminãtion of ter in the Patawalonga Basin from pumping of
water fi-om eicavated areas in Patawalonga quired an action t

ga Basin.' Again,

'",'f"îïJlåiJil:
standards in the EMP, nor to contingencies or r
expected. Thus, detail is clearly lacking in the
wiih some of the EMPs have also been noted
EMPS as 'vague', full of 'motherhood statementl
ur¿-*" writteî by consultants who do not fully understand the realities of the construction process

(Interview 62 1999).

ms such as these highlight the importance of
effectiveness. Currently inadequate resources

peration, and learning from lessons
in adhering to the EMPs? Is the

owing the requirements, and how

effective are these requirements? How can the process be improved?

CONSTRUCTION

The Runway Extension project was opened in July 1998 (TSA 1998a). Construction of the

project involved three stages comprising:

. filling of Patawalonga Creek;

. roadñorks from noíthern connection with Tapleys Hill Road to Warren Avenue (including
cause\ /ay and bridge over Patawalonga Basin)¡ a¡d

. construction of StIut River Bridge ãnd remainder of roadworks to southern connection with
Tapleys Hill Road.

prior to approval of the full project, the Patawalonga Creek.realignment rvas.completed and

opened on')g January 1997, bit delays to golf courseìonstruction caused delays in roadworks.

During construction
construction reported
accidentally dumped
foreseeing and monito
of management plans:

'I think if we went back over the EMP which is probably something we ought to
do... you'll probably find you might define your model...for environmental
obseriation in a slightly different way based on experience...I lthink] that the

Airport Runway Extension
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techniques or the rules are more attuned to continuing scenarios tutlt?. than ad
hoc scenarios [ie the one-off concrete spill]...I think the contractor did the right
thing....I thinkhis attitude was good, but whether. wg. g?Yg him the best set of
guid"elines or rules, I think its sómething we might find if we were to review
it...'

Review of EMPS and projects was generally not a common event in the Department due to a lack

reporting which was more consistent with the per

The noise assessment was continued, and the results of the noise monitoring programme found
goóa ugr""ment between the earlier EIS modelling and ?gtual monitoring -data, although there
íu"r" roitr" minor disparities. The results indicated that residential areas would receive an increase

from 1 to 4 dBA which does not appear significa ma
si which is in
A on barriers ect
w high to be uP_ 

.

byproduct using surplus fil'i which was stored on the airport site. This mound was later
tr'a^nsformed into" a Uuïdlng wall and landscaped which may have a had a psychological effect of
reducing perceìved noise impacts.

ETA COMPLIANCE

Criterion 1.1: Did. the proponent comply with the EIA legßløtive requireryey*lJ.his criterion was

graded at A given thatiheie was full compliance to the legislative stages of the EIA process.

description of the noise environment). Omissions included for instance:

Airport Runway Extension

. outline of capacity of runway extension;

. life of project;

. details 
^of "project such as parking, electricity supply, communications, etc (although not as

relevant);
. supply, transport, quantities and sources of materials, 'water and energy;

' seasonal variations of runway u*T?li-pt, 
assumed);

. such as enhanced sinks;

. in area;

national levels; 
activity associated with the airport at local' regional' state and

o geomorphology (focus was on geology and soils);
. õhung"r to cõmmunity personai vulnèiability, safety and amenity (although generally covered

in separate sections on noise, etc);
. possibility that proposal may curtail alternative beneficial uses of an area;
. effects on usage of the area by Aboriginal people;
. sources of materials required for site preparation, construction and operations;
. transportation of materials;
. size of vegetation clearance;
. cost of mitigation measures;
. monitoring programmes for all impacts'

It should be noted that some of the requirements, although addressed, were also not included in
the section dictated by the guidelines (for instance requirements relating to the project description
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were discussed in the impact assessment section such as land acquisition requirements)'
Nonetheless, they were still counted as being addressed.

Criterion 1.3: Did. the proponent comply with the final decision? There was Insufficient
information to grade this criterion.

evidence of going d at B-
of going beyond munitY
Thi-s trend appear and is

ansport case siudie o also

enhance the existing environment which signals ally. required,..and also

surpasses efforts Uy-efSe which relied on natura active rehabilitation of
sites. However, th"re w"re some concerns abo if measures had been

committed to despite the Commonwealth's actions, then the evidence of going beyond compliance
would be stronger.

Airport Runway Extension

EIS QUALITY

Proposal & Policy Framework

clearly outlined.? This criterion \ryas graded at D-

referred to in the Draft EIS such as Singapore
Airlines and Cathay Pacific.

An earlier economic analysis conducted by the State's Economic Development Authority (EDê)
was also referred to in the Draft EIS which focused on low, medium and high growth scenarios
resulting from the proposal. In all cases it was concluded that the benefits of the project
outweigled the cosis. It was suggested for instance that u1de1 a medium growth scenario,
increasðd tourism would result in an ãdditional $42 million for the State, whilst savings on exports
would be $81 million, and the net value was expected to be $112 million overall (on the
assumption that the road deviation would be adopted). However, the low growth scenario with a net
value ðf $15.5 million was considered the most iealistic. In a later study by the DoT and the EDA,
the benefit cost ratios were reviewed, finding a net value for the low growth scenario at $70 million
which is a substantial difference over the eãrlier $15 million and it is not know how these figures
were arrived at.

There ,lvere some major limitations in the discussion of project need. First, some .questions arise
about the adequacy of ttre runway given the earlier report in 1990 which found that the rlrnryay
length was adðquâte to meet moót fully loaded aircraft (see proposal.hitory).__Second, the full
detãils of the eóonomic analysis were not provir ed to the public in the Draft EIS. As a result,
several details were lacking about the method of calculating the benefit cost ratios, and there were
assumptions about the timeframes over which ated,
in figures for the low growth scenario was Í ana
referénce to any potentially confounding fact t that
from several factors, many of which are unrelat runw
tourism could be a result of inter alia advertising and promotions, seasonal factors,
accommodation-touring infrastructure, trends in other States). The predicted benefits associated
with increased tourism were also difficult to accept given the lack of predictions on potential
increases to tourist numbers as a result of the project. In other words, very detailed monetary
benefits managed to be calculated for rather nebulous and indirect benefits to the State. Ilow was
this achieve¿f ttrls was not outlined in the Draft EIS, and the earlier economic analysis on which
it was based was confidential.

Third, there was no reference to airlines which would support the project by making greater use of
the airport as a result of the extension project. If the need \¡/as to be fully demonstrated, then there
should at least have been some proof that airlines would change their operations. The justification
for aircraft operations was in fact considered non-viable by the FAC, which argued that the airlines
would not inèrease schedules unless profitable. Yet there was no reference in the Draft EIS about
how or whether or not the proposal would be profitable to the airlines (as opposed to overall State
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e airline noted that
international netw

the State which rel
oted that the ProPo

the EDA's analysis that the project did not guaril
;"lri"g ã"ónoiri" acrivity. tnã ract that rhã proposal did not guarantee additional flights was also

acknowledged in the Draft EIS (page 3:6)

Overall, the need for the project was clearly demonstrated in the Draft EIS in that:

o rünwây length needed to be upgraded to become more comparable to other Australian
airports;

. the runway provided constraints on freight capacity, and airlines had noted that they did not

utilise the Aãelaide Airport because of these constraints;
. these constraints had implications for the export industry as noted previously'

yet the manner in which this need was presented highlights some limitations particularly in terms

of the benefit cost ratio analysis and the limited infoJmation available to readers. Comments from
some areas of the community presented in the Draft EIS also noted

to the runway length.
r risky venture, and th
¡ for the project before
ture leasee would uPg
verall, the benefits of the project appeared to be

clear, but nebulous, incremental and political.

. passing reference to an extended Brownhill Creek, and minor.realignment of Sturt River
ðhanne-l, but details were lacking and there wz illustration on figures;

o n ' longa Creek diversion, or to how it would
ç Sloþes, depth, etc. The realignment looked
n

. n runoff Potential
a been significant,
but comparison of existing and future drain

. no referènce to source oT fitt for raising t e runway and taxiway, although some possible

alternatives were noted;
. no reference to means and impacts of transporting the fill;
. no reference to location of treès and extent of tree trimming required to reduce heights;
. no reference to project life or potential increase in numbers of aircraft (although not expected

to increase mateiially, no time frame was specified for this);
c rìo reference to length of Tapleys Hill Road deviation in the projects descriptions section

(although it was mentioned in the impac-t
. no refeience in proposal description to fa

referred to in the impact assessment, th
description section (a minor point). More
briefly discussed in the alternatives section,
project in the section outlining the project.

Construction duration of 18 months was noted, but actual details on staging and time were not able

to be specified until design was undertaken.and the approval process completed' Waste was not
referreå to in the project-description, but brief reference was made to wastes from tunnel cuts in
the impact ass"rrment section oin'contaminated land and wastes'. However, any potential wastes

Airporr Runway Extension
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associated with diver er, some of the

J"tuitp about the proj into the section

ón froporut desciipti t section. This
rnuä" ih" Draft EIS Project without
reading the entire EIS.

Table 3: Project Description performance in the
Draft EIS for the Adelaide Runway Extension Proposal

Proposal Addressed?

Size
Land use requirements

-avout
Desi n road cross sections
Costs
Production & rate of NA

construction timinq and duration
construction process
materials required and their transport
saf etV
oropertv access (mav include numbers of worke rs-visits)

roduced andWasteS

Score:
63% (7/11)

2.1.3 Was there an outline of the policy framework ønd. legislation which was relevant to the
planning was. graded at D'
Attno,rg"n each majo^r issue

associat"ed ly just satisfactory'
As demon There aPPeared to
be no reference to \¡/ater quality standards or catchment management policie_s, the Environment
Protection Act, or the Coasi Proiection Act among others. However, additional legislation-policies-
guidelines referred to which are not included in Table (4) comprised the:

. Federal Airports Corporation Act 1986;

. Road Traffic Act 1961;

. Passenger Transport Act 1994;

. Guidelines for Traffic Engineering Practice

. Rural Road Design Guide-to the Geometric Design of Rural Roads (by Austroads);

. South Australian Health Commission guidelines on land contamination;

. 'West Beach Reserve Act 1987;

. Crown Lands Act 1929

Detail was generally lacking about specific requirements of these pieces of legislation or
guidelines.
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Legislative or Policy Framework
Addressed?

Planning Plan irements 7 NA

rem 1 993

D Plan/Plann
General

Environmental

Protection

Envi Act 1993
n Act 1972

r ( ean r Regulations 19 standards, stan
NH&MRC
Environment Protection lmpact of Proposals) Act 1974 (Commonwealth

Fauna,

Parks, Veget.
Fauna Act 1

Vegetation Vegetation anagement Act 1985; N

Act 1991
arks and Wilderness lic Parks Act 1 onal Parks and

Wilderness Protecti Act 1

Animal ontrol 1 986
NALanO & Water Land management (eg Pastoral Land Management and Conservation Act 1989;

Pastoral Land Manag ement Act 1989);

Soil Land Care Act 1

Water (eq Water Resou rces Act 1990; UAICN ment Water Management Act 1995)

isitions Act 1969
Fire Cou res 1

Hentage Abo Heritage (eg Heritage
Act 1987

Act 1 979 or 1 Aboriginal and Torress

Strait lslander P rotection
pean Heritage Trust of SA Act 1955; Act 1978, Heritage

Act 1993 State
Health Stand ards eg o, Health Act; nes Radiatio n n

nAssociation P ublic and E nvrron mental Hea Irh Act 1 987; Ð ol contami nat to

rds
Standards eg Control Act 1 976- 977 subsequent replacements;

Australian Standard 4S2021 Aco ustics-Ai rcraft N ntrusio n

Healln-sarely

Explosives policies/legislation (eg
AS2187 1979)

Explosives Act 1939, SAA Explosives Code Na!

Score 58%
fi0/17)

Airport Runway Extension

Table 4: Policy and legislative framework addressed in the Draft EIS
for the Adelaide Runway Extension Proposal

Description of the Environment

Criterion 2.2.1: Høve the main environmental categories been addressed in the description of the
environn enf? This criterion was graded at A. As demonstrated in Table (5), of 16 environmental
categories which could be addresseã, all were covered (IO07o). Unlike the other case studies which
are ñtral or hills-based in nature, some of the environmental categories were not as relevant given
the urban nature of this project (eg fire risk, spread of pest plants a_nd. diseases). A number. of
additional categories werè also adãressed which illustrates some deficiencies in the evaluation
Table (5) including:

. existing road and traffic provisions (including public transport)

. airport hazards and risks

. road hazards and risks

Criterion 2.2.2: Is the level of detait and conclusions about the envíronment adequate for a.n

This criterion was graded at all the main
as excellent, the actuãl level of was poor. As
the level of detail was adequat Points to note,

both positive and negative are as follows:
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o

a

a

a

air quality: without statements of how the climate related to the propo

mucli of ihe information appeared superfluous. Details on the e

environment was inadequate 
-given a lack of monitoring data. Some

referred to but there wás inaðequate infor ration on carbon monoxide,
roipttriOioxide, and lead. One of the studies referred to was also outdateÇ_b9ing conducted in

lgä2183. Nonetheless, monitoring for the purposes of the Draft EIS would have been a time-

óón*-ing exercise and simply a-snap shof in time. It is unclear whether or not this would be

¡"rtifi"J g"iven the incremeniai effectì of the project. It highlights the lack of environmental
monitoring in South Australia conducted by government;

soils e

tion) e

eof d

within 'geology', there was no other reference

airport and hazards: detail was considered adequate^ with good reference. to aircraft,
puri"ng"r and freight movements, the existing layout of the airport and existing accident
records;

roads and traffic: good coverage of existing roads, traffic capacity and safety, in addition to
locations of bicycle paths and public transport;

aircraft noise: the description of the ANEF, ANEC, and ANF,I approach used. was. clear, and a

forecast using actual airciaft movements was provided for a 12 month perio.d which provided
some sort of 

"baseline, albeit based on calculatei rather than actual noise levels. There was also

S

t
loud noise is equivalent to frequent moderate

noise (refer Draft EIS). There were some more specific dBA measurements which measured

actual ìoise levels for take-off events at some roads and recreational areas, but there were no

specific dBA measurements for the exi
simply diluted into the ANEF figure)
whièh were difficult to compare visual

not superimposed ont
by suburb was complex to read (comparative graphs for each

e made it easier to visualise the results), and there was no reference

to how affected people perceived the existing noise environment (adapted? disrupted?) which
would have had ã béaring on the significance of any further noise impacts;

road noise: generally good. However, although monitoring had been undertaken to ascertain

the noise levõls for exiîting road traffic, the data needed to be superimposed onto residential
areas to assess the existing impacts on residents, and to also understand the combined effects
of traffic and aircraft noise (even if not a significant combination);

drainage, and capacity to cope with flows, and
pper and zinc) at five locations, but concerns
dlata (ie only relevant to 1996) and lack of
at a time of abnormal operations (ie dredging

ality there was a lack of
data which made it difficult to conduct a quality assessment of the exis
Draft EIS. Moreover, there was no reference in the text to the fact that
guidelines for maintaining aquatic ecosystems,ol t9 the significance oJ_these.pollution levels.
ih".e was also no refeTenôe to the height of the groundwater table which would have

implications for the tunnel option, and for predicting groundwater pollution;

flora and fauna: good reference to general environment and modifications as a result of
urbanisation. Also food reference to iignificance, regeneration capacity_ and locations of
vegetation species-communities and fauna habitats on an illustration. The only concerns
reläted to laök of reference to vegetation densities, , and sensitivity of remaining vegetation.
Moreover, although several specieé were identified, not all were rated in terms of their rarity or
significance (althõugh the coñsultants noted only two species of significance). Thus, detail on

Airport Runway Exlension

a

a

a
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flora was considered slightly inadequate. Fauna detail was generally adequate, although again,

a rufing of each species'- significance was not presented;

. contaminated soil and wastes: Although sites of contamination were identified, details for this

category were considered inadequate.fiven that only potential contaminants were noted and

not actual contaminants, and given thãt there was no-reference to the significance of these

contaminants nor to their irñplications for the existing environment if released during
construction;

. Iand use and controls: good reference to residential, industrial, recreational, coastal,- pqÞJi"

Ñr¡";; and commercial iand uses. Key land use areas v/ere residential and recreational. This

category was considered adequate, although reference could have been made in an illustration
to inäividual housing blocks (indicating dénsity) and interactions with noise contours;

. landscape and visual environment: considered adequate, although local perceptions of visual

amenity were not referred to;

. archaeology and heritage: detail was considered adequate, particularly given that this was not

considered a significant issue;

. socio-demographic environment: summary of data was goo<1. and.succinct, but it was not

clear how th"e däta related to the proposal's iinpacts (ie type of housing, employment.trends,
etc). Like some of the other case ìtuãies, without direct links or reference to the sensitivity or

the populations, then the data appears superfluous at times.

property value the description of the environment which is not included in
1.ab'te 13¡, anA te. An omission in the description of recreation-tourism was

lack of referen m trends and potential without the runway extension.

Airport Runway Extension

Table 5: Performance in the Description of the Environment
in the RunwaY Extension EIS

Environment Cateqory 2 3 4 5

Terrain- rms
Climate
Air

waler u

Soils this case to

Native etation
Pest and not applicable

Fauna
Fire Risk Zones not applicable

idential land use
tcs lati

c rvation Parks etc landuse not applicable

ln mt airfields landuse
riculture landuse not applicable

Recreation- rism landuse
inf rastructu re-easements landuse
Non- H

inal

Existin N

Score (of 16) 16
100%

10
6?/"

2
1t/"

5
31%

1

6%

Key: 1=environment category addressed; 2=adequate level of detail; 3=reference to future environments (without

the project); 4=reference to significance of environment; 5=reference to sensitivity/capacity of environment to

absorb impacts.
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Criterion 2.2.3: Was there a description of future environments (without .the. proiect) afq
conclusions about the significønce aid sensiliiity of the environmenf? This criterion was graded

at E. As demonstrated in Table (5),

. reference to made in only l27o of cases which is unsatisfactory;

. reference to vironment was addressed in 317o of cases;

. refèrence to ve capa( ity of the environment was made in 6Vo of cases;

This made a combined grade of 167o for this criterion which is unsatisfactory.

Criterion 2.2.4: Is the affected environment defined broadly enough to include all. potentially
effects otruíiing away from the immediate construction site, and is this,boundøry
jústified? This"criterion was graded at.E. Although^boundaries for specific impacts

þpeaied quite broad, there was no explicit definition of a study area.

Impact Assessment

Criterion 2.3.1: Huve all the major direct impacts been addressed in the identific.ati,ol' gnl
ctescrtption of impacts? This crilerion !,vas graãed_{.{. As demonstrated in Table (6), 17 of 18

impaci areas were addressed making a percentage o194Vo'

Table 6: Performance in the identifrcation of impacts in the
Draft EIS for the Adelaide Runway Extension Proposal

Impact Category Addressed?

Landforms-qeoloqv includino hazards)
Traffic and Aircraft SafetY

Propertv Acquisition
Land Values
Production Values nla
Land use: nla
Land use (eg airfields, industry) þirpoft
operations)

u and drai
H

Aboriqinal Heritaqe

Fauna
Recreation
Visual lmpacts & landscape qualitv)

Noise
Air

re
Wastes
Pest Plants & Diseases nla
Soil Erosion
Access
Wide Road Syndrome (increased traffic to
airports; increased tourism)

Score: 94% fi7118\

Criterion 2.3,2: Is the level of detail adequate in the assessment of key and dire-ct impacts for an
informed assessment? This óriterion was graded at C. Key points to note are as follows:

. impacts on airport operations: description was very general and failed to refer to, or predict
poèntial costs involved with a reduced ìunway length and constrained usage, and who would
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actually bear these costs (the airlines? exporterj? passengers?) (although

noted for the loss of the navigational locatõr). There was.also no mention
the runway would be preventeã from operating at full capacity;

Airporr Runway Extension

some costs were
of the timeframe

o

o

a

a

a

to the expected timeframe for impacts (ie 6
rence to uncertainties noted with predicting

a result of closing Africaine Road, but there
e for locals which would be associated with

icaine Road was noted, but this was stated to

have an increase in noise and vehicle fumes for residents on Military Road' There was no

ãtt"-pi tó Uálánce the potential significance of the loss of access compared to. the additional

noise^and emissions imþacts whicñ would have made it easier for the community to make an

informed decision;

infrastructure and utilities: assessment was clear and straightforward, although it lacked

r"f"i"ï"" io responsibilities for relocation of some services. It was also noted that the existing

and atreaOy tiniite¿ stormwater sto Basin would be reduced

.iignify drie to the construction of ort deviation of Tapleys

Uiít nôa¿. However, there was no of this further reduction

of an already limited storage capacity would entail;

airport noise: as noted eatlier, methods ons were not he

fiãät"tl"n of noise contours (although-ph Boeing-7Z7s, in

äircraft traffic were noted for the calculãti the table illus ch

suburb, by year, and with and without the extens complex, and en

a summaiy graph of overall impacts, and for each suburb.

Without details on methodology for calculating the noise figures,,one 911r easily.become
sceptical about conclusions wÏi"h indicate thát numbers of people within certain noise

"oniou6 
above 25 would reduce with the runway as compared to without it. One would expect

the noise situation to worsen slightly with the-runway, and the results are unclear without
further explanation Although it was noted in the EIS that the reduction of affected numbers

associated with the *nwayïould be a result of m changes to files
ion, ailed. The EIS

", 
b for readers relY

pro affected would want
or, further details' Some

elaboration on these issues was later pres cument. There was

however, good reference to assessmenf of events using decibel
ratings rather than ANEF contours;

road traffic noise: good reference to worst affected suburbs and comparison of predicted
noise with noise lev"el standards (all below aximum standards), but again no details on

methods for calculating noise figures for construction (in this case an acoustic model
SounPLAN was used) or*for operation (in this case the UK CORTN method was used)' There-

ls also some ambigúity abouf the comparison of existing background. levels and e.xpected
levels given that at- some road intersections, predicted noise levels during construction were

actualli lower than existing background levels, and it was unclear how this was possible given
the lack of explanation for these figures;

and uncertainties given lack of detail about
dust emissions provided as a result of different
od, but difficult to visualise what this would
tions of such widespread dust movement would
-traffic. Good reference to assumptions for

calculating vehicle emissions, and also that the project _would have minimal effects. given
natural trãffic growth anyway (although predictions_ lacked monitoring. data and relied on

information froir vehictei in Íhe US). As-a result of aircraft emissions it was noted that all
emissions, although greater at ground level, would be within. air quality standards, and hence

acceptablé, but thõreïas no aftémpt to provide exact, or predicted figures for comparison with
standards in a table;

ground and surface water: although the potential for.increased^turbidity was-noted_during
õonstruction, there was no reference to the pbssible implications of this increased turbidity for

a
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the aquatic environment. Detail on operational imPacts on water
simply noted that there would an increase in runoff and hence p
havè toxic effects on aquatic habitats. No mention of extent of

ted, what these effects actually entailed, or the
be expected to exacerbate these effects (if at

edicting noise levels, air quality levels, yet no
There were also concerns that the drain exits

d there was no mention of the implications of
this on the Patawalonga Creek and marine environments into which it discharges;

flora and fauna: the assessment was very brief for flora, but this was not considered a
significant issue. However, there was no reference to extent of tree trimming required .to
reãuce their heights, the location or the effects of these trimming on the plants; nor to the
extent of vegetation removal required for the road deviation or tunnel; nor was there any detail
on the nature of the grasses which would be disturbed (native? extent of clearance?).
Discussion of fauna impacts was also brief and general, but also not considered a significant
impact;

aircraft and road traffïc hazards: discussion was considered adequate, although impact of
bird strikes on an aircraft was not explicitly stated, but simply assumed;

land use: discussion was clear but brief, and although relocation and redesign was noted as an

impact of the runway extension
German Shepherd Dog Club), th
be out of action; about the respo
how close? how much input from the club? w
this was simply assumed), and a definition of what the actual impacts would be on participants
in these .""rèátions (ie lost access, lost-refunded fees; potential loss of customers; additional
travel required). The impact was simply referred to
long terms effects it the alternative location was away
Because no site was identified for the relocated Dog
construction also could not be assessed (although lik
the project);

socio-demographic impacts: although not
whether long-term residents would reside in
or to whether new people would move into
However, this is not considered a minor p
extension are incremental relative to the initial

a

Criterion 2,3.3: Have impacts which sre less obvious been outlined including indirect, sec,ondary,.

and cumulative impacti? This criterion was graded at E. Reference to indirect, secondary and

cumulative impacts was limited, although some of the issues may only be minor in nature. Even so,

minor impacts accumulate. For instance, there was no reference to:

. the potential indirect and secondary impacts of increased tourism which will be associated with
the potentially greater number of international tourists into Adelaide as a result of the
improved runway capacity;

. secondary effects of potentially decrea other States which move
Adelaideís freight due to Adelaiãe's lack loss of business.to trucking^
companies whiõh move freight between be considered minor, and of
less relevance to South Ausfralia's econ d at least have been referred
to);

. to combinations of road traffic and air traffic noise impacts as opposed to one or the other
(are the combined impacts greater in some suburbs?);

. the secondary effects, albeit minor, of relocating the dog club (construction, visual, traffic
access, parking facilities);

. indirect or secondary effects such as increased traffic flow to and from the airport.due to
greater airport capaciiy (eg air pollution, road noise, commercial development pressure);
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cumulative impacts of air emissions and the greenhouse effect. Although there was reference
to greenhouse as a result of carbon dioxide, it was noted as 'little effect'. However, in this
resþect no road project would be ever considered to have a major impac_t, and thus nothing will
be ãone to reduðe the impacts. Nonetheless, it is recognised that such factors are often outside
the project's scope and relate more to decision-making at the strategic level (eg improving
publìc fransport, use of fuels, manufacture of vehicles), but the cumulative problems should at

least have been noted;

no reference to actual extent of cumulative effects of increased runoff and stormwater
pollution on the waterways when added to existing pollutants.

Criterion 2.3.4: Høs there been an ødequate attempt to evaluate significance of impacf? This
criterion was graded at E. As demonstrated in Table (7):

. magnitude of impact was addressed in 8I7o of cases;

. dirðction of impãct was addressed in 787o of cases (although it was often simply implied or
assumed rather than explicitly stated);

. geographical extent was addressed in 287o of cases;

. duration or frequency was addressed in 357o of cases;
f cases;
in 73Vo of cases;

f cases;
of cases;

CASES;
. level of uncertainty was noted in only l47o of cases.

This made a combined grade of 42Vo which is unsatisfactory.

Table 7: Performance in the evaluation of impact significance in the Draft EIS
for the Adelaide Runway Extension Proposal

Spøtiøl-Temporøl AII eu i øt i on- P r ob ab ilifu Thr e s h o I il s - C e rt ainty

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I I 10

Landforms
Driver safetv
Prooertv acouisition
Land Val

implied

Production values not appliÉble

Hvdroloqv
Non-Aborio. Heritaqe none not applicaÞle

Aboriqinal Heritaqe fxng not appliÉble not applicable

Veqetation
Fauna
Tourism-Recreation
Visual lmpacts
Air qualitv frd¡ed dust

Noise
Fire nol applicable

Wastes in soil section (see below)add

Pest plants, etc not applicable

Soil contamination rrpn€d

Access llocal traffic) impÌied nla?

Wide Road Svnd. nla'l

Score:
13/16
81%

11114
7B%

4114
28%

5114
35%

4/14
28%

1 1/15
73o/"

3114
21o/"

4/'t4
2æ/"

3112
25%

2J14
14%

Key: 1= magnitude of impact; 2= direction of impact; l= geographical extent of impact; 4= duration and

frequency of impact; 5= reversibility of impact; 6= impact mitigation potential; l= probability of impact; 8=

pubìic or-government concern level s; 9= thresholds, standards or guidelines referred to; l0= levels of certainty or

confidence
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Alternatives

Criterion 2,4,1: Have alternatives been outlined, and the decision'making process for or against
these alternatives been summarised and justifiedT This criterion was graded at B. As for the
other case studies, several alternatives to the project were outlined in the Draft EIS, but it was

ssessment to keep it simple. No alternatives were
he road and transmission developments, there did
t to the project need. However, the potential for
erall a total of 11 more specific alternatives were
e runway extension (5 options), and Tapleys Hill
t each option was generally clear and related to

social and environmental concerns in addition to cost factors or failure to achieve project
objectives. These reasons are outlined in Table (8).

Table 8: Alternatives presented in the Draft EIS for the
Adelaide Airport Runway Extension Proposal I (shaded represents proponent's preferred options)

Alternntiae For inst

Runway Options
S-W Extension

meets project objectives (3,100
runway length)
no significant impact on airport

. requires deviation of Tapleys Hill Road or tunnel

. requires redesign of golf course

. relocation of German Shepherd Dog Club

Extension both
directions

no significant impact on aircraft
operations
minimises offsite construction
impacts by remaining in existing
boundaries

o

a

runway closer to houses in n-e and increased
noise impacts
fails to meet project objectives

a

o

N-E Extension
. meets project objectives
¡ rìo significant impact on airport

operations

. requires acquisition of residential properties

. increase noise and health risks

. greatest economic and social costs

Use of east-west
runway

insufficient space to lengthen the runway for
international aircraft
fails to meet proiect obiectivesa

New runway provided for in Draft Airport
Master Plan

. insufficient demand for third runway

. fails to meet proiect obiectives (too short)

Relocate airpod . can meet objectives of project
. removes conflicts with

surrounding residential areas
. land exists for an airpod site

upgrade and provision of road access
to alternative site
requires duplication of airport related industries
found current airport, and new terminals, etc
considered impractical due to costs and
significant changes to airport operations
estimated losses of billions to the community

a

a

a

Do nothing no changes to surrounding
environment or community
savinqs in construction costs

ails to ect
result in constrained economic growth

unities for the State

Road options:
Short Deviation

Africaine Road could be rePlaced
no impact on Anderson Reserve
or Glenelg Baseball Club
cheapest option

a

a

a

a

requires relocation of German Shepherd Dog
Club
modification to golf course
changes to traffic patterns
impedes potential for further runway extension

Long Deviation no major impacts on existing
traffic operations
minimises constraints on runway
construction and aircraft
operations

. significant impact on Anderson Reserve
including relocation of baseball diamonds

. may affect viability of baseball club facilities

. noise level increases along Anderson Avenue

. mây be problems with flooding if affects Strut
Creek channel

. impedes potential for further runway extension

. hiqher costs than short deviation
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Long Tunnel a

a

a

meets project objectives
limits effects on adjacent land
USES
no impact on Anderson Reserve
road noise levels remain the
same
allows for future expansion of the
runwav

. relocation of German Shepherd Dog Club

. redesign of golf course

. no possibility for replacing Africaine Road

. impacts on water quality (saline ground water
requires pumping out during construction)

. highest cost of all options

Short Tunnel
. meets project objectives
. limits effects on adjacent land

USES
. no effect on Anderson Reserve

and Glenelg Baseball Club
. cheaper than lonq tunnel

. no replacement for Africaine Road

. changes to traffic patterns

. relocation of Dog Club

. impacts on water quality (as for long tunnel)

. more costly than deviation options

. impedes potential for further runwav extension

Controlled
Crossing

minimises roadwork costs does not necessarily reduce social or
environmental impacts
relocation of Dog Club
modification of golf course
significant impact on airport operations,
security, traffic flow and road accessibility
hiqh safetv risks

Closure Tapleys
HillRoad

a minimal expenditure significant impact on local community and
environment
involves rerouting 40,00 vehicles per day to
other roads
requires upgrade of other roads
fails to meet project objective of maintaining
current level of road access

a

a

Airport Runway Extension

Overall performance was good in that:

. despite significant land use constra ed to presenting a broad
range of options to minimise impact

. thele optións went beyond those ori prior to the. ElA.process
(ie originally only two road options were ass( ng road deviation);

. some õf tnê opiions appeai to have been recommended by community which indicates
openness;. the rationale for and against these options was succinct and clear;

. the criteria for decision-making were also clear in broad terms (social, economic and
achievement of objectives)

Limitations related to the fact that:

. the options for further assessment in ly in
faith on the proponent's decision-ma

. it was unclear why the cheaper short þlg
tunnel option would never have been ado EIA
Process Summary), thus its presentation in the EIS was almost superfluous; ... more specific criteria for detision-making and their importance vr'ere not outlined (eg how did
traffic õompare in importance to impacts on recreation, or costs)

Criterion 2.4.2: Høve alternøtives been compared rønked in order of preference for each
environmental impact? This criterion was graded at D. Although the reasoning for and against

attempt to compare the options and their issues
other case studies.
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Mitigation & Monitoring

Criterion 2.5,1: Have mitigation measures been idenffied where appropriate? This criterion was
graded at A. As for the other case stud presented fo
impact areas, which tends to highligh gement tool
deôision-making tool, Frequently, the impacts are
demonstrated in Table (9), mitigation measures 93Vo of key
an excellent performance.

Table 9: Performance in mitigation and monitoring in the Draft EIS for the
Adelaide Airport Runway Extension Proposal (shading=addressed)

Mitieation Catesorv 7 2 J 4 6 7 8 9

Traffic Safetv-delavs A, L)

Airpod Operations C,D fr
str¡ke

Land-propeftv Values noise S

Hvdroloov D,C

Aboriqinal Heritaqe Negot.

Vegetation AC
R

Fauna AC
R

Recreation A,T,D

Visual lmpacts D
S

R, trùEncs

Air quality A,C

Airport Noise S

Traffic Noise D,S

Waste (outlined in soil contamination section)

Soil Erosion-
Contamination

C, T,
R

Access (local traffic) CO

Wide Road Syndrome

Score (of 15) 14
9æ/"

1

6%
0 b

40%
I
æ/"

b
4t/"

0 1

60/o

Key: l=mitigation measure identified; 2=mitigation type (TRANSCCEND: Transfer, Rehabilitate, Avoid,
Natural Regeneration, Screen, Confine, Compensate, Educate, Negotiate, Design);3=level of mitigation

difficulty; 4=level of mitigation expense; 5=mitigation effectiveness; 6=certainty of mitigation outcome;

7=monitoring noted; 8=monitoring details (frequency, duration, and responsibility); 9=contingency plan noted

Críterion 2.5,2: Is the information on mitigation measures sufficiently detailed to facilitate
informed assesstnent a.bout how, when, and the effectiveness of meas,ures,? This criterion was
g*aeO at E. The level of detail for mitigation measures was limited, and as demonstrated in Table
(e):

. level of difficulty was addressed for 6Vo of cases which is unsatisfactory;

. level of expense was not addressed;

. level of effbctiveness was addressed for 407o of cases; and

. level of certainty about the measure was addressed in 67o of cases.

This made a combined grade of I37o which is unsatisfactory. Reference to the level of mitigatiln
effectiveness was highei than the other case studies, but this may be a 

-r-esult 
of the guidelines for

the EIS which expìicitly required the proponent to address the effectiveness of mitigation
measures. s not apparènt in guidelines for the other case studies which
indicates blishing good quality, comprehensive and detailed guidelines
upfront. always guarantee compliance given the imperfect scores in the
case studi ance.
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Some of the mitigation measures were not guaranteed such as the Commonwealth's noise
it was instigated separately from the extension
unity and some councils to get noise mitigation
this process. Knowledge was not as high about

owledge improvements became evident for the
out storage basin (eg for fuel spillage). Such a

on propos in better"î#ïiJ l!:åÎ'[å
standards. ifficult to

mitigate within the scope of the project (ie vehicle pollution also relates to design of vehicles, types
of fuels used).

Criteria 2.6.1 and 2.6,2: Have monitoring srrangements been detøiled for each impact
cøtegory? Is the information on monitoring sfficiently detailed to facílitate an info,rmed
asselsmbnt about its appropriateness and feedbt, ck capabilities? These criteria were graded at E.
As demonstrated in Table (9), monitoring was refened to in 40Vo of cases which is unsatisfactory.
The level of detail was also unsatisfactory. Factors such as contingency plans and reporting
mechanisms were also referred to, but no detail was specified, only that they would be addressed in
EMPS to be finalised.

Communication & Presentation

ønd 2.7.2)
ources was graded at B, There was evidence of

vegetation and fauna surveys, archaeological
monitoring, in addition to use of primary bird
However, there was a lack of soil sampling for

t's development), and there was no air quality
baseline data, no water quality background trends, and no actual noise level base line (only^

calculated ANEFs). Some of these such as the air quality data is difficult to compile for a one-off
project, particularly when no background data is available over a longer term to indicate broader
trends.

Descriptions in the Draft EIS of the methods
impacts was poor. While several different
assessment and air quality assessment, there
process, although some assumptions were not
iegetation and ãrchaeological sùrveys, nor were methods outlined for the remediatìon process of
coñtaminated soils. While outlining methods I r all aspects may result in a bulky document,
summaries could be provided in appèndices which may help to ¿lleviate suspicions generated in
the community. Thóy would also ãssist the production of EMPs, and result in more informed
decision-makiñg for experts in the field. Howèver, the use of information sources was extensive
and outlined for each major issue.

Criteria 2.7.3: Were all relevant sections included in the EIS including introduction, conclusion,
technical reference? This criterion ìruas graded at B. All key sections were
incorpora of a conclusion chapter, or monitoring sections. However, a

separãte s minary EMP was included.

Criterion 2.7.4: Wqs the information logically arranged in sections and the location 
-of 

important
datø highlighted in ø table of contenls of index? This criterion was graded at C. Although
structurðd dîfferently to the othêr case studies, the layout appeared to.be_logical and was consistent

ct assessment section included a description of the
quirements, construction impacts, operational
of contents was included. Generally no major

on in some areas, and reference to for instance,
cluding safeguards for the socio-demographic
It to locate all information pertaining to that

particular issue. In this sense, the information. was fra^gmented, but unlike the other case studies, it
was easier to make direct links with the description of the environment and the impact assessment
given that the document was structured around issues (rather than a description of the entire
environment followed by an impact assessment).

Airport Runway Extension
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Criterion 2.7.5: Was information comprehensible to the non-specíalist, ønd were technical terms
adequately d.efined., vlsual aids useil where appropriate, and references adeq-uately sourced?
Thii criterion was graded at B. The Draft EIS was generally well written ang understandable,
although at times tðchnical terminology and models used became complex. The document also
lacked a glossary which made some of the technical terms assumed as common knowledge
difficult tõ interpret. Use of visual aids was very good, including ph_otographs of the existing
environment. Sourcing of references was also good in terms of existing standards and
information in tables for instance, but referencing was sometimes lacking for the impact
assessment and it was unclear where the information came from, despite an extensive bibliography.

Criterion 2.7.6: Was the statement presented as an integrated whole, ønd was reþrence møde in
the text where summaries of datø iere presented in separøtely bound appendices ? This criterion
was g
some
the pr
were
incorporated, it may have been useful to incorpol_
been'done for othêr EISs (eg the eastern pipeline EIS). This may however, have been an

expensive undertaking, and not justified.

Criterion 2.7.7: Was the document of øn appropriate length for the task (ie not voluminous with
excess data, but not too short with lack of detøil)? This criterion was graded at C. There
appeared to be no major problems with this criterion, except for the fact that detail was sometimes
tläite¿ for the impaci ass^essment and mitigation measures, which would have made the document
substantially longär. It was however, alreãdy the longest EIS of all the case studies, but some of
the detail may have been superfluous.

Criteria 2.7.8: Wøs there an appropriate emphasis on the key issø¿s in the EIS with a lack of
C. All key issues appear to have been
mphasis on the noise issue. Nonetheless,
thus appropriately emphasised. No bias
was on direct as opposed to indirect or

secondary impacts.

Criterion 2.7.9: Wøs there a løck of bias in the conclusions made and were these conclusions
appropriately based. on the informøtion presented in the Draft EIS (if the information ítself
tãineã bias)? This criterion 'ù/as graded at C. Bias was evident in that preferred options were

selected for assessment. Nonetheless, the reasons for these options were clear, and most of the
conclusions made appeared to reflect the in
been evident given the several assumptions
noise, but this was difficult to assess given
was bias in the assumption that all impacts co
lack of reference to information certainty and
case for all of the case studies.

Level of Controversy about EIS Quality

The level of public controversy about the EIS quality was_high, and primarily.related to the noise

assessment, fãilure to refer to increased road traffic resulting from increased airport operations,
lack of reference to stormwater management initiatives if high nutrient levels.found, failure to
address existing problems in one suburb, lack of management for threatened butterfly species,
failure to releaó èconomic analysis report by the EDA, and lack of information on_ future airport
operations. Some of these comments aìe presented in Table (10). The DoT responded to some of
the criticisms about the noise assessment by argu was made to expl-qin the
assessment, and the failure of the community tó hat the data was flawed.
The Depariment also noted in response the omis ("g alternative steps for
noise management) that the assessment \ryas a very_scientific an-d technical process and that there
was too mu"ch information to included into the gÍS which needed to be readable for the general
public. Some positive comments were also made about the quality.of the Draft EIS including
ieference to thè thoroughness of the threatened species survey, and good-documentation' One
submission also congratùlated the department on their proposed protection of flora and fauna.

Airport Runway Extension
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Public Criticisms

. lack of reference to degree of error in the noise modelling

. 'The EIS is clearly deficient...in its aims (ie to ensure adequate information for decision-making and for
undertaking alternatives).

. invalid conclusions in the noise assessment

. 'We believe that the ANEC measure [for noise] is used in the EIS in a way that conceals the direct effects of
extending the runway, by confusing these effects with changes due to an upgrade in the aircraft fleet.

. 'The EIS-..fails to acknowledge the increase in road traffic to and from the airport complex which is required
to supply the increased pay loads and passenger numbers. Hence where there is more road traffic there will
be añ'increase in emissions resulting from these vehicles. Yet there is no proposal in the EIS which will
ameliorate this impact.'

. EIS did not address possible impacts on shoreline or beach erosion...additional runoff and contamination.

. lack of reference to details on design for managing construction-related pollution from the causeway.

. impacts of higher road traffic not addressed

. 'The EIS doeé not given sufficient recognition to current problems already experienced in Glenelg North that
would be accentuated by the proposal.'

. EIS does not address n-oise impacts associated with varying weather conditions and lack of adherence of
aircraft to designated flight paths.

. 'The EIS doesiot proviðe the information the residents are looking for, ie information on those areas that
will be severely affected by noise; alternative steps to manage aircraft noise, and the cost and
effectiveness of ihose steps. As the EIS does not provide this information, an informed decision cannot be
made.'

. The EIS fails to specify separate houses on contour maps that are and are not affected by noise.

. The EIS was 'guarded' with respect to actual increases in air traffic.

. failure to include actual noise monitoring levels

. inadequate assessment of impacts of closure of Africaine Road.

. lack of reference to how water would be drained away from golfcourse.

. failure to note that larger cargos and passenger numbers will result in more road traffic, and hence air
pollution.

. unsubstantiated opinions about effects on property values.

. does not address management plan for conservation of threatened butterflies

. criticisms about report on economic analysis not released to the public. 'The public is therefore denied any
opportunity to review the assumptions ion which its conclusions are based, or indeed to confirm that the
conclusions are correctly stated in the EIS.'

. omission of information on future operations of the airport..

. EIS has 'glossed' over water control.

The level of government controversy was substantially lower than public controversy, although
some criticisrñs were again made abóut the noise assessment. For instance, the Commonwealth's
Assessment Report noted that the EIS fa
the project (ie a lower altitude with high
utilised the full runway length even if it
1997).
of the
about d bird hazards It was also noted that the '...
EIS...s the possible relevant issues in a very focused
manner'

OPENNESS AND COMMITMENT TO CONSULTATION

Attitude

Criterion 3,1,1: Is ø genuine desire for consultation demonstrateil by the proponent? This
criterion was graded at B. Based on the available information,
making the consultation process work, both for the benefit of
project through. Genuineness for this programme was-clea
ðommunity cõnsultation was considered a key element of this

Airport Runway Extension

Table L0: Public criticisms of the quality of the Draft EIS for the Adelaide Airport Runway
Extension Proposal (sourced in part from DoT November 1996; and correspondence)
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environmental issues to be addressed and the level of local as well as metropolitan wide interest.'
Genuineness is also indicated in that research was carried out to determine the best practice
methods for consultation for large projects. The structure of the programme is illustrated in
Figure (5).

The consultation strategy was prepared by Rust PPK for the Department in December 1995.
Consultation \ilas undertaken with several government departments (eg Department of Treasury
and Finance; FAC, DHUD, EPA, UPA, Patawalonga Catchment Authority, Health Commission,
councils), and several community groups including for instance:

. City of Henley and Grange Residents Association

. Country baseball Teams

. Conservation Council of SA

. SA Baseball League

. Thebarton Residents Association

. I-Iser Groups of the Airport

. West Beach Residents Association

. Aboriginal community

. German Shepherd Dog Club

. Glenelg Residents Association

. Scouts. Service Clubs

. Rowing Club

. Anti-Noise Group

. West Torrens Ratepayers Association

. Airport Noise Association

. Glenelg Baseball Club

. Westward Ho Golf Club

. Kerry Ellis Driving Range

. Dune Care

it was stated in an internal document that the message the department was aiming to get
was that every effort would be made 'to keep the public openly and honestly.informed'
the 'views of ihe community will be listened to and given serious consideration'

At the Commonwealth PWC hearing, the project coordinator highlighted the importance attributed
to identifying all potential stakeholders early- in the project. There was also a letter drop to 8,0^00

residenti, ãnd the Department considered making payment to some residential groups for
attending the 2 day Value Management Workshop w_high is a good l1$i94o¡ of genuineness to
consultaiion. The iinportance of maintaining publiõ relations was also highlighted by. !!" issue of
frog relocation. No^ resources had be on given.the difficulties of
finðing them and given that they were posed to.bring in schools to
collecl them so thãt the department was r the environment.

Genuineness was also indicated by plans in an internal strategy to attain an '...improved quality
and effectiyeness of the planning and decision making process by ensuring
bettei-attuned to community views and needs'. Community involvement was, ho
a distance, however, and the involvement of communities on management
members was refused by the DoT because it was not considered a practical avenue for community
consultation, and had the potential to make planning more complex.

through
and that
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Figure 5: Consultation and Information Strategy for the
Adelaide Runway Extension proposal

Criterion 3.1,2: Høs the proponent demonstrated openness to considering all possible ølternatives
raised throughout the whole process? Th
demonstrated in that some of the recommend
v/ere presented in the Draft EIS (eg reloc
Openness to considering alternatives was
alternatives to minimise impacts as far as

Airport Runway Extension

Community Consultation
& Information Strategy

Communication ConsultationResearch

*Brochures
*Media Briefing Workshops
*Media Information Package
*Media Liaison
*Media Releases
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commenced prior to the completion of the EIA process, which assumes knowledge about which
alternative would be selected.

Although consultation was genuine,
selling and gaining support for a p
government. The emphasis was on
Thus, flexibility in the consultation
Apparently, one of the challenges of the cons
aliéady decided upon in terms of tunnel versus road deviation options, achiev_ing support for the
projecl, and facilitating the delivery of the project on time and within budget. It was also noted in
a public information Bulletin that:

'...consultation involves the community in planning and decision making for
their local area. It involves sharing information with the community and
listening and responding to their concerns. However, consultation does not
imply eiplicit power or influence over the decision making process but rather
thát fhe gòvernment's final decision making process will be open and responsive
to the views of the people consulted.'

As was the case for the Southern Expressway proposal, the department was restricted in
considering the no-go option because of the government's strong commitment to the project.

Timing of EIA (criteria 3.2.1'-3.2.4)

The main points in this category are:

. Integration with Conception (phase i): This criterion was graded at E. _The environment was

not ã key factor in the inception of the project, and the driver for the project was State
economic needs.

. Integration Planning (Alternatives; phase Integration
with-planning can be determined in pãrt by ed prior.to
the fõrmal ÈIA process. In this case, pr ith studies
undertaken in 1994, nearly 2 years before th before the
appointment of a consultánt to undertake official planning ?nd_tlry EIA process. The main
coñclusions about all of the case studies appears to be that the EIS (or equivalent document)
was simply a snapshot and stand alone document which does not appear-

the oveiail planning. It is however, the culmination of a long and
planning. Integration with planning can be seen in a number of ways: in
ilIA; iniegration of the formal EIA process (ie legislative require_ment), and_integration of. the
formal EIS document. In most of the case studies, integration of informal EIA investigations
was very good, and was generally followed by the formal EIA investigations which bEilt_upon
the informal and preliminary assessments, and were then reported in the snapshot EI,s. In
other words, whilê planning- was sometimes well advanced prior to the instigation of fo-rmal
EIA, this does not mean thãt EIA was not integrated in an informal sense, so it depends on
which aspects of EIA one is evaluating.

In the case of the Runway Extension, if only assessing the formal process, then EIA was an

add-on to an already advanced planning process and project concept. Although the _projgct
was not well designed when the formal EIA process was triggered (which allowed the EIA
process to influence the proposal), it w
the project. This does not allow much
to influence the broad concept of the
planning of alternatives (although alternativ
was viable). Planning was also completed
process which indic - so-looking at informal ElA,however, EIA'was a

þart of the process of planning .of alternatives. in the earlier FAC
õoncept study. The he lack of ability for the public to influence the
earlier informal stage.
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a

a

Integration Design (phase iii): This criterion
design of the road was done in parallel with
integration with formal EIA. Given that it was
refused, the formal EIA process was more of a
fine tuning the project to accommodate public
interaction there was between planning-ElA outcomes and the design process due to a lack of
documentation in the files, but it was pointed out during a project meeting that information in
the public response document should be considered in the design process.

Integration Construction: This criterion could not be graded due to a lack of information.
Given the use of EMPs and EMIPS, integration of environmental information raised during
the informal and formal EIA processes was transferred and integrated into the construction
phase, although the effectiveneìs of outcomes on the ground is ulllear _given the ambiguities
òf some of the action requirements (see earlie discussion on EMPs). Moreover, there were
insufficient resources in the Department to audit all aspects of the project which would give
greater indications of the degree of integration into construction.

Criterion 3.2.5: Has public consultøtion been undertaken as earþ as practically as possible prior
to the release of the Draft BIS? This criterion was graded at B. Consultation was undertaken_early,

idelines stage when they were formally released
ver, it may be that the guidelines were not well

"üli,ni,%n,fJifi,Ji'"'i#:ä3l,1l.TJ':,.:f 
Ë'";

ention was made that they were aware of the
provisions for input at the guidelines stage.

Scoping workshops and preliminary consultation workshops were also held with a range of groups
in Decémber I9Ç5, and in January 1996, more r xtensive advertisement of the project was made
with the circulation of 8,000 information brochures to households. Thus, consultation was clearly
early in the context of the EIA process. However, consultation was not taken early in terms of
previous concept studies, and plãnning had commenced years before the project was brought to
ihe public for formal comment. It was noted that:

'Detailed discussion on runway details was not possible until early in 1996 but
as soon as the project advanced to a point of planning when its effects on the
various stakeholders could start to be defined, a more comprehensive
consultation process was implemented'

Approach

Criterion 3.3.1: Have a wide range of techniqaes been used for public consultation? (eg review
panels, consultative groups, local workshops, public meetings, nnaires,
hotlines, displays)? This criterion was graded at B. A wide range o d for the

consultation-prócess, and as demonstrated in Table (11), of 11 con ,9 were
utilised, althoìgh none were used at the higher end of participation. As already noted, community
membership on management groups was refused due to the potential complexity which this may
generate inplanning. More specifically, techniques included:

. letter drops

. public information brochures;

. The 'Bulletin' (greater detail than brochure);

. Fact Sheets;

. Mailing List;

. mediaadvertisements;

ops with councils, re tion
Shepherd dog.club), (eg
noise association), g and

business community representatives;
. questionnaire to country Recreation Groups;
. briefings to local councils;
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Value Management workshop;
open community information day held in conjunction with Patawalonga project (attended by
1,000 people);
mobile public displays.

Table 1L: Public participation techniques adopted by ETSA for the Adelaide Extension
Runway Proposal (based in part on Westman's 1985 five-scale participation model and Glasson

et al 1994)

Criterion 3.3.2: Wss the proponent willing to, and did they releqse informøtion to tlte public
decision had been made (eg record of decision,

graded at C. Information in both the Draft EIS
exception of methodologies in the EIS as noted

clearly summarised in the Supplement report.
to the public which outlined the status of the

planning pr and
ãny releafe s wh
given that t may
(ie the con were
impacts were being managed, it is uncertain as to

The main limitation in this criterion was the failure to release the economic evaluation because it
was deemed confidential for Cabinet purposes, despite the fact that it formed the primary basis for
the project's justification. An initiál request for the d_o_cument by 

-a- 
residents association was

refused- by thð Minister of Transport, which again highlights that, like_ the no-go option, -lqm9
factors about a project are beyonã the control of the department particularly when its a political
decision. Thus,ihe decision tó release information to the public appears to have been constrained.
However, given some public criticism, the EDA announced in June 1996 that further detail of the

economic analysis wòuld be made available to inquirers to reduce controversy. Another
indication of lack of transparency were reques s by local council for information on plans and

details of the proposal in 1995 which were refused by the Minister for Transport on the argument
that the plans were still being refined.

Criterion 3.3.3: tables for the EIA process flexible enough to cater for
unforeseen requ cater for an option which is better environmentally but
more costly?^ case studies, these criteria were unable t9 b.9 _graded.
Adequacy of resources was difficult to assess, but there was evidencg !ha! they were lexible given
that ihe óontract for EIS preparation and consultation was increased in January 1996 fo cater for
an improved consultation þrogramme, and to assess shorter tunnel option. The time frames for the
planning and approval prócesi appeared to be quite tight, and_ there may have been. a rush to get
^Co*-oî*ealth 'funding^, and alsô to get the works in place before the airport was privately leased.

Approøch
Public
Power P ørti cip øti on T echniq ue s Adopted?

Delegated Authority High Review boards (established for project, although can be permanent
boards)

Joint Planning Moderate Communitv Consultative groups, advisory committees

Consultation Low Public M orh
Pe

ic submissions
estionn res

I nf ormal Correspondence outside formal submissions)**
lnformation Nit

Public Displavs
Media Notices

*can also become a means for joint planning, but is dependent on proponent attitude. **can also mean simple

information-provision depencling on content of materials. Often the correspondence by ETSA involved standard letters

orovidins information about the process
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However, delays were evident due to complexities in the EIS (ie noise assessment) which was
weeks behind ichedule, and due to issues of getting agreement on Commonwealth funding. These
delays resulted in attempts to find shortcuts in the process which indicates that flexibility of the
construction date was limited.

Level of Controversy about Openness

There was some public controversy about the consultation process, although not as significant as

criticisms about the EIS quality. Some individuals \ilere concerned that they were not consulted
earlier in the process, whilst others criticised the failure to release the economic analysis.
Consultation was also considered in one submiss on as a'useless public relations exercise, with a
lack of real opportunities for public debate'. There were also concerns that the requests_ for
commúnity information were irrelevant given ad already determined its
preferred óption. However, although one of the consultation prior to 1996
was ineffeciive, they were also full of praise fo on process. There was no
evidence of government controversy about the , and the Public V/orks
Committee wãs satisfied that adequate consultation had taken place in their report in January
1997.

PROPONENT RESPONSIVENESS

Alternatives-Weighting of Issues

Criterion 4.1.1: Was the (best' alternative adopted in the EIS based on the available information
and adequate røtionale given for the selection of the prefered optíon? This. criterion was graded
at C-B. For some, perháps th-ose directly affected by noise or loss of recreation, the no go option
was the better one, ãlthough some residents affected by noise impacts were still supportive of the
proposal's economic benefits to the State. Given the airport
ãppãrent that the it would require upgrade at some stage in_ the
nòt really an option if the runway was to be brought closer
standards. Thus consideration of the 'best' option comes down
This too was difficult to determine given that the Draft EIS only focused the detailed assessment

on two options.

In terms of the runway extension direction, the best option appears to have been adopted given_the
residential constraints to the north-east of the runway which were considered more substantial than
the issues of open space and recreation to the south-west. Criteria for this decision were
predominantly sôcial aid technical ones (ie increase noise impag-ts, _safety is_sues, building heights
in the north-éast). Relocation of the airport was clearly not justified given the large expenses and

infrastructure required.

The best option for the road alternatives was very difficult to assess, but alternatives such as the
controlled 

^crossing or closure to Tapleys Hill Road were not considered as viable ones due to
safety iable were the
shori the ProPosal
Descri nel) given that
it had for the future
possibility of further runway extension. Thus, tt . 

option' Based
õn information in the Draft-EIS, the main benefits of the original long tunnel option was that it
had the least intrusion into recreational areas, it had high community support, it allowed for future
expansion of the runway, and it seems to have less visual impact. . Noise levels would also-likely
reñrain the same given that it was located closest to the original road alignment (although
amplified at the tuñnel portals). It was however, of substantial cost which could (w.ould) no_t be

-et by both State and Õommonwealth government. Moreover, the tunnel option failed to allow
for the replacement of Africaine Road which was of community concern.

However, the government's earlier assessment which supported the tun_nel was based on
comparison with a long road deviation and not the short deviation which had lesser impacts. Tþ"
short road deviation aþpears to be a compromise, and also appeared to perform better than the
tunnel options in othef ãreas (ie water quality, and Aboriginal archaeology risks). As can be seen
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from Table (12) which assesses the performance of options based on information in the Draft EIS,
the short road deviation appeared to be the better performer in some areas:

. it was the cheapest option;

. it allowed for the reþlacement of Africaine Road which would cater for significant community
and council concerns about traffic and access disruption;

. there were lesser impacts on recreation than the original long deviation (although the tunnels
were also high performers, with the long tunnel being the best option);

. there was lels ìhance to disturb potentially buried Aboriginal sites compared to the tunnel
option;

. nolse lssues were less for the short versus the long deviation;

. the tunnel options required a lowering of the groundwater table and pumping facilities to
remove any potential flooding,.

The best option depends on how one values the recreational areas. (ie_ the go^lf jourse). Although it
was a closê decisión, it appears that the best option was adopted in the Draft EIS as a compromise
between earlier alternativeì. Indications that the 'best' option was adopted are also evident with

from both the State and Co
ncern it was noted by the Mini
be completed without some so
appears that the oPtions decide

Airport Runway Extension

Table 12: Performance of road options presented in the Draft EIS
for the Adelaide Airport Runway Extension Proposal

Críterion 4.1.2: Was the environment considered at least equally with economic and technical
y in the process, the environment including
that the more expensive tunnel option was

were also important including the ability of this

ïi,i};,T",åïiå;'i,""T',ili",',0"":iTì"J'iå#"""i
ntial, and that funding would not be available for

the tunnel option. From this point, compromises were reached, and. altholgh the cheapest option
was adopted^with the short deviation, it was also an option which minimised environmental impacts,
which sùggests an equal weighting. Impacts associated with the tunnel options also became more

Short deviation Long deviation Short tunnel Long tunnel

Cost best second best third best

Access (AÍricaine Road) allows replacement of
Africaine Road

no replacement no replacement

Traft¡c Delays (durang
construction)

Water quality may affect Sturt Creek
channel with problems
of llooding during
construction

requires pumping of
saline groundwater
into Patawalonga

requires pumping of
saline groundwater
into Patawalonga

Flora and Fauna no preference identifiable between short deviation and long tunnel option

Land use (recreation) impacts on Anderson
Reserve and Baseball
Club, although lesser
imDacts on oolf course

Visual hidden from view hìdden from view

Air oualitv no preference identifiable

Noise ? ?

Heritage less chance of digging
into buried
archaeoloqical sites

less chance ot digging
into buried
archaeolooical sites
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Airport Runway Extension

evident throughout the process such as the inability to replace local access (ie Africaine Road), and
impac factor, then it is possible that
was s its disruptions. Moreover, i
replac al access despite its additional
a mitt hed the community's need for
measures, and the State and project manager were restricted in part by the availability of
Commonwealth funding.

Procedural & Substantive Changes

Criterion 4,2,1: Were the environmental investígations and/or the public consultation process
modified or supplemented where a need was s)? This criterion rwas

gradðd at B. Nõa many changes were made to did not appear to be a
ñeed to make anyway, and where changes were r or instance:

. modifications to noise contours were made in the Supplement allowing for increased
overflight noise in Response document (DEST 1997)

. further survey of turtles and frogs was conducted in January 1997 '

. Given public controversy, noise monitoring \ilas proposed in liaison with communit)¡-groups so

that actual noise levels ðould be ascertained to supplement predicted noise levels. This was to
be done before and after the project construction. (noise monitoring found that previous EIS
conclusions were found to be valid);

. assessment of additional alternatives some of which were recommended by the community;

. further discussions were held with resident groups following high concerns about noise
impacts which indicates responsiveness to public concern;

. temporary closure of Africaine Road to construct culvert allowed an assessment of the possible
impacts if the road was not replaced;

. further details and assessment on options for Africaine Road and impacts of replacement
versus non-replacement (DoT November 1996);

. further detail on assessment of air quality impacts, although this discussion was complex and

highly technical;

Much of the Supplement also provided additional information in some areas and clarified
misinterpretationf õr uncertaintiei (eg noise assessment). In other areas, the document simply
reiterateã information in the Draft EIS in response to criticisms, or rejustified why certain
decisions had been made.

Criterion 4.2.2: Was the proposal changed on environmental grounds or in response to public,
consultation where appropriãte? This criterion was graded at B. Project changes are summarised
in Table (13). Like the Southern Expressway, the Department was constrained in the changes it
could made by the decisions already made by government. It was noted by one participant:

'I can't actually remember any changes to the project in a physical sense of any
material naturé from where'we through we would be going anyhow, and that's
not because we were determined to build what we were determined to build. It
was because there was common sense probably in what was being thought
should be done anyhow. Things like how we would handle runoff from the
road, the notion of how many swales and so on were just filled into place.... the
best practice elements of the works naturally just flowed into the EIS process.'

Prior to the EIA process, howev an option with_ major
impacts (ie the long deviation) to t deviation), and was a
coñrpromise betweén the long de This was considered a

relat-ively major change. Odher made during the EIA
process:
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Airport Runway Extension

. incorporation of indigenous butterfly protection into the EMP involving the provision of food
plants in landscape design and monitoring of any impacts (in response to public submission;

. increased buffer zone around stand of Wilsonia rotundifolia and other field grasses in
response to government submission;

. length of taxiway extension reduced due to technical problems and high costs (savings of $1.2
million);

. proposal to replace Africaine Road was made despite earlier decisions not to replace the road.
Thiì decision was made in response to community and council concern because of loss in
accessibility to existing suburbs, and reduced connectivity of road network;

lack of noise mitigation in the project design.
inator to consider noise mitigation measures, in
at the Commonwealth had backed down from
it had run out of funding, whilst the State

it was a Federal issue. It was also noted in the
n measures not justified given the forecast noise
it was noted that mitigation would be considered
vember 1996). It is acknowledged that extensive
n within the scope of the project, but like the
nt in the project, commitments could have been

made to those seriously affected by noise effects given the slight worsening in some areas to an

already affected area (ie to those in unacceptable contours greater than 30). This was an example
where the project could (should) have been changed but was not.

Table 13: Changes to the Adelaide Extension Runway Proposal
prior to and during the EIA process

While some people may perceive that the project should have been changed_ to incorporate the
tunnel option, it-is belièvéd that in addition to prohibitive costs, the potential impacts on water
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Nøture of Chønge Detøils

Number of Chanqes a aoproximatelv 4

Type of Changes . adoption of short deviation rather than long deviation
. indigenous butterfly protection
. increased buffer zone around stand of Wilsonia rotundifolia and other field

grasses;
replacement of Africaine Road

Change Significance . adoption of short deviation rather than long deviation - major
. indigenous butterfly protection - minor
. increased buffer zone around stand of Wilsonia rotundifolia and other field

grasses - minor
replacement of Africaine Road - minor'mediuma

Timing of Change adoption of short deviation rather than long deviation - prior formal EIA
indigenous butterfly protection - after formal public exhibition
increased buffer zone around stand of Wilsonia rotundifolia and other field
grasses - after formal public exhibition
replacement of Africaine Road - after formal public exhibitiona

lnitiator of Change

a

. adoption of short deviation rather than long deviation - government and other
participants (eg FAC)

. indigenous butterfly protection - public submission

. increased buffer zone around stand of Wilsonia rotundifolia and other field
grasses - public submission
replacement of Africaine Road - public submissions



quality and Aboriginal heritage were also short deviation were
apparóntly similai to those of the tunnel is difficult to assess,

Uùi it is considered that the short deviatio given that the tunnel
option would never have been incorporated due to its high costs.

Criterion 4.2,3: Did the proponent demonstrate learning from the EIA process resulting in
changes to internal policles or processes? There was insufficient information to assess this
criterion.

Level of Controversy about Responsiveness

Public comments were mixed about the proponent's and other participants responsiveness. On the
positive side, community leaders'praised the Governrnent's decision to retain the Glenelg
'Baseball 

CIub, which was threatened under previous plans.' Similarly, the diversion of Tapleys
Hill Road was'welcomed by despite concerns over noise and trffic.' O¡e o{
the airlines praised the resp oject team by noted that: .'[.w],e welcomed and
appreciatedihe involvemeni In contrast, others were critical:

. the Mayor of one local council warned of community anger about the lack of noise control

-easures and stated that 'Its not acceptable to have the project go ahead and then assess the

situation. The reality of that is that there's no guarantee ...even if the situation is assessed, the

residents will be given any noise modifications.'

two community members argued that suppo
given that it did not have any other merits.
alternate costs associated with the proposed
costs. The recommendations appear to be bas
ignored the associated environmental and social issues;'

another community member argued: '...1 could only conclude that the terminology used [in a
media articlel gaie a clear indication that a decision has already been taken that the runway
has to be extended and that the EIS is simply an exercise in the preparation of a document to
justify it.'

a

a

Airport Runway Extension

No government controversy about proponent responsivenes.s appeared. evident which is not all that
surpiising given the government's firm commitment to build the project. After consultation with
the^CEPÃ ãnd SA EÈ4, the Minister for Housing and Urban Development was satisfied that public
concerns had been addressed in the Supplement which is an indicator of proponent
responsiveness.

194



Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens

ETSA Project Case Study L

TUNKGILLO TO CHERRY GARDENS
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PROPOSAL CONTEXT AND DESCRIPTION

Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens

During the late 1970s and 1980s, the demand Tg1s¡lg within
South Australia, particularly in the Adelaide 1979). These
demands were expected to be catered for via t station at Port
Augusta, high voltage transmission lines (275 kilovo_l In Júy.1977.
dur-ing prepáration of the Northern Power Station EIS, ETSA's foresaw the need for an additional
transñriìsion line (275kV) to transport electricity south from Port Augusta to Adelaide (ETSA
November 1979). Although there were two existing 275 kV transmission lines (plus two I32kV
lines), they were unable to cope reliably with the additiona
station, and there was potential for overload and constraints
draft EIS (ETSA November 1979) was prepared in which it
connection should be divided into two stages. The first stage involved a line from Davenport to
Tungkillo, whilst the second stage, which i1 the subject of this case study, completed_ 

^the
conñection from Tungkillo to Cheriy Gardens (T-C), and was evaluated several years later in 1986
(ETSA April 1986).

Rationale for the Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens Transmission Line proposal included:

. increase in energy capacity in response to increasing demand for power in southern areas
(predicted to exceed full capacity in the area within 15 years);

. èisure security, reliability and flexibility of supply (eg via physical separation of lines and

different termination points);
. cater for fluctuating seasonal and daily demands;
. prevent potential fõr overloading at Para substation (takes power from Playford, Northern and

Torrens power stations);
. facilitate second stage of Port Augusta to Adelaide connection;
. facilitate the proposed Victorian interconnection (see below);
. provide for ihe connection of the next ne\¡/ power station proposed for north of Adelaide

ãround 1995 (ETSA April 1986).

Key characteristics of the development included:

. a double circuit twin conductor transmission line (steel lattice towers 37-50 metres tall);

. line easements (up to 50 metres fot 275kY lines);

. alterations to the existing Cherry Gardens Substation;

. the purchase of land fõr future construction of a new Substation at Tung\illo (5 he_ctares

required) (height of structures at the Substation estimated around 20 metres; plus possibility of
taller radio communication tower); and

. an access road (2 kilometres) (ETSA April 1986).

In addition to completing the line from Port Augusta to Adelaide, the Tungkillo to Cherry
Gardens transmissiõn liné formed part of a broader interconnection system between South
Australia, Victoria and New South Wales. This interconnection was addressed by the 'Future
Energy Action Committee' and announced in February 1f8_5 (late in the planning process)
(ETSã April 1986). Interconnection provided the potential for 'opp_ortunitl exchange_s'^of
òheaper añd/or excess po,ù/er between Sbuth Australia and the eastern States (DEP June 1987:

p18).

EIAPROCESS SUMMARY

Screening and Triggering

In June 1979, ETSA's Economic Planning Committee agreed that a double circuit 275kY line be

constructed between Davenport and Cherry Gardens, but it was not until February 1982 that a

report officially recommending the Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens_and Tungkillo-Tailem Bend lines
wäs produced-by ETSA's Systems Planning Engineer. l..ltupt due to experience with the
Northern Power Station and the Davenport-Tungkillo EISs, ETSA pre-empted the EIA process by
liaising with the t ent and Planning (DEP)_t¡_June,1982 about the
planniñg process. 82, ETSA notified the DEP of their intention to

þrepare-a?r EIS fo e 275kY transmission line between Tungkillo to
Cherry Gardens.
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Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens

ETSA requested that the DEP prepare draft guidelines for the EIS, and these were prepared jn ttt."
same moñth and revised nearly two years later in August 1984. Discussions were also held with
DEP officers about proposed routes in December 1983, with field inspections in January 1984. It
was not until 16 Nóvember 1984 that the official requirement for an EIS was made by the then
Minister for Environment and Planning (Don Hopgood) in accordance with Section 49 of the
Planning Act Although the criteria for requiring an EIS in South Australia were highly
ambiguous, some justification was given by the DEP including the:

. nature and length of the project (>45km);

. sensitivity of the physical environment;

. expected high public interest; and

. expected political sensitivity.

Proposal Guidelines

Shortly after the official EIS requirement, theJtngt g"i{ql1es for the EIS were released.by the
DEP in November 1984, followìng input by ETSA (DEP November 1984). The guidelines,
which are summarised in Table (1), were succinct (3.5 pages) and required the proponent to
outline the objectives, nature and timing of the project, a, substantiation for the pro-p_osal, the
consideration õf alternatives, impact mitigation measures, and public participation (DEP November
1984). It is interesting that the alternatives required detail not only on_broad schemes and

alternative corridors, but also for a preferred alternative. This approach of identifying a preferred
alternative was some cause for contention in future EISs and is likely to have caused public
controversy. Although most issues associated with transmission lines__were incorporated into the

guidelines, they lacked detail in areas such as mo_nitoring and fo^llow-up, and -secondary or
õumulative effeôts. This is not surprising given that the importance of these issues did not appear

to be as well recognised relative to recent years.

Table 1: Key Requirements within the Guidelines for the
Tungkilto to Cherry Gardens EIS (compiled from DEP November 1984)

Proposal &
Substantiation

Alternative Corridors Mitigation Measures Environmental Factors

. proposal nature

. objectives

. timing

. proposal need

. proposal costs
and benefits

. broader
alternatives

. description of each corridor

. constraints on corridors

. comparison of corridors
(environmental, economic,
technical)

. description of preferred
corridor

. assessment of preferred
corridor's impacts

. outline of mitigation measures

. tower design/treatment

. tower positioning

. control of disease/pest
plants

. fire precautions

. soil erosion

. vegetation clearance

. waste disposal

. electrical interference

. heritage protection

. rehabilitation

. screening (limited)

. compensation (general)

. climate

. topography

. drainage

. soils (incl. erosion)

. vegetation

. fauna and avifauna

. fire risk

. land use

. heritage

. visual impacVamenity

. settlement proximity

. impacts on aidield, aerial
agriculture

. agricultural impacts

. tv/radio reception

. spread of pest plants and
diseases

. electrical effects

. nolse

. disposal of waste
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Section 7 Notice

Unlike the EIA process for private bound by Se-ction 7 of the Planning Act
(for Crown Devêlopment). 

-Under required to forward a notice of intent to
both the South Auitralian Plannin and to relevant councils for a comment
period of two months; which was then followed by a report and recommendations from the SAPC
îo the Minister of Environment and Planning. The timing of this notice was of some concern to
both ETSA and the DEP. Given that a period of two months comment was provided for councils,
it was clearly in ETSA's interests to submit the notice as soon as possible due to_pressures to
complete the proposal for the interconnection with Victoria. Despite these _concerns, DEP required
that ìhe noticê bê delayed until the assessment )rocess was complete, and a proper judgement of
the proposal could be made by councils and the SAPC. This was particularly important in light
of DEÞ's presupposition thát ETSA's preferred alternative would not be supported in the
Assessment Report because of public and government comments.

Organisation and Management

A discrete planning team was established for the Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens project via a 'task
force', in addition t-o subteams for the environmental investigations comprising of consultants and

subconsultants (see below). It was difficult to identify the presence of other internal subteams or
the team leader or project maîager. The main coordinator for the EIA process was identifiable
(Design Engineer Tiansmission - nitial task
iotcel A pr-oject manager and nsmission
Engineeriñg was also fórmally the entire
intãrconnec-tion project and nót er of staff
in the Transmisiioñ Branch and the Survey Br times for
project planning, but there was a 'hard, cote' of people involved throughout all of the
interconnèction projects who were acknowledged as a'very important resottrce' to ETSA.

Environmental officers were involved in the process but were not on a planning team, and their
involvement was late rather than from the begiining of the corridor selection process. A survey of
vegetation in August 1987 and 1988 through the Mount Bold region_¡ras carried out by FTSA's

"nTiron-ental 
scientists, and in a post-implementation review by ETSA's Survey Branch it was-

stated: 'tribute must ...be paid to Senioi Environmental Scientist (SES) for his advice and
assistance during the environmental studies and also for the monitoring work that he carried out
cluring and aftel construction'. However, the lateness of their involvement was of concern to the

envirõnmentil branch. In the post-implementation review they noted:

'...the Branch's involvement did not start until the EIS had been prepared and issued. Given the

post EIS requirements to carry out quite detailed and sensitive environmental work, and given

the capacity of the Branch to do this with success...it would seem that ETSA in-house
environmental personnel should be aware of such exercises before EIS preparation, and have the

opportunity to participate in discussions with SADEP, consultants, earlier in the project than

after the EIS has been prepared. This is not a claim to usurp the proprietry role of
Transmission Department for the Environmental Clearance Procedure for Transmission lines.

It is, rather, a proposal that in long-running projects in-house environmental staff can (and do)

supply services which cannot cost-effectively be supplied by the main Environmental
Consultant...It is also a proposal for efficient use of ETSA in-house skills.'

Draft EIS

Consultants 'social and Ecological Assessment' (SEA) were employed by ETSA on 5 November
1984 (shortly before the EIS requirement) Draft EIS. Two
public' meeiings and extensive surveys n to aid in the
identification õf tey concerns. The Dra be a.con_ceptual

broad corridors. I ense involved in
ombined with uncertainty about which alternative would be adopted,
specific route, design and pole locations would be negotiated with

cess and decision. This appeared to be agreed to by DEF given
minor alterations in the guidelines to this effect.

The proportion of focus on the main EIA tasks and the contents of the Draft EIS _(_103 
pages of

main teit; are illustrated in Tables (2) and (3). The greatest focus in the Draft EIS was on the
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description of the environment (257o) and on the impact evaluation (24Vo), followed by the
technical summary and introduction. There 'was no separate section for a description of
monitoring, nor was there any conclusion to the document. The impact evaluation was broad-
scale and-did not attempt to assess the impacts on individual landowners given that this was
considered a matter for negotiation at the later easement acquisition stage (after approval of the
final route).

Five alternative schemes were briefly presented in the Draft EIS relating to corridors,
undergrounding, and the no-go option (refer also criterion 3.5.1). Only Schemg (_1) was_ focused
on in-detail wtrictr involved a Direct and a P¿rallel Corridor between Tungkillo and Cherry
Gardens. The Direct Corridor contained the northern route, and because it was the cheapest and
technically superior option, was ETSA's
alignments). The Parallel Corridor contai
adjacent to an existing I32 kV line for half
new double circuit 275kV line running p
132kV line to a triple circuit line (which also involved widening the easements)Jhis latter option
was considered more costly and technically inferior (ETSA April 1986). The major issues
addressed are reflected in the contents (refer Table 3), and related to heritage, recreation, tourism,
vegetation, fauna, lifestyle, and agricultural among others. Unlike the Ardrossan and Tailem
Bend proposals, no attempt was made to highlight the most significant issues.

Table 2: Proportion of focus in the Draft EIS for the Ardrossan-Dalrymple Transmission Line
Proposal (103 pages in main text and summary, excluding appendixes)

EIS Task
7o Focus*
(sections in main
text)

Summary 11%

lntroduction 15"/"

Prooosal Descriotion 5%

Policv Framework 2%

Proposal Need 4%

Alternatives 9%

Description of environment (baseline) (alternatives/or prefened

conceot)

25%

lmoact Description & Evaluation 24/"

Mitiqation 5o/"

Monitorinq 0%

Public consultation (approach) o.9%

Conclusion Ot/"

* does not total, 10OVo because of overlaps on some pages;
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Contents of the Draft EIS

1. Summary
2. lntroduction
. Electricity generation and transmission in South Australia
. The proposal
. The EIA process in South Australia
. Environmental investigations undertaken
3. Substantiation
. Past planning
. Future planning (increase system capacity, diversity termination points,

interconnection, increase reliability, augment supplies to southern areas, upgrade
existing lines from Pt Augusta to Para substation)

4. Alternatives considered
. 'no-project'option
. alternativetransmissionschemes
. alternative route corridors for the preferred scheme
5. Heritage
. Aboriginal heritage
. Non-Aboriginalheritage
6. Biophysical environment
. regional setting
. geology, drainage and soils
. vegetation
. fauna
7. Social and Economic Environment
. population
. land use and the economy
. statutory planning factors
. nature of the landscape
. the South Eastern freeway
. tourism
. recreation
. overylew
8. Environmental impacts and comparison of Transmission Corridors
. human settlements and residential land uses
. lifestyle
. agriculturalpractices
. water catchments
. archaeological sites
. non-Aboriginalheritage
. vegetation clearance
. fauna and conservation
. recreation
. tourism
. landscape quality
. visual intrusion to residents
. system reliability
. statutory land use planning objectives
. economicconsiderations
. summary and comparison of transmission corridors
9. Environmental safeguards and management
. electrical field effects
. acquisition of an easement and access requirements
. television and radio reception
. fire precautions
. constructionprocedures
. disposal of waste materials
. pest plants
. protection of archaeological sites
. visual impact
. soil erosion
REFERENCES

Table 3: Contents of the Draft EIS for the
Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens Transmission Line Proposal

Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens
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Public Exhibition & Supplement Report

Following comments on a preprint Draft EIS by the DpP, the Draft EIS was released for public
commenifor a period of eight-weeks from 4 April 1986 to 30 May 1986. Only 39 formal public
submissions were received-by the Minister of Environment and Planning, in addition to eight
government submissions which were coordinated and summarised by the. DEP to avoid the
identification of any potential conflict within government. The community and government
concerns,vvere responded to by ETSA in the'supplement'Report (56 pages plus appgldices)
which was producèd by the same consultants in December 1986 (ETSA December 1986), and
publicly relóased on 19-January 1987. Section 7 Notices were also sent by ETSA to councils in
iune 1987, although one council noted that they were in no position to comment on the proposal
until the EIS was officially recognised.

The main issues raised in the public and government submissions are summarised in Table (4).
The issues raised most frequently related to opposition to ETSA's prefered option (or support for
the other option), heritage, visual impacts, vegetation, land values, and tourism. A number of
submissionÀ for the T-e proposal were also concerned about ETSA's over-emphasis on cost
factors in determining thèir-preferred option. Other issues related to requests for further
information (eg line positions, maintenance, impacts on aerial spraying etc),_assumptions made (eg

study and corridor bóundaries), inaccuracies in the Draft EIS, and the consultation process.

The opposition evident in the public submis
controvérsy and informal opposition which resul
should be noted, however, that the number of þ
for the proposal is below the average number receir
is a wid^e iariation (average 53.82; standard deviation 98.46) (Harvey 1993: p75). According t-9

Harvey (1993: p75), howãver, submission numbers are no indication of whether a project will
r.r""eód òr fail irndêr the EIA process in South Australia. Harvey (1993) also observed that the

transmission lines which undèrwent EIA tended to involve local as opposed to state-wide
community interest.

DEP Assessment Report

An Assessment Report which evaluated the ETSA's Draft EIS, Supplement, ¡gb.lic submissions,
and the overall pro^posal, was produced by the Assessments Branch of the DEP in August 1987,

and publicly relèasôd on 31 Oõtober 1987 ( ich
was quite lengthy at 81 pages (plus appendi on

tourism), and most importantly, disagreed wi ere

in agreement with the overall- need for the proje the
southern areas, they were concerned about:

'...the fact that ETSA's preferred scheme (ie. Scheme 1) would place a double circuit 21skY
transmission line in a populated, scenic, historically significant and generally much appreciated

portion of the Adelaide hills.

Any major transmission line in this area is highly likely to have a considerable impact on

populations, landuse, views and vegetation'.' (DEP October 1987: p8).

Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens

It was recommended that '...the environmenta
Corridor' incorporating a combined triple cir
double circuit line (DEP October 1987: p77).
and the DEP did not appear 1007o confident
second preferences were outlined which involved
argued that the adoption of ETSA's preference would involve further analysis:

'Considerable effort has been placed in this Report on the identihcation ofthe preferred options
on environmental grounds. If the ETSA preference for the Northern Route is adopted, then

exacting analysis will need to be given by ETSA and the Department of Environment and

Planning to ways of reducing, as much as possible, the significant impact associated with a

transmission line along this route' (DEP October 1987: p76),
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Table 4: Issues of concern raised in public and/or government submissions for the Tungkillo-
Cherry Gardens Transmission Line Draft EIS (compiled from ETSA December 1986)

Category Specific Comments

Detail/lmpact Concerns

lnadequacy & requests
for further information)

B¡oader Electricity System and Planning
. future power station sites and line requirements
. interconnection. more info ility (and bushfire hazards)
. complicat planning constraints
Detail, Mainte. line positioning
. maintenance frequency and security
. more information on compensation
Alternatives and Methods. oossible Substation
. 'reiected corridors (not illustrated)
. tebhnica rity of Parallel corridor

' insurricie route 

::i:ï:'ï 
evaruation

between tlvo routes in

landscaoe oualitv
future tcjurism pótential and impacts - which option better
recreational tra¡ls
heritage items
health effects
fire risks
several concerns, particularly from small property owners re: impact on property values

Assumptions Substant¡ation

. use of conidors objected to

. weiohtinos used (refer below)

. variäble öorridor tividths influenced comparative outcomes

. combined Southern routes questionable for comparison with northêm route
Equity. ' 

rt¡ral landowners should have same considerations as townships
o more importance than tourists
. ltural imoacts comoensatable
. n on imóacts on inilividuals, not just in broad terms (1 6 submissions)
Alte¡natives 

;::,

criteria

lnaccuracies and EIS
quality

general comments re: inaccuracies, incorrect conclusions, inconsistencies, conduct of env¡ronmental
studies. affected area. EIS not clear. information a red alternative

. effectiveness doubted

. Dhotoqraphs fail to illustrate full visual impact

Consultalion not early enough (planned since 1977; consulted 1984)
requirement to comment in absent of tower positions
concern re: lack of consultation
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Thirteen recommendations were outlined in the Assessment Report relating to alternatives,
mitigation requirements for further analysis, design, and construction.

Because the DEP had based their assessment solely on social and environmental criteria and not
cost factors, ETSA requested that they be able to comment on the draft Assessment Report before
its release. This unusual request, which was agreed to in principle by DEP, raises some questions
about the independent natuie of the Assessment Report. One may also ask ryhether a private
proponent same treatment. Nonetheless, ETSA had informed DEP that
itrey traO g the recommendations of the DEP, and the assessment's
outcomes A's Preferred oPtion.

Official Recognition & Field Inspections

Shortly prior to the public release of the Assessment Report, 'official recognition' of the three
assessmént documentì (Draft EIS, Supplement, Assessment Report) was given by the Minister on

22 October 1987. This recognition, which did not constitute a final decision, was the last official
stage of the EIA process under the Planning Act. Given the time pressures_ _on ETSA, lll given
thaT the assessmènt process had been completed, they requestgd o1 4 November 1987 that
approval be given as soon as possible and nõt after February 1988. Shortly afterwards, on the

rðôommendation of the DEP,- field inspections of the site were undertaken by the Planning
Commission, DEP and ETSA in December 1987.

SAPC Advice & Ministerial Directions

At time of the field inspections, the South Australian Planning Commission (SAPC) expressed
support for the recommeìdations in the Assessment !.epo,rt, and six weeks after _ETSA's. request
foi'a decision, the Planning Commission forwarded their recommendations to the Minister for
Environment and Planning-on 18 December 1987. It was not until two months later on 15

February 1988 that these recommendations were endorsed by Cabinet. Public announcement of
the proposals' approval was finally givert on 25 February 1987, and the official Ministerial
direótions were fôrwarded to ETSA on 29 February. These directions were as follows:

1. That the Electricity Trust locate the Tungkillo-Cherry Garden transmission line along
Southern Route II [the parallel corridor] incorporating a triple circuit transmission line ....'

2. That the Electricity Trust carry out additional detailed work in association with the

Department of Environment and Planning to:

a) ensure the impact of construction on vegetation in the Mt. Bold Reservoir
catchment is minimised, and

b) ensure that the final alignment and tower positions throughout Southern Route II
are located in a manner that minimises adverse impacts.

I would also recommend that the recommendations contained within the Assessment Report by

the Department of Environment and Planning be taken into account when undertaking the

transmission line project.

ETSA's Response

No reference was made in the final decision to the proposed substation sites, and ETSA, following
communication with the DEP, assumed that approval to purchase a site was implicit in the final
directions, and that development would be conditional on further environmental evaluations.
Although confirmation was requested by ETSA from DEP, it is not clear what the outcome was

based õn existing information.- V/hile the final Ministerial directions are not binding on. crown
authorities undei the Planning Act (section 7(S)), ETSA forwarded a letter acknowledging the
Ministerial directions to the DEP on 10 March 1988. ETSA noted:

'From our work to date we see no insurmountable problems which would preclude a
transmission line from being constructed satisfactorily on the recommended route. We

therefore acknowledge that we can comply with the direction I of the Minister's letter.

Tungkillo-Cheny Gardens
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This clearly indicates that the decision-making process does not always stop as soon as the EIA
decision hás been made, but rather, in this case, involved an ongoing process of negotiation and

compromise at the more detailed survey and design stage.

The final route decision sparked some controversy in early April-May 1988 with residents, the Mt
Barker Environmental Asôociation, and the Mt Bárker Council. An alternative, which was a slight

Moreover, ETSA's original response in a draft I
the triple circuit option was too expensive.

Recommendations from the decision were also followed through such as the vegetation survey

undertaken by the internal Environmental Branch in August 1988 for the more detailed centreline
which resulted in monitoring and mitigation reco ions, and ongoing liaison with the DEP
to reduce the impact in N[t Bold Réser Extensive _monitoring- activities. and

property restoration were also undertaken ernal environmental officers which.is significant
b""'*r.í this was not even addressed in the Draft EIS, Although the final decision was made

to minimise impacts, this does not negate the fact that some property^. oYnerl would still be

impacted on. This was evident at the suÑeying and design stage after the final decision, with vocal
opposition from some landowners.

Due to some property damage which occurred during the cons_truction process, 
^farmers 

lobbyed
the Minister fbr Mines and Energy. ETSA responded with the introduction of a new property
reinstatement function for transmiðéion lines involving a education programme for staff regarding

n, soil erosion, crop and vegetation damage. The process was

:izi;;u"',;î,::1,"#i3K";^K"^{!,;K{"2'"#'il^f,"!"xl:,
resulted in delays, particularly given that earlier contour

mapping only covered the northern route only. ETS4 notèd:.'While this mapping was a valuable
,"tàurrá for evaluating route concepts it was a pity that we did not extend it to the southern route

that was eventually adopted.'

EIA COMPLIANCE

Criterion 1.1: Did This criterion
was graded at A. TSA and the
goveinment. Thi q 4"t are.not
ãt the proponent's ^ is in the best

interesìs to work onment and Planning in terms of the guidelines,
particularly given the DEP's influence on the decision making process.

Criterion 1.2: Did the proponent comply with the project guidelines? This criterion was graded

at B-4. The EIS was èasy to comparè with the guidelines, thus indicating.a degree of consistency
and clarity in presentatioñ and layout. There was some evidence of going beyond compliance

Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens

Direction 2 and the reçommendations are generally consistent with our normal practices, with
commitments made by ETSA in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the
Supplement or with action taken in conjunction with your Department on other similar
projects and are generally acceptable. We would point out, however, that we will be consulting
with public bodies and owners of properties affected by the final route concerning appropriate

measures to be included in the design and construction of the transmission line.

Our usual practice of consulting with property owners on details of the centre line, tower
positions and access for construction and maintenance could result in discussion between

officers of ETSA and your Department to either clarify particular recommendations or to reach a

compromise acceptable to the property owners and your Department''
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with the inclusion of detailed demographic information and quality of life (although this latter
also related to visual impacts which was required by the guidelines). Omissions which did not
appear too significant inCluded requirements to address climate (eg h.azq{s_from storms), and the
lôôation of trãnsmission towers (to be addressed a er the EIA process). ETSA also did not present
a more detailed evaluation of their preferred concept even though required by the guidelines.
This is not significant, and as discussed later, was actually a response to public controversy and was

more appropiiate by allowing equal comparison between the alternatives (although a preferred
alternati'ie ùas still- specified). Other omissions included details on rehabilitation and screening

ing 'regeneration' of vegetation, or using topography for screening),
of pesf plants/disease). Many of the requirement also lacked detail'
wai high when a sir ple absence-presence score was used.

Criterion 1.3: Díd the proponent comply with the final decision? There was insufficient
information about ETSÁ's response to the final decision to determine whether or not all
conditions v/ere met. Howeverf the final route constructed appears to be consistent with the
southern route recommended in the final decision.

Críterion 1.4: Was there evidence of going beyond compliance? This criterion was graded at B.
Evidence that ETSA went beyond compliance was clearly demonstrated in the public consultation

blic involvement were perceived by many as

ìon required only that the proponent involve the
the release of the Draft EIS and response at the
fic guidelines specified that ETSA outline any
, but this was not a compulsory requirement. It
Itants that experience in other Australian states

vement is desirable in transmission line projects'.
ETSA's consultation programme is evaluated in more detail in 'openness'.

EIS QUALITY

The Proposal & Policy Framework

2.1.1 Wqs the project justified and was the rationale clearly outlined? This criterior was graded

at C. The rationaie of the-project was clear and understandable. ETSA endeavoured to provide^ a

strong rationale for the propósal in terms of metropolitan_and State significance, and careful
consiãeration and revisión of ttre 'substantiation' was made throughout the planning process.

There was, however, a lack of reference to the broader disadvantages of the proposal which is not
surprising given that this stage of the transmission network was 'locked' in þy _previous
OevètoprñenTs, and was necessaiy to complglg both the_ Por_t Augusta connection to Adelaide and

the Viötorian interconnection. It was also difficult to identify the true need for the proposal in the
past, present and future peak load and supply trends for

eã for the proposal was accepted by government, it was also
ity, and by an engineer who previously worked at ETSA. His
la:

Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens

'a review of ETSA's powerline system, security voltage levels, environmental and political
impacts is urgently required before the project gets the go-ahead.

The need for direct connection between the sub-stations at Cherry Gardens and Tungkillo has

not been substantiated in terms of additional revenue for the Trust, percentage improvement in
security of supply or the value of improvement in the system's efficiency'

In contrast, it was argued in another article that 'while many people did not want the line built at
all, it was'obvious Aãetaide needed the power and the argument then became which route had the

least impact.'

2.1.2 Was there a detailed description of the proposal? This criterion was graded at D-C. Unlike
the other case studies, there waì not á separate chapter dedicated to describing the proposal'
Performance \¡/as however, good in some areas. Of 11 areas which should be addressed, 9 were
referred t
working
their tran
(5) were
difficulty
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and given the lack of detail on the proposal to purchase
While briefly addressed, the two alternative locations for
their environmental context (ie detailed figures/maps), n
transmission lines outlined clearly. It was propose
evaluations of the substations aI a later date, but the information in the Draft EIS was insufficient
about the actual sites to adequately assess this component of the proposal. The lack of focus on
this component of the proposãl is highlighted by the fact that the substation was overlooked in the
final declsion on this proþosal (refer EIA Process Summary). The problem is that once the sites

are purchased, the subitafions becomes 'locked' in by a p_revious planning decision which makes
it difficult for environmental assessment processes to influence the final outcome (ie unable to
examine alternative sites once purchased).

Table 5: Proposal Description performance in the
Draft EIS for the Ardrossan-Dalrymple Transmission Line Proposal

Proposal Addressed?

Size
Land use requirements
Lavout
Desiqn
Costs
Production processes & rate of produ nla
construction timinq and duration
construction process
materials required and their transport
saf etv
propertv access (mav include numbers of workers-visits)
tvpe of wastes produced and ent

Score: ü% (9n1)

2.1.3 Was there an outline of the policy fram.ework and legislation which was relevant to the
planning and Process for at D.
Although not a ent for EISs, atena
facilitales a mo sment (eg sta these

of 12
6), 5 were referred to (4l%o). A summary of the
the EIS, and some reference was made to the

standards for electrical effects of transmission
s good given was made in

the other three ETSA case stud should be n I of detail on

the planning principles was lim ome of whic the-proposal,
werä also ãiscounìed by ETS bearing on n alternative
transmission corridors. Some assumptions were also made about world standards for the health
effects associated with large transmission lines, even in the face of significant uncertainty. These
assumptions evoked signifìcant criticism from the Health Commission (refer section on 'external
pressures').
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Legislative or Policy Framework Addressed?

Plannrng Planninq Act requirements (eq EIA process, Section 7 notices)
Development Act requirements 1993 nla

Develooment Plan
General Environmental Protection Act 1993 (eg wastes, pollution policies) nla

Environmental

Protection
Coast Protection Act 1972 nla

Clean Air Requlations 1969

Environment Protection (l of Proposals)Act 1974 (Cth) nla

Flora, Fauna, Fauna (eq Endangered Species Protection Act 1992) nla

Parks Native Vegetation (eg Native Vegetation Management Act 1985; Native Vegetation
Act 1991)
Parks and Wilderness (National Parks and Wildlife Acl 1972; Wilderness Protection
Act 1992)
Animal and Plant Control Act 1986

Land & Water Land management (eg Pastoral Land Management and Conservation Act 1989;
Pastoral Land Act 1

nla

Soil (eo Soil Conservation and Land Care Act 1989) (ElS in prep. prior to this þ!) ila

Water Water Resources Act 1990 Catchment Water Act 1
nla

Land Acquisitions Act 1969
Fire (eq Country Fires Act 1989) (ElS in p rep. prior to this Act) nla

Heritage Aboriginal Heritage (eg Aboriginal Heritage Act 1 979, or 1988; Aboriginal and Torress
Strait der e Protection 1 987

European He (eg National Trust of SA Act 1955; SA Heritage Act 1978, Heritage
Act 1 State

Health-Satety Health Standards (eg WHO, Health Act; guidelines lnternational Radiation Protection
Association; Public and Environmental Health Act 1987)

Noise Standards (Noise Control Act 1976-1977 and subsequent replacements)
AS2187 1979)Exolosives policies/leqislation (eq SAA Explosives Code

Score tl2
41%

Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens

Table 6: Policy and legislative framework: Degree addressed
for the Cherry Gardens Transmission Line Proposal

Description of the Environment

Criterion 2.2.1: Have the main environmental categories been add.ressed in the description of the

environment? This criterion was graded at A. As illustrated in Table (7), of 19 environmental
categories, 18 were referred to Q4%). The only omission related to climate, includilåclimatic
hazírds (eg storm, flood). Climatic hazards were consistently omitted in all of the ETSA case

studies, however.

Criterion 2,2.2: Is the level of detail and conclusions about the environment adequate ly "ninformed assessment? This criterion was graded at D. As demonstrated in Table (7), 527o of
categories had adequate detail. Key limitations to note include:

. only brief reference to soil with a lack of information on current status of erosion, hot spot

areäs, and existing remediation measures being implemented;
. lack of detail on-mining in the area and industrial land uses, with no mention of how they

related to the proposed development, or their implications;
. the lack of dètail on fire risk zones, altl ough referred to in terms of a Supplementary

Development Plan;
. spread of pest plants and diseases was,only referred to in a sentence as an issue, and no

mention wãs mãde of current status of problem, types of pests and weeds, and existing
remediation measures;

. detail on fauna was good in the appendices but better conclusions about the implications for
the assessment could have been made in the main text;

. although detail on aboriginal heritage was assumed to be adequate (ie specific details could
not bJshown to protectlhe locatioñ of sites), there was a lack of original-survey Yo^tk u"4
existing literature which raises some questions about the adequacy of detail for an informed
assessment;
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. detail about the quality of life, and relationships to land use was good, but presented in a

disordered fashion, and was repetitive in parts;
. better statements about how many of the impact areas related to the proposal and the

implications for assessment needed to be made (eg some of the data on terrain and geological
landforms appeared superfluous).

Some of the strengths were as follows:

. the detail on fauna was relatively good in thata list of fauna species was listed in an appendix
for several areas along the corridors (8 pages), This included reptile, mammals and birds with
indications of conservation status (ie common, or rare or vulnerable). This compares with a
significant lack of detail in the other case studies, where for instance, fauna might only get a
couple of paragraphs;

. detail on vègetãtion was also relatively good with locations of significant stands of vegetation
indicated inãiagrams, and 10 pages of detail in the appendixes including list of plants species,
their conservation status (eg endangered, vulnerable, rare) and comparative description of
direct and parallel corridors; and

. reference tõ the significance of quality of life and why people lived in the region was also
good

Table 7: Performance in the description of the environment in the Draft EIS for the Tungkillo-
Cherry Gardens Transmission Line Proposal

Environment Category L 2 3 4 5

Terrain-landforms
Climate
Air qualitv not applicable

Hvdroloqv
Soils
Native veoetation
Pest plants-diseases
Fauna
Fire risk zones
Residential landuse
Demooraphics (population, economv, etc)

Conservation parks, etc land use
lndustrv, mininq, airfields, land use
Aqriculture land use
Recreation-tourism land use
I nf rastructure-easements landuse
Non-Aboriqinal Heritage
Aboriqinal Heritaqe
Landscape Quality
Noise /E/S focused on qualitv of life)

Score (of 19) 1B
94%

10
s*/o

3
15y"

7
36%

2
1OV"

Key: 1=environmental category addressed?; 2=adequate level of detail?; 3=brief description of future environment?;

4=ieference to significance of environment?; 5=reference to sensitivityl capacity of environment to absorb impacts?

Criterion 2.2.3: Was there a description of future environments (without the proiect) and
conclusions about the significance and sensitivity of the environmenf? This criterion was graded
at E. For instance:

. reference to future environments was addressed in I5Vo of environmental categories;

. reference to the significance of the environment was made for 367o of categories;

. reference to the sensitivity or capacity was made for I07o of categories'

This made a combined graded of 2l%o of categories addressed in this criterion.
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Criterion 2.2.4: Is the affected environment dffined broad.ly enough to include all potentially
significant effects occuning awøy from the immediate construction site, and is this boundary
ødefuately jistffied? This criterion was graded at B. A sep,arate section of the EIS was dedicated
to ãefiniñg the study atea, and a 'conservative' boundary of 10 kilometres either side of a centre
line was defined. It was argued that no impact should extend beyond this area, and that any visual
impacts became negligible beyond 2-3 kilometres of the transmission line. This area for
eniironmental investigãtions was extensive at 700 square km and clearly made field work
logistically difficult. There were however, some limitations given that the centre line in the study
aréa was not representative of the corridor locations. In other words, the parallel corridor
bordered on the èxtreme southern edge of the study area boundary (<lkm) which did not cater
for the 2-3 kilometre boundary defined by ETSA for visual impacts. Moreover, the area leading
into Cherry Gardens had a relatively na
equally around each proposed corridor
was also subject to criticism in public
constraints (eg heritage) were identified for th
making transpãrent abõut which corridor performed better. It appears overall that ETSA managed
to encãpsulatè most of the relevant issues, although with varying emphasis (see next Section),

Impact Assessment

Criterion 2.3.1: Have all the major direct impacts been addressed in the identiftcatíon and
description of impøcts? This criterion \ilas graded at B. Performance wqs v_ely good in terms of
refereñce to ihe main impact categories for this type of development. Of 21 potential impacts
listed in Table (8), 19 were referred (90Vo). In simple terms, these were well addressed fro most
categories, nd use impacts. However, the grade was

arbitiarily acts of locating a substation impacts in the
Tungkillô if the assessment did only relate to the
purchase o

Table 8: Performance in the identifÏcation of impacts in the
Draft EIS for the Cherry Gardens Transmission Line Proposal

Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens

Impact Category Addressed?

Human Settlements
Land Values
Production Values
Land use: Aqriculture
Land use (eq aidields, industry, mining)
Hvdroloqv (water qualitv)

Non-Aborioinal Heritaqe
Aboriqinal Heritaqe
Veoetation
Fauna
Tourism-Recreation
Visual lmpacts (& landscape quality)
Electrical f ields-health
Noise
Ozone Generation
Tv & Radio Reception
Fire
Wastes
Pest Plants & Diseases
Soil Erosion
Access

Score: (/21) 90% (1s)
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Criterion 2.3.2 Does the description of impacts have an adequøte level of detail? T/¿is criterion
was graded at C. The level of detail necessary for a full assessment of the proposed transmission
line was lacking for areas such as spread of disease and pests, electrical fields and health impacts,
use of explosives in construction, noise impacts during construction, impacts on soil erosion,
details on land values, and fire risks. Inadequacy in detail is highlighted by the presence of
additional information on land values and electrical effects, for instance, within the DEP's
Assessment Report (DEP October 1987: p19). The omission of detail in the DEIS on fire risks
was also a conõern in many public submissions given that electricity lines were a major cause of
the 1983 Ash Wednesday bushfires which devastated large areas of the Adelaide Hills. However,
the actual cause in the Ash 'Wednesday fire was related to smaller distribution lines rather than
major transmission lines, and it was thus argued in the FIS that fire risks lvere not a cause for
concern (ETSA April 1986: p86). This statement or low risk was accepted by the DEP's
Assessment Report, but with further information provided. Nevertheless, a fire incident involving a
275kV line wai noted at one of the public meetings. While fire may not be a substantial risk, this
issue needed more detail, both to achieve a more informed assessment, and to reduce the level of
public controversy. The concerns about the description of fire risks may have been simply been a

òase where the provision of more comprehensive information in the EIS may have served to
alleviate controversy (ie the actual cause of the Ash Wednesday bushfires).

Criterion 2.3.3: Have impacts which are less obvious been outlined including indirect, secondary,
and cumulative impacts? This criterion was graded at E. This criterion did not perform as well
as the description of direct impacts. The more complex interrelationships between impacts were
not adequately illustrated in the text or on maps comparing corridors such as the interrelationships
between presence of vegetation, topography, soil erosion and water quality; or the relationships
between iegetation, topbgraphy and visual impact (although this latter was better addressed).
Overall, secõndary, cumulative, and indirect impacts were insufficiently detailed, implied or, in
some cases, not even addressed. Exceptions included the indirect effects on tourism, the
incremental effects of a parallel line, and the cumulative impacts of multiple easements on one
property. The difficulty of evaluating the former was acknowledged in the DEP's Assessment
Report (DEP October 1987: p2l).

Criterion 2.3.4: Has there been an adequate attempt to evaluste significance of impact? This
criterion was graded at E. Overall, the evaluation of impact significance was limited, and was
difficult to assess. Significance was often implied by the level of 'emphasis' in the EIS rather
than by a systematic attempt at definition. It should also be noted that there was also some
disagreement in the DEP's Assessment Report regarding F,TSA's treatment of significance for
parfcular issues such as tourism and recreation. Rather than a systematic attempt to address
iignificance, subjective terms were also frequently used:

. magnitude was often described by 'minimal', 'negligible' or 'significant';

. direction by 'intrusion' or 'incompatibility' or 'conflict';

. geographical extent by 'proximity';

. þrobability by 'more likely' or 'potential for'; and so on.

As demonstrated in Table (9),

: ;;;':,",
d in 47o of cases;
ases which is satisfactory;
f cases.

""iä"''
. and uncertainty was noted in 9Vo of cases.

This made a combined grade of 297o. Another important point to note is that magnitude was also
often determined, not by deviation from baseline conditions, but relative to alternative corridors ie
'greater disruption in Direction corridor relative to Parallel corridor'. This made it difficult to
dètermine whát the absolute level of impact would actually be'
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Table 9: Performance in the evaluation of impact signifÏcance
in the Draft EIS for the Cherry Gardens Proposal

Spøtial-Temþoral All e ai ation-P r ob ab i litv Thresholds-Certøintu
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 E 9 10.

Human Settlements
Land Values
Production Values
Aqriculture n/a'!

Airf ields/industrv
Hvdroloqv
Non-Aborio. Heritaqe ímdied

Aboriqinal Heritaqe
Veqetation
Fauna
Tourism-Recreation
Visual lmpacts ¡rplisd

Electrical fields
Noise
Ozone Generation
Tv/Radio Reception nla?

Fire
Wastes
Pest Plants
Soil Erosion
Line Access nla!

Score (of 21) 14
t/"

't3

61%
Þ

28%
z

9%
1

4Y"
15

71%
4

19%
iJ

14%
a1ó
11%

z
V/"

Key: 1= magnitude of impact; 2= direction of impact; l= geographical extent of impact; 4= duration and

frequency of impact; 5= reversibility of impact; 6= impact mitigation potential; f= probability of impact; 8=

public or government concern levels; 9= thresholds, standards or guidelines referred to; 10= levels of certainty or

confidence

'[s]ocial commitment to energy conservatìon programmes and alternative energy programmes

may influence the timing of subsequent ETSA developments but is unlikely to reverse the

growth in demand for electricity and, hence, the need for system development in the interim'
(ETSA Aprrlt986: p22).

A proposal by the State Electricity Commission of Victoria (SECV) in the late 1980s encountered
simita? issues, although more directly within a 'scoping and consultative group' (SCG) in the EIA
process. It was noted that:

Alternatives

Criterion 2.4.1: Have alternatives been outlined, and the decision making process for or aga.inst
these alternatives been surnmarised and justified.? This criterion was graded at B. Alternatives
\üere raised at three different levels ranging from broadest to the more detailed as follows:

Broader Alternatives

Consistent with the DEP's project guidelines, ETSA made reference to broader alternatives for
meeting the same objectivès 

-(eg 
reduced electricity consumption, use of alternative power

sour""J¡. However, iather than attempting to assess these broader alternatives, a pragmatic
justification was made about why many of the alternatives raised at public meetings, interviews and

in written submissions were not addressed. These were rejected on the grounds that they were
unrealistic and osal. It was argued that these alternatives were about
broader change which were outside the sc_ope of ETSA's role. Although
broader enerfy an earlier EIS (Northern Power Station), it was similarly
discovered bt ETSA that none were viable, It was argued in this respect that:
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'...the SCG has now held four meetings. It has become clear that a number of the SCG
members, particularly the Conservation Council of Victoria and Latrobe Valley Community
Forum representatives, are in part using the SCG as a forum to address broader energy issues

such as demand management. While it has been made clear to these members that the SCG is
not the appropriate forum, these members feel frustrated by the lack of opportunity to
participate in the broader energy debate through a formalised process. However, by attempting
to use the SCG to table their views, they are in fact slowing the EES process' (cited in
Ridgway 1995: p254)

It is recognised that broad alternatives (eg energy
a project-based context where system planning

fied and locked in by earlier policy or planning
Environmental Assessment (SEA) at the broader
eing undertaken at that time, nor is it being fully
st these broader alternatives was transparent, and

I of assessment.

Alternative Schemes

ETSA was explicit about the 'no-go' option, and presented five alternative transmission schemes

which are suinmarised in Table (10) in addition to the rationale for or against the scheme.
Although five schemes were presented, not all Draft
EIS, and three alternatives were prosed late were
considered unacceptable by ETSA èarly on in t ficant
cost constraints and technical inferiority. Sch most
roundabout means of getting between points A and B, and undergrounding involved large
expense. The preferred lchemé (1) was obviously the most direct and shorter route and hence, the
môst cost-effeitive. The process of selection and rejection of the schemes was transparent, but
primarily based on cost and technical factors. Moreover, the DEP in their Assessment Report
itated that it was impossible to fully evaluate and compare each scheme because environmental
detail was only evideñt for scheme (1) (DEP October 1987: p10).

Table 10: Alternative Schemes proposed by ETSA for the Tungkillo-Cherry
Gardens Transmission Line (compiled from ETSA April 1986: pp23-28)

Alternative Schemes Explanation

1. Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens (preferred
scheme)

. achieves all objectives

. direct double circuit connection

. includes alternatives for route corridors and construction methods
(direct option, parallel option, triple circuit option)

2. Tungkillo-Tailem Bend-Cherry
Gardens

a

a

a

achieves objectives
increased costs
increased line effective in technical terms

3. Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens via single
circuit to Tailem Bend

variation of scheme 2 with single circuit to Tailem Bend, and double
circuit from Tailem Bend to Cherry Gardens
no advantages
althouqh sliqhtlv cheaper than scheme 2, considered technically inferior

4. Use of existing lines from Para to
Paracombe

requires 275kV substation at Tungkillo to be constructed earlier than
predicted

. higher costs

. technically inferior

. does not provide physical separation of lines
r powêr levels at risk during construction

5. Undergrounding a

a technicallv'undesirable'

extreme costs (eg for same length of line - 10km, depending on terrain,
soils, etc, undergrounding was estimated at $50 million+, whereas an
overhead line would cost approximately $2.5-3 million
high visual impact of transition between underground to overhead lines
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At the same time, however, reference to these broader schemes does indicate to decision-makers
and to the public that ETSA was trying to find the best option of many possible alternatives. It was
an effort tó make their internal decision-making processes more transparent. Moreover, ETSA's
process of rejecting the alternative schemes was accepted by the DEP in their assessment report,
ãnd the evaluãtion of alternative corridors (see be ow) was based on environmental criteria.

Alternøtioe Corcidors

ETSA had investigated a number of possible corridors within Scheme (l) comprising the northern,
direct, parallel and southern alternatives. Another route which was the most direct and shortest (ie
a straight line between Tungkillo and Cherry Gardens) was rejected because it was environmentally
unacceptable. Criteria for this decision involved:

. settlementproximity;

. effect on Scott Creek Regional Park;

. unsuitability of freeway crossings;

. high housing density; and

. amount of vegetation that would be affected'

Both the northern and southern options were excluded from further examination because the
visual impacts on surrounding townships were considered too significant (Northern corridor),
whilst the length of the line for the Southern option was not justified given its lack of adv.antages
over other roùtes and given that it had comparable population densities to the other options. In
this sense, decision-making was transparent, but the rejected northern and southern corridors were
not illustrated on a map fbr evaluatiõn, nor were any specific details presented, and the reader
becomes solely reliant on the conclusions made by ETSA which made assessment difficult.
Nevertheless, tñis is not a significant limitation given that the rationale was evaluated and accepted
by the DEP in their Assessment Report (DEP October 1987: pp10-17).

Factors leading to the selection of alternative alignments which were assessed in detail in the Draft
EIS were cleai, and for the Direct Corridor, was predominantly based on cost and length factors,
although settlement proximity and visual impacts were also considered in the selection of this
corridor, particularly the northern route. ETSA noted:

'Clearly, the shortest route has advantages in terms of cost and, being shortest, potentially the

least exposure. However, several towns and settlements lie between Tungkillo and Cherry
Gardens. After consideration of all constraints, including Hahndorf and other settlements, the

direct corridor takes the shortest available course by deviating south and passing between
Hahndorf and Mount Barker' (ETSA April 1986: p29).

The factors leading to the selection of the parallel corridor were not as clear, but it appeared to be

chosen due to thé advantages of using an existing alignment. ETSA noted: 'The several
advantages along an existing le-n-glh we.r.e

sufficient t rridor for further 1986: p31).
Hõwever, not explicitly de sparency of
decision-making. Nonetheless, it was noted in the Draft EIS that:

'The Trust has pursued a philosophy of minimizing disruption to human settlements in its
initial route selection. None of the routes under consideration passes through towns or
settlement and the effects of the proposed development upon existing town centres would be

minimal...' (ETSA April 1986: p659)

Criterion 2.42: Have alternatives been compared ranked in order of preference for each
environmental impact? This criterion was graded at C-B. The ranking of impacts was attempted,
but in a limited fáshion. Conclusions at the end of each section in the comparison of alternatives
were frequently made about which corridor
transparent. A table which ranked impacts
comparison between the two alternatives. The
No thresholds were defined and differences w
attainment of ETSA's goals (eg reducing disrupt
the importance of each impact category relative to each othe,r, although this was_ originally done
by theìonsultants in a progress report to ETSA. This lack of weighting was deliberately done by

Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens
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ETSA in recognition that any values attached to each category was subjective and would vary
between individuals.

However, the value of the comparative table which ranked impacts was reduced given its confusing
achievemenl' as opposed to level of impact' .

ppear that one goal is 'disruption to lifestyle' as

[1ï?#-"î;ü'i?:;:,i:T:::J'Z'ii;';:i,,'il"iïil:
n 'was actually the case. Although criticisms of

this ambiguity may be viewed as overly semantic, it is an important visual tool for comparison of
alternativés 6y ttie public and the government, and thus should have been dealt with more
carefully.

Table L1: Summary of Environmental, Economic and Technical Selection Criteria for the
Cherry Gardens proposal (ETSA April 1986: p83; shading added).

Mitigation & Monitoring

Criterion 2.5.1: Have mitigation measures been idenffied where appropriate? This criterion was

graded at C. Of 2l areai for mitigation presented in Table (12), 15 were referred to (1lEo).
Omissions comprised:

Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens

. land-productivity values (dismissed as minor);

. agricultural impacts (as above)

. impacts on industry;

. noise impacts;

. ozone generation (negligible impact anyway); and

. tourism.

related to avoidance and design. Others included
, negotiation or consultation (eg access,

"ïåiff ':i Ji,;:JïL î::;i :H ii È,fff
approach relied on location and on encouraging

natural regeneration.

ENVIRONMENTAL & TECHNICAL GOALS (Selection CrÌteria) ATTAINMENT OF GOALS

Direct Corridor Parallel Corridor

Disruption lo human settlements - existing
- future

Disru on to Medium

Disruption to aqricultural practices Hioh Hiqh

lm water catchments Hiqh

Disruption to archaeoloqical sites Hioh

to a Medium Hioh

Clearance of veqetation/habitat Medium Medium

on to recreational uses Hioh Hioh

lm to tourism Medium Medium

Reduction of qeneral landscaPe qualitv Medium Medium

Visual intrusion to residents Medium

Svstem reliabilitv Hioh Medium

land use n ectives Medium? Medium?

Economic considerations Hiqh Medium

Utilization of existinq easements Medium

Svstem development obiectives Hioh
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Table 12: Performance in mitigation and monitoring in the Draft EIS
for the Cherry Gardens Proposal (shading=addressed)

Mìtisøtion Monitorins
I , J 4 5 6 7 8 9

Settlements A

Land-Product. Values
Aqriculture
Airfields. industrv
Hvdroloqv CN

Aboriqinal Heritaqe EA

Non-Aboriqinal Heritage A

Veqetation UN

Fauna AN
Recreation A

Tourism
Visual lmpacts A DS

Electrical Fields DC

Noise
Ozone Generation
Reception H

Fire DA

Waste IN
Pest Plants & Diseases A Neg

Soil Erosion A

Access CJO H
C Neq

Score (of 21) 15
71V"

U U 0 U U

Key: l=mitigation measure identified; 2=mitigation type (TRANSCCEND: Transfer, Rehabilitate, Avoid,

Naîurql Regeneration, Screen, Confine, Compensate, Educate, Negotiate, Design);3=level of mitigation
difficulty; 4=level of mitigation expense; 5=mitigation effectiveness; 6=certainty of mitigation outcome;

7=moniioring noted; 8=monitoring details (frequency, duration, and responsibility); 9=contingency plan noted

Criterion 2.5.2: Is the information on
informed assessment about how, when,
graded at E. As Table (12) illustrates:

mitígation tneasures sufficiently detailed to facilitate
and the effectiveness of measures? This criterion was

. level of

. level of

. level of n 9Vo of cases;

. level of addressed in 47o of cases

This made an overall combined grade of 27o which is clearly unsatisfactory.

Criteria 2.6.2 and 2.6,2: Høve monitoring
category? Is the information on monitoring
ssseisment about its appropriateness and fee

the final decision o expected performance of the time, it was not a

significant issue. I of knowledge. and community awareness, lack of
mõnitoring is a ser ck of inclusion in t!g_pls", mon^itoring activities were
undertakeã by ET struction with rehabilitation of damage to the land
resulting from construction.
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Communication & Presentation

øniL2.7.2)
urces was graded at C. In the latter case, there
cription of the existing environment in terms of
reau of Statistics), the State heritage register, and
eritage. Local land use plans were also consulted,
ously.

Methodology and the use of original field work did not perform highly, although performance
was better than the other case studies. Some original field work was undertaken (eg for vegetation

that detai for other issues (eg
the region h required 'broad and
April 1986 size of the studY area
difficult, b particularly given the

lack of knowledge about Aboriginal sites and

There was a brief description of the methods at the beginning of the EIS regarding the_ social
ta, interviews and consultation. More should have
perhaps in an appendix) given that a separate
. Overlay maps and a computer programme

ual impacts- ,were also used to identify areas of
not discussed or presented in the Draft EIS).

gical basis were questionable and were criticised
size, sample representativeness, use and lack of
Assessment Report also demonstrated concern
the data based on an updated version of results

provided by ETSA (DEP October 1987: p19).

Criteria 2,7.3: Were all relevant sections included in the EIS including introduction, conclusion,
technical sumnl&ry and terms of referenc¿? This criterion was gradejl at B. With the exception of
a conclusion and õection on monitoring all sections were included. The summary was quite long,
but provided an excellent review of the EIS contents.

Criterion 2,7.4 : Was the information logically arranged in sections and the location of
irnportant data highlighted in a table of contents of index? This criterion \ilas graded at C. The
arr'ang"-ent of inTormation was generally logical, except that the construction procedures should
have 

"been included with the propõsal desðription as occurred in other case studies. There was also

some inconsistency in presentation of mi
were identified in the appropriate 'safe
overlook the other commitments made by ET
Consistency of presentation was thus an issue.
incorrect pãge numbers in the contents pages. An index may also have been useful given^that
some inform-ation (eg topography, soil) extendec into other sections. It is in the interests of the

proponent to highligñt thè location of all information for easy access by evaluators.

Criterion 2.7.5 : Was information comprehensible to the non-specialist, and were technical terms
riøte, and references adequately sourced? This
o read, although a bit disjointed in parts which

ocument. The document was written reasonably
ary. and there was excellent use of figures to
tables, although some ambiguities in places (eg
able of vegetation affectedltraversed) were also
sure, and predicted level of effectiveness would
I survey were sometimes difficult to follow in the

absence of a summary table of overall results early on. Referencing was also poor in some cases'
particularly when diicussing health impacts and current research. This was generally a good

þerformanðe but with some ðoncerns abóut disjointed presentation, poor referencing in parts, and
some ambiguities in the table comparing alternatives which caused confusion in public
submissions.

integrated. whole, and where summaries of data
was reþrence made in the text? This criterion
s an integrated whole with adequate reference in

Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens
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the main text to appendixes and, the information from separate reports (eg on vegetation, social
survey, aboriginal heritage, vegetation) appear to b text. However, more
information fiom these rèports (eg the social surve een incorporated into
the Draft EIS as an appen-dix. Although this could iginal heritage report,
heritage sites were not included so that the sites could remain protected. There.could also have
been lreater reference to or discussion of material in the appendices (eg for fauna), but these were
only minor limitations.

Criterion 2.7.7: Was the document of an appropriate length for the task (ie not voluminoas with
excess data, but not too short with lack of detøil)? This criterion was graded at C. The Draft EIS
was a good length. However, it was a bit wordy in parts, and although longer than subsequent
EISs, tñe amount of useful information was not substantially greater. In short, the document was

not too long or voluminous, nor too short, but detail was lacking in some areas and in some, was

superfluous (ie its relevance was not defined adequately).

Criteria 2,7.8: Was there an appropriate emphasis on the key issues in the EIS wíth a lack of
biøs in presentation? This criterioñ was graded at C. The emphasis of information in the Draft
EIS was generally good, but there was was a

significaniissue if wãs addressed in sever ritage,
toirrism, settlements, landscape quality). go.od,

with more detail on the mosf significant issues, noise,
ozone). The very fact that information in the EIS pointed towarjr,the n-on-_prefer_re{ option,
indicaies that the information itself was non-biased. Rather, it was ETSA's final conclusions that
appeared biased (see next criterion).

Criterion 2.7.9: Was there ø lack of bias in the conclusions made and were these conclusions
appropriately based on the information presented y4 the Draft EIS_(il the information itself
tàì:lceãbias)? This criterion wai graded at D. The DEP's Assessment Report agreed,with many^of
the conclusions raised in the nraft glS such as heritage impacts, but disagreed with others (refer
controversy section). The overall conclusions in the Draft EIS about the corridors were
questionabÍe given the emphasis on the preferred option despite evidence pointing to the parallel
corridor, It was stated in the EIS:

'In considering the merits and disadvantages of each coridor and option, the Electricity Trust of
South Australia indicates its preference for the Direct Option in the Direct Corridor. In drawing

this conclusion, it considers that there is no overwhelming reason or combination of reasons

why a more expensive and technically inferior development should be constructed in the parallel

corridor' (ETSA April 1986: pxii).

ETSA's conclusions about the preferred option were based on value judgements about the
importance of economic and technical factor
importance to other 'environmental' factors
would invariable differ (refer earlier review o
important, they too did not appear to
ìnsurmountable given that ETSA pres
some indications that the information i
Direct Corridor relative to the parallel one given some discrepancies between the original
consultant's conclusions (not presénted in the EIS) and the EIS conclusions. It is unclear whether
this was simply a revisal of incorrect information, and/or a direct,manipulation to^improve the
preferred coriidor. Given that all changes were in the direction wiich- improved performance for
the preferred corridor, the intention of the alterations is questionable, but conclusions should not
be aìsumed in the absence of full information. Overall this criterion did not perform well given
ETSA's val factors but unwillingness to assign weighting to other issues,

and given the EIS pointed towards the parallel corridor but ETSA
concluded t etter.

Level of Controversy about EIS quality

Although the nu icism and emotion was.
Many õf the as such as methodolggY,
weighting of cos and equity^ issues.. Bias
\Mas- a fréquent financial factors in the
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conclusions. It was noted in one public submission: 'after reading the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, I must express my surprise at the conclusion of ETSA. 'Other submissions noted:

'It...appeared that SEA [consultants] were not being impartial as perhaps they should have been

when conducting the EIS. It seemed more of doing and reporting what they were told to do and

report.'

''We are concerned at the apparent lack of objectivity in the reasoning employed by the
proponent to select its "preferred option"...The treatment of environmental benefits is, in itseli
open to question in terms of objectivity in that, in both the draft EIS and Supplement, every
effort appears to have been made to explain away or diminish the significance of the apparent

advantages of the Parallel Conidor over the Direct Route".'

'...conclusions made from the statistics presented, remain in our opinion, either irrelevant,
inconclusive, incorrect of given inadequate importance.' IETSA's conclusion] '...is again

blatantly ignoring and has skilfully endeavoured to change or diminish emphasis on the

important issues'.

concern including the low rating on general
ultural impacts, for instance, ETSA rated the
ed in one public submission that overhead wires
the greatest cause of accidents in their industry'

Aerial Spraying Co comment 1986). This is
adlines, and which involved a collision by a crop
ear-fatal electrocution of a young girl. Although

this was considered a 'freak' accident, the very fact that it occurred highlights some of the
potential impacts of overhead transmission lines which were discounted as negligible by ETSA (no

iisk asse*rment was undertaken in the EIS). Nonetheless, the DEP's Assessment Report agreed

with ETSA's conclusions, and acknowledged that aerial spraying was rarely conducted in the

study area although it may increase (DEP October 1987: p19; 30).

There were also several requests for additional information in the public submissions which
illustrates inadequacies in the Draft EIS (eg maintenance,details, climate, tourism, heritage, broader
alternatives, fire risks, triple circuit scheme, security of supply, impacts on aerial spraying, etc).
Inaccuracies in the information and the general quality of the EIS were also cited as issues of
concern (eg inaccurate areas of vegetation defined, ambiguities, inconsistencies in conclusions).
The possibi-lity of weed invasion wãs also a concern, and the level of ov-erall impact on vegetation
was ãlso questioned: 'Any deleterious action impinging on the small.percentage.of remnant
vegetation remaining in the Study Areawould have a disproportionately large impact'.

Government controversy was not as emotional or critical, but several concerns about the EIS
quality, some of which have already been noted, were evident-in the DEP's Assessment^Report and

from ânother government agency.' In the latter case, the information about health effects of the

line in the Draft EIS were criticised as 'inconclusive, and contradictory' , The DEP criticised the
dscape quality, soil erosion potential;
effects, and ETSA's conclusions about

ålì1, Ilî'ì;#"1,: T"å'i"ffi"'1 ååi:å ii
considered adequate for assessment. One local council also criticised the EIS for failing to address
fire risks adequately.

OPENNESS AND COMMITMENT TO CONSULTATION

Attitude

Criteríon 3.7.1: Is a genuine desire for consultation demonstrated by the proponent? This
criterion was graded at B-4. According to ETSA, 'lhe Trust has never beþr:_unQertaken such an

ironmental assessment' (ETSA December 1986:
nts with input from ETSA representatives when
ute alternatives had been identified, there was
ision-making process for route selection during
ere made, through the consultant, to contact all

possible landowners and the general public via advertisements, and significant time was expended
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in undertaking personal interviews with many of those involved in the social surveJ. Despite the
presence of sìgnificant controversy about the consultation process (see below), E_I_S_A appeared
genuine in their efforts to contact the community and to listen to their concerns. ETSA stated in
an internal document:

Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens

'ETSA can never please everybody when trying to build major cross-country power lines.
Even the most public spirited property owner can provide good reason why a proposed power
line would be best located on public land, or failing that, on a neighbour's property. The best

we can ever hope for, is that our customers believe that we were consistent, honest and caring
when making difficult decisions or carrying out work on or near their properties.

A degree of commitment and genuineness was demonstrated by their willingness. !o.g9.b.e-yold
legislãtive compliance (ie early-consultation), the personal__interviews conducted with individuals,
anã the willingñess to learn from, respond and adapt to difficult circumstances (see next Section).

Criterion 3,1.2: Has the proponent demonstrated openness to considering all possible alternatives
røised throughout the whole process? This criterion was graded at D-C. ETSA was open to:

. assessing a nange of alternative schemes in the Draft EIS (although not on environmental
terms);

. considering alternative alignments around a heritage item (Nixons Mill) to minimise impacts
on Hahndorf and the Mill (found to have high environmental impacts by the DEP);

. to alternatives raised in public submissions (eg route through the Hills FacgZone); 
_.. to an alternative raised lãter in the process b the Minister for Mines and Energy (ie upgrading

existing Mobilong to Cherry Gardens l32kV line to form part of a 275kY line, which was also
discussed in the Supplement); and

. an alternative, which-was a slight alteration to the route (involving extension of the triple circuit
line) recommended after the final decision, which was adopted by ETSA (refer EIA Process

Summary).

However, ETSA was not open to the no-go option or to assessing broader alternatives relaling to
demand management. In the former case, the no-go option was considered in the Draft EIS, but
was treated only briefly. ETSA acknowledged this in the Supplement:

'It is accepted that the benefits of not proceeding with the proposed development have been

considered only cursorily in the draft EIS because the Trust believes that there is overwhelming
reason to recommend that the project proceed. On this point, at least six respondents agreed

that the case for the project had been argued and most ofthe respondents did not query the need

for the project, but rather the route' (ETSA December 1986: pl5).

The no-go option could not have been a serious consideration_ given that the p.ropojSl had been
locked ln tf earlier decisions made at the time of the Northern Power Station EIS, and the
interconnection with Victoria. Even if the environmental impacts were significant, ETSA was

under considerable pressure to meet these interconnection requirements. The refusal to consider
broader demand ma^nagement at the project level is also understandable, given the government's
commitment to the proþct. What was of major concern was FTSA's lack of openness to seriously
considering the parállel option in light of the substantial public controversy.

Timing of EIA (criteria 3.2.1-3.2.41

The main points in this category are:

. Integration with conceptual planning (phase i): This criterion was _graded at F.
Envilonmental factors did not play a major role in the initiation of the project. In a sense, the
'environment' was added-on [o a preformed decision, and development of the project was
based on a need identified as a result of construction of the Northern Power Station.

. Integration Alternatives Planning (phase ii): This criterion was graded at B-4. More
detailed environmental assessment was initiated in phase (ii) with the employment of the
consultants in 1984, and the formal requirement for an EIS, although the dates of these
phases are estimates only. Integration with this phase of planning was good, particYlarly

þiven that the environmehtal inveitigations commenced nearly two years prior to the official
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requirement for an EIS by the Minister. and
simultaneous planning phaie for other issue also

signals good 
^integratiôn. 

There was ho task
foice', ñe EIA cõordinator, and the EIS this
regard. Nonetheless, a high level of communication and coordination between these
paiticipants indicates a close integration between planning and EIA.

Integration Design (phase iii): This criterion,was graded at B. Inve_stigations by.the

"onsúltants 
decreaied dramatically after the preparation of the Supplement Report, but minor

work did continue with input by ETSA into the Assessment Report, investigations into and

minor alterations to the final route, consultation with landowners, and vegetation surveys in
1987 and 1 perty restoration during and after construction. Thus,
the formal officially integrated with design, but rather informed
the design a degre! of integration, particularly arising from the
conditiois sion. The only limitations relate to the lack of
accountability and follow-up at this stage.

Integration Construction: This criterion was graded at D-C. Despite all endeavours to
alleiiate the impacts of the proposal during the ElA-planning process, time _pressures resulted
in the contractoi causing environmental damage as they aimed to complete the_project to meet
interconnection dates (ðee later text). Thus, not all of the environmental information, or at

least the requirements to alleviate damage as much as possible, successfully transferred to the
construction stage.

criterion 3.2.5: Has pubtic consuttation been undn,ffiirtr."+tr"{{ä:ä:!I{::::!:fr{{Å1'{:,
al EIA process, but in the overall context of
everal corridors had already been eliminated in

at the need for the line had been identified in the
olvement at the scoping stage (project guidelines)
ment. While it may thus appear that EIA and
t is difficult for proponents to know when to

formally notify the community, or to co
preliminary siting information based on
is to involve the public early so that
attempted, the proposal is often only at a va€ue
and this makes the commenting process difficu
before the fine details were available. It was noted by SEA consultants:

'The assessment of environmental impact is at a very preliminary stage. Aware of the

sensitivity of the proposed development, the Trust has decided to get early public reaction and

involvement, hence the organisation of public discussion evenings'.

Thus consultation was early in that it was initiated during the preparation of the Draft EIS and was

not left until after its public release as required by law. Although good intentions were evident,
this early release backfired on ETSA and there was significant public controversy about the
consultation process (see below).

Approach

Criterion 3,3.1: Have a wide range of techniques been used for public consultation? (eg reuiew
pønels, consultative groups, local workshops, publi9 meetings, interviews, questionnaires,.
hotlinés, dísplays)? T"his criierion r,vas graded at e . Of 11 possible consultation techniques listed
in Tablé (13), 

- 6 *"re utilised by ETSA's consultants. These were at the lower end of the
participation scale and related to 'ôon planning. Iyg
þublic'meetings were conducted on 1 February.l985
*trl"tr *ere aðuertised via direct corre rtisement in the
local media (ETSA April 1986). A social surve __q April 1985 as

an information-generating exercise to inform the preparation of the Draft EIS. This survey
involved 186 lãndowneis along the three routes, which was considered to be a sample
representative of the whole study area (ETSA April 1986_). The effort devoted to this surv.ey

upþea.* to be significant given ttrat most were administered by personal .interview, with an 84Vo

rêsponr" rate (inõluding mãiled surveys). There were however, some criticisms of the analysis as
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no extended as a postal questionnaire to individuals interested
in the proposed routes. Several letters were also received
ou mission periods.

Table 13: Public participation techniques adopted by ETSA for the Chgrry Gardens Proposal
(based in partòn Westman's 1985 five-scale participation model and Glasson etal 1994)

criterion 3.3.2: was the proponent witting ,", ""!r(iÍjrír"í'l"ri:; ,;[:ry(rr;:i"?"i*'lfuo!;ir!r3'1,

graded at B-4. There did not appear to be any
ation was supplied to the public from an early

nitiation of the social survey, including reference
were provided. Information in the Draft EIS
ondence and documents in the project files,
information in the Draft EIS allowed readers

e better corridor option (with the exception of the
Hummocks proposal where a lack of transparency

made this assessment difficult. Summaries of public submissions in the Supplement were also

transparent and enabled the assessors to see the main concerns at a glance. No attempts to hide
these^ concerns or other information was apparent. Moreover, an interconnection newsletter was

produced and circulated by ETSA to landówners to keep them updated about the survey and

construction process.

r the EIA process flexible enough to cater for
an option which is better environmentølly but
ed. Resources dedicated to the environmental

ed when the consultant requested more resources
lic controversy. Additional resources were also

dedicated to preliminary design work for southern route II (originally not planned for), and

property restoiations after construction (see belor ).

Time frames for the planning and EIA process
due to public controversy, but no shortcuts
investigations stage. This is despite the fact
meet the interconnection date with Victoria
process was planned to be completed by Apjil_l9 

-

äpproval wu.'giu"n. Partly as a rêsult of ihis, ETSA shortcutted the construction stageto meet the

tþÏt constrr"iion dates. No attempts were made to alter the construction date to allow for the

,rñforr""n delays in planning. Iroñically, ETSA believed that these delays resulted .in greater

environmental 
-damage 

in thé Adelaide Hills because contractors \ryere pushed to finish during

Approach
Public
Power Participation Techniques Adopted?

Deleoated Authoritv Hiqh Review boards (established for proiect, although can be permanent boards)

Joint Planninq Moderate Communitv Consultative groups, advisory committees
Structured Workshops

Consultation Low Public Meetinqs or hearinq
Personal lnterviews*
Formal public submissions
Questionnaires
lnformal Correspondence (outside formal submissions)**

lnformation Nil Telephone Hotlines
Public Displavs
Media Notices

*can also become a means for joi nt planning, but is dependent on proponent attitude. In ETSA's case, landowners had

an ability to influence the location ofthe final route, thus indicating a degree ofjoint planning, although ETSA did not

have to abide by landowner concerns or requests. **can also mean simple information-provision depending on content

of materials. Often the correspondence by
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winter months. This resulted in negative publicity for ETSA, and a later investment by ETSA of
over one million dollars to rectify the damage'

In other words, delays in the EIA proces best
public and government (ie to minimise i actua
not caused, the impacts of construction reco
'...every endeavourbe made to shorten the time tt ental
projeits', and that procedures for survey and construction be similarly examined. At the same

time, ETSA recognised that:

'\ùy'hile this is highly desirable, the growing concerns of the general public...and the opposition

from some people to any transmission lines, suggest that the path from Draft EIS to

Ministerial approval may well become longer, not shorter. If we are not able to start the

preparation of the EIS at an earlier time relative to the required completion date, then fast

iracking of the post-approval procedures, ie. survey, design, tenders, construction, will become

a fact of life.

Greater flexibility by ETSA in terms of construction time. frqmgs, togeth^er with earlier
commencement of environmental investigations, may have alleviated the costs of restoration and

isures on ETSA for this project were external, flexibility
the pro< ess by all parties involved in interconnection
appèare d to be acknowledged by some officers within

abÑt working towards a fixed time table, but it was a
significant motivating factor for high performance by ETSA staff.

Level of Controversy about Openness

of public controversy about the consultation
approach to external consultation resulted in

th ETSA and the consultants particularly due to
meeting. ETSA and their consultants failed to

cised the 'low key publicity' associated with the
which was attended by 80 people,'ù/as a disaster

for ETSA, the consultants, and the community, with a breakdown in communication. At this
meeting, éi e lack of detailed
informãtion described bY some

as a'waste exercise"'' ' The
consultants One submission
noted, for instance:

'I must object to the presentation of the whole scheme. From the outset SEA, and ETSA I
would...imagine, did not want the public to know what routes were under consideration. I refer

to the first public meeting held on 10 December 1984...Throughout the whole meeting there

were requests to see a map which the showed the routes in the corridors under consideration.

These requests were met with a "no map is available"... To everyone's surprise,...there was a

map...The lack of senior ETSA personnel at this meeting and the attempt to rush the next

meèting only furthered the public's lack of trust in both SEA and ETSA. It seemed to me the

whole ihing had to be rushed through before Christmas in the hope that the public would tend

to forget it.'

Requests were made es at
chairperson such as t e sec
publiì relations dis and
ðonstructive than the w of
that 88Vo of respondents believed that they had n
With the exception of one, all of these individuals had attended the public meetings.

Other issues of controversy included the confusion or lack of awareness about the proposal by
new landowners, which wás also of concern to ETSA; criticisms about the postal questionnaire-
because it didn't allow the full expression of individual concerns, and ignored characteristics of
particular properties; a lack of direõt communication from ETSA between the requirement for the
bIS and tire ÈlS release; and the timing of consultation. However, one submission appeared
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satisfied about ETSA's commitment to the consultation process. It was noted: 'I have at this stage
taken comfort from the conciliatory and co-operation comments of your reps...'

No government controversy appeared evident except for the DEP's concerns about analysis of the

social survey.

PROPONENT RESPONSIVENESS

Alternatives-Wei ghting

Criterion 4.1.1: Was the 'best' alternative adopted based on the available information and
adequate rationale given for the selection of the preferued opt-ion? This criterion was grade{_qf
E-D-. In terms of the best alternatives scheme tl ere was insufficient information in the Draft EIS
to assess which was the best, but given the obvious and major cost differences, scheme (1) appears

to be the best. Within Scheme (1) the parallel corridor appears to have a slight advantage as

indicated in ETSA's ranking. Based on information in the Draft EIS, I reanalysed corridor
performance (refer Table 14). Performance again was slightly better in the.parallel corridor, but
not substantially different. However, if an attempt had been made to rank the significance of the

issues which pérformed less well in ETSA's preferred option (ie tourism, heritage, disruptions to
communities), it would have become clear that the parallel corridor performed better.

Table 14: Assessment of corridor performance based on information in the Draft BIS for the
Cherry Gardens proposal (shaded represents better option)

From ETSA's point of it was shorter,
technically bettèr as als for economic c

and system reliability. to differentiate
and tñat they should not have to construct a mo _hnically_inferio
April 1986:-pxii). Despite significant controversy, ETSA had made their decision early in.the
planning proðess. to supþort thè Direct Corridor and planned to stick by it. It- was proposed.to
äe-onr-tráte as late as- i 987 that the preferred route had lesser environmental impact than the
alternative, which was not the case. Sìmilarly, it was argued by ETSA in the Supplement to the

Draft EIS:

'Having carefully considered the responses made by public and government submissions to the

Draft EIS, ETSA remains of the view that its preferred option - using a Northern Route in the

Direct Corridor - should be favoured on the grounds that no overwhelming environmental

lmoact Area Alternative

Direct Parallel

Settlements no aÞparent difference

Lif estvle
Aqriculture Little difference
Water Catchments no apparent difference

Aboriqinal heritaqe
Non-Aboriqinal heritaqe
Veoetation clearance no maior difference
Fauna and conservation no differences noted between corridors
Recreation

no apparent difference

Tourism
Landscape quality

due to lonqer lenqth

Visual impacts Difficult to assess
Svstem reliabilitv
Economic considerations
Svstem planninq obiectives
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constraints have been raised to this development and that it represents a significant cost saving
over other options' (ETSA December 1986: p6).

This attitude does not leave much flexibility for change. Thus, it appears that ETSA did not appear
ct that ETSA's preferred choice was not the best

(ii) given that the DEP did not agree with
n on factors other than cost and technical
was the best option, they were required by

rpt the alternative parallel corridor. This appears

to be an indication of the EIA system working with strong evaluative and public control. In
hindsight some officers within ETSA also concluded that this was probably the wisest decision (see

later criterion on broader learning).

Criterion 4.1.2: Was the environment considered at least equølly with economic and technical

factors? uch as technical and economic realons clearly
butweigh in the mi4:later. stages of the EIA process.
Althoulh stated by ETSA that the: '...shortest and most
economrc red and every effort be made not to stray too

far from this route'. It was also noted by ETSA's consultants that:

'Whilst the environmental impacts of a route in the "parallel" corridor appear to be less than

route in the "direct" corridor, cost factors weight the balance in the other direction. It is
appropriate that these facts be presented to the public and government for considered
judgement.'

ETSA's emphasis on cost criteria differed from
criteria as the most significant for their assessme
and European heritage. Although it was reco
issues between alternative options were sign
recommendations. The DEP argued that costs
expenditure on the interconnection, and that probl
linès was related to 'inconvenience' rather than an 'absolute technical impediment' (DEP October
1987: p72). This attitude was of concern to ETSA.

The emphasis on costs by ETSA is understandable given_ETSA's conclusion of no_slgnificant
differenðe between corridbrs, and their obligations under their Act for efficiency. The proposal
planning was also commenced shortly afjer an economic.depression which may have influenced
ättitu¿eí towards costs. Nevertheless, ETSA's conclusion about economic importance was based on

from that of the local community and the
I environmental impacts may have not been
by ETSA, yet social impacts (eg quality of life,

sy certainly were. ETSA was so convinced that
r, attempts were made to influence the outcomes

of the DEP's Assessment Report which were unsuccessful in altering the outcome.

Procedural & Substantive Changes

Criteríon 4.2.1: Were the environmental investigations andlor the public consultation process
modified or supplemented where a need. was identified (process changes)-? This criterion was

external comment appeared to be more frequent
ltants were actively and directly involved in the

d to the limit by the interconnection transmission
ere public involvement became 'emotional and
s modifying the EIA process in order to alleviate

ded for instance:

of ETSA).
pr level of
eã der two
T , further
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resources and further studies and personal interviews with affected landowners by the
consultant;

o responsiveness to public requests for ETSA representatives _at public meetings and a total of 5

officers were presènt at the second meeting. An independent chairperson was not however,
present, and ETSA's southern regional manager was chair;

. updates of the project in the mèdia when public concerns became evident about the lack of
nòtification to nèw property o\ilners, or general progress information;

. Where the public nõted that their concerns had not been addressed, ETSA requested that they
make a late submission which would be considered in the Supplement to the EIS;

. further investigation of route deviations recommended by the DEP to minimise impacts on

vegetation and around heritage items (ETSA 1986; DEP 1987);
. fur-ther investigations into thiee alternative schemes raised by the public and the DEP which

limited the imþacts to existing easements (ie upgrading existing Cherry-Garden.s-Mobilong
line to 27skV,- new 275kv line parallel to Cherry-Gardens-Mobilong line, Tungkillo-Cherry-
Gardens via Mannum and Mobilong Substations) (DEP October 1987). These options were
eventually discarded for cost and fechnical reasons (eg required_ recons_truction of several
substations) following informal discussions between ETSA and the MEP (DEP October
1 987).

The Supplement to the EIS
ETSA's responses to public
was straightforward about th
over concerns. Issues and
clarify details in many areas (eg main
demand prediction, albeit lacking in
acknowleãged that the no-go option was rily, but highlighted the strong need for the

project. Oiher procedural changes or responses, minor, included:

. additional research (eg impacts on property values; tourism; vegetation survey after the EIA
process);

. iurther'consultation with other organisations (eg with E&WS, Department of Tourism;
Highways Department, spraying contractors); and

. n"ú or ãmenãed figures oi tables included (eg summary table of 'unavoidabll'_imp_acts for
each corridor, propérty distribution on each route, location of houses within 1000m, heritage
items in broadef aréa, illustration of rejected routes, and vegetation).

Much of the additional information was minor and simply justified their original decision, and/or
aimed to improve mitigation. Moreover, most o{ the issues _raised in public or _government
submissions èvoked minimal or no action by ETSA in the Supplement Report, beyond that
proposed in the Draft EIS (refer Table 15). ETSA_also u^nsuccessfully attempted to.appease
Îror'titity at the public meetings (ie by justifying the level of information due to the preliminary
nature of process and use of broad corridors).

s which required more significant changes to the
process (eg additional alternatives, ETSA
ee to the public submissions in the Supplement
tation). The only concerns related to the fact

rved to rejustify their original conclusions.
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Table 15: ETSA's response to public submissions on the draft EIS for the Cherry Gardens
proposãl (compiled by the author from ETSA December 1986)

Issue ETSA's Response

Preliminary
Studies
& EIA Context
(pz)

ACTION: none
PROPOSED ACTION: none
ETSA.s COMMENTS:
Noted preliminary planning phase in early 1980s, but decision still flexible; restated proposal
iustification: noted lack of detailed field investigations at preliminary stage - only ca!çeplqel

Use of Corridors
(pa)

ACTION:none
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMMENTS:
Justified lack of field survey of corridors for cost and efficiency reasons. Final line design
process very expensive, and inefficient if all alignments are designed for ElA, yet only one
chosen. Use of 'final'alignments also would rot add much to the process, and'individual
details may cloud the broader planning issues..'(p8). '...selection and evaluation of
alternatives...has been based in regional planning criteria to ensure that individual interests
do not obscure the broader community interests' (p8). Corridors facilitate later design
f lexibi

Width of
Corridors (p8)

ACTION:none
PROPOSED ACTION:none
COMMENTS: Justified widths to land use constraints (eg high density residential areas).
Agreed that caution is required in interpreting variable results, but also noted that changes
would not have added greatly to the assessment.

Combined data
for Southern
Corridors (p9)

ACTION: new table of distribution of properties on each route (indicated that most on nodhern
route - the preferred route; Southern Route ll considered the best)
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMMENTS: Justified combination of corridors in the study because part of parallel corridor
(southern routes) ran on parallel easement, and issues were common to this length (eg

residences, visual impacts, etc)

Assessment
criteria &
weightings (p10)

ACTION: new summary table of 'unavoidable' impacts for comparison of routes
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMMENTS: Justification given: No weighting was provided in EIS to facilitate independent
judgements from external parties. Recognised need for variety of opinion, but noted that
êveryOo¿y will be prejudiced based on perspective. Confidence limits noted as Problematic.
Conólusión: no need to fufther dissect information in comparative table; will not add to

and new table of u tm willaid

Earlier Public
Consultation
(p11)

ACTION: none
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMMENTS: Justified why consultation not conducted earlier: Most extensive public
consultation process ever undedaken by ETSA for EIA process. Earlier involvement in the
early 1980s would have 'needlessly' involved more people when the proj_ect wes not well
defiñed. Would simply have added longer period of uncertainty, and would not have added
much to the assessment process. Outdated addresses may explain why some not informed.
Social survey identified major impacts and influenced scope and emphasis of the study, but
were discuséed in impersonal manner. Conclusion: "lt is inevitable that individuals...may find
that their personal concerns may not be paramount when weighted against those of a
neiqhbour of the community at large', but con

System Planning
Reasons (p12)

ACTION:none
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMMENTS: Justification for proposal re-emphasised in terms of system reinforcement,
demand growth, reliability, security, interconnection, new power station connection (for
1 990s).
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Prediction of
Demand (p12)

ACTION: provision of more detailed information
PROPOSED ACTION: none (continuing existing forecast practice)
COMMENTS: Clear explanation of technical terms for peak load demand (how much used), and
energy supply (how much used over what period of time). Noted demand and energy growth
rates may differ. Energy may be used for less time (reduced energy supply), but by more
people during peak periods such as winter(peak load demand). Long lead times required for
planning. Forecasts made 15 years in advance (and biannual reviews). Refined in line with
reducing growth in electricity demand due to lower economic growth rate, higher prices,
increased conservation awareness, and more efficient appliances. ETSA's forecasts noted
as accurate bV Future Energy Action Committee in 1984.

Load
Management
lnitiatives
(broader options)

ACTION: none
PROPOSED ACTION: continuing existing initiatives occurring unrelated to the project
COMMENTS: ETSA already involved in load management and increasing electricity use
efficiency (eg efficient management with off-peak reduced rates). Working with Department of
Mines and Energy (DME). ETSA involved in government's 'Energy Demand Management
Strategy' examining impacts of energy conservation, substitution and load shifting. DME
involved at broader scale of education and information programmes (eg Energy lnformation
Centre). and supported with educational resources from ETSA.

No-Project
Option

ACTION:none
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMM ENTS: Acknowledged
of not having the line was not

submissions which noted that the benefits to broader community
considered (no capital expense, no environmental impact, and

job creation to education re: energy use). ETSA accepted that this had been treated only
cursorily, but noted that there was 'overwhelming
oroceed' (o15). Restated rationale.

reason to recommend that the project

Route through
Hills-Face Zone

ACTION: new figure showing routes rejected earlier in the planning process
PROPOSED ACTION:none
COMMENTS: Route proposed in submission. ETSA noted alternative. scheme already
considered thro HFZ 4 but noted as inferior

Route via
Mannum and
Mobilonq

ACTION: none
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMMENTS: Noted as undesirable because of significant increase in lenqth and cost

Parallel Corridor ACTION:
PROPOSED ACTION:
COMMENTS: Acknowledged greater support for Parallel corridor, but noted that some
properties would have 2 easements (60 residents) as a result of this corridor. Noted that Sth
Route I opposed by 67 residents in Harrogate. Noted considerable building activity since
route was selected - now very constrained and difficult to implement. Noted that most
respondents favour Sth Route ll (most are residents on Nth route, but many also L"yg n9.
diréct property interest). Conclusion: Sth Route ll still inferior. Conclusion about Triple Circuit
- too and limitations

Human
Settlements

significantly reduce the availabil of land for residential development', and the visual impact
could be tower

ACTION(s): New figure - location of houses within 1000m on routes based on aerial photos and
new field inspections. High degree of confidence noted, with possible omissions. More
details.
PROPOSED ACTION: to locate towers to minimise visual impact within 'reasonable cost and
technical feasibility'. Not a new action - this was also noted in ElS.
COMMENTS: ETSA's survey agreed that greater density and smaller properties in their
preferred option, but ETSA also noted that number of easements to be registered over private

þroperties was equal between Direct and Southern Route ll. Noted distance is not the only
iactor in visual impacts (topography, vegetation), although no attempt to link these factors in

a diagram/map. More detail provided on townships (Mt Barker, Littlehampton, Harrogate, 
.

Wistow), and acknowledged potential for constraints on future development (including under
new SDP for Mt Barker/Littlehampton produced after EIS publication which prevents
subdivisional development in growth areas). Although ETSA acknowledged that the line may
make area less attractive, it was concluded that the line in preferred corridor would 'not
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Property Values ACTION: further research by property consultants and valuers to supplement information in
EIS
PROPOSED ACTION: compensation (as stated in EIS) (refer also below)
COMMENTS: research on comparison of sales of smaller rural areas affected by lines with
non-affected properties. No evidence for significant impact on larger holdings. Analysis of
smaller properties inconclusive, but no evidence to indicate significant value reduction
(except in extreme cases - -5-10% reduction). Concluded that compensation was calculable
and sufficient mitioation.

lmpacts on
Lif estyle

ACTION:None
PROPOSED ACTION: As for EIS; proposed compensation and visual mitigation
COMMENTS: Noted 21 submissions concerned about lifestyle impacts. Many stated
preferred Northern Route had greater impact. Agreed in ETSA's social survey. Accepts the
potential of line to diminish lifestyle quality in terms of visual impact and physical imposition of
towers, and limitations on developments within easements. Visual impact manageable to a
degree. Compensation proposed to alleviate burdens. Rejustified why EIS did not focus on
the effects on individual effects property owners because individual impacts dependent on
tower locations

Agriculture ACTION: further contact with spraying contractors
PROPOSED ACTION:None
COMMENTS: Re-emphasised that impacts on agriculture not generally significant, and also
noted that any effects can be compensated for. Contact with spraying contractors confirmed
that impacts on aerial spraying minimal. Noted that effect may be 'assumed' rather than 'real'
for manv respondents.

lmpacts on
Water
Catchments

ACTION: sought further information from Engineering & Water Supply (E&WS) Depañment;
provided f urther details
PBOPOSED ACTION: Fufther consultation with E&WS for later detailed alignment
COMMENTS: Referred to Waterworks Act 1932-84 Regulations and zoning. Also referred to
1985 Mt Lofty Ranges Watershed Draft SDP and watershed zone boundaries. Noted that
much of Mt Barker lies in Watershed, and is unavoidable. E&WS advised that stable, dense
vegetation cover should be maintained, and to minimise development. Thus, line should utilise
existing gates, tracks, cleared areas and minimise veg. clearance. ETSA referred to route
variation which reduces impact on vegetation (1.6km less through wooded reserue)
recommended by E&WS, but justified against by ETSA because it is higher ground and greater
visible impact. E&WS also preferred route to go parallel with existing easement for its length
through the reserve. ETSA noted feasible, but justified against it because, like the existing
line, it encroaches upon Scott Creek Conservation Park. ETSA noted that it has selected
best alignments based on issues of vegetation disturbance, viability and maximum use of
existing tracks. Also acknowledges that field inspections may be required lo'...fully
appreciate these factors and is amenable to modifying the route alignment if it can be
demonstrated that a variation would reduce environmental impacts.'(p28).

Non-Aboriginal
Heritage

ACTION: considered possible alternative alignments to reduce visual impact on Nixon's Mill;
modified Figure 9 of EIS to indicate location of registered heritage items over an extended area
(within Skm of each centreline).
PROPOSED ACTION: towers and tracks located to avoid disturbing sites (as for EIS);
proposed liaison with State Heritage Branch about tower locations.
COMMENTS: Noted that many submissions focussed on significance of non-aboriginal
heritage, particularly Hahndorf, Nixon's Mill, and Euchunga Goldfields. ETSA justified corridor
by noting that preferred route is far enough from Hahndorf and thus does not inteñere with
heritage values. ln terms of visual impacts from Nixon's mill, ETSA could not find any more
suitable line aliqnment to reduce impact.

Vegetation &
Fauna

ACTION: amended Figure 10 (vegetation). Noted availability of aerial photo-mosaic for
inspection at ETSA which'would indicate the effectors by ETSA to select practical routes
which minimise tree cuttingl (p34)
PROPOSED ACTION: proposed to modify parallel route slightly to avoid newly pinpoint area of
vegetation
COMMENTS: Small area of vegetation pointed out to ETSA. ln parallel example, ETSA
proposed to avoid disturbance by minor relocation of line. Conclusion: Less overall clearance
on Nth route. Noted importance of later detailed route selection on E&WS land to mitigate.
ETSA confident veoetation clearance on Northern corridor was not excessive.

Recreation ACTION:none
PROPOSED ACTION: nothing new (as for EIS; mitigation measures)
COMMENTS: Re-emphasised importance of minimising impacts to maintain quality of life.
Noted that some visual impacts unavoidable.
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Tourism ACTION: further investigation into tourism to establish relative worth of these areas to tourism
industry; consultation with Highways Department for visitor numbers via traffic counts;
consultation with Depadment of Tourism
PROPOSED ACTION: nothing new (as for EIS)
COMMENTS: Findings pointed to greater tourism role in Direct Corridor. Restated EIS

conclusion that study area was important tourism area. ETSA again re-emphasised its
inabilitv to quantifv level of indirect impact (as in EIS)'

Landscape &
Visual lmpacts

ACTION: preliminary design of most controversial section of Preferred Corridor to facilitate
assessment of notional tower locations; couple of new figures to illustrate visual effect of
parallel lines and towers.
PROPOSED ACTION: nothing new (as for EIS)
COMMENTS:
ETSA acknowledged that towers will dominate and may 'jar with their sunoundings'. Noted that
problems of siting lines in natural landscape is a world-wide problem. of electricity authorities.

Ño economical oi technical alternatives to traditìonal design appropriate to further minimise

System
Reliability

ACTION: more details on maintenance process'
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMMENTS: Noted some confusion about arguments for physical separation of lines

Rejustified separation of nes and proposal rationale. Noted lines rare ly damaged by

bushfires if de-energised But noted need for nes to be at distance from each othe r reduces
probability of having to cut more than one line's power. Provided more information on
mainten ance (eg biannual maintenance by patrols occasional trimm ng; annual inspection

for loss and land

Urban & Regional
Planning

ACTION: brief addition of more detail
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMMENTS: Noted potential for growth in urban areas. Acknowledged submissions stating
proposal transgresses principles of Development Plan (SDP). ETSA noted that principles are

!o öroaO that ãtransmission line will inevitably conflict to some extent. Also noted that SDP
n transmission line.

Economic
Considerations

ACT ON: mo re detail on expend itu re items; independe nl field inspections of each corridor to

determine potentia I effects on property values, and analysis of sales on non-affected
properties.
PROPOSED ACTION: nothing new (as for EIS)

COMMENTS: ETSA a self-fuñding organisation, and must raise capital like any commercial

organ y in efficient manner under legislation. Cost factors a

mã¡or inlormation on how costs were estimated. 'The Trust

does eruicing its customers by adopting a more expensive
option withouf comPensation
- ãlightty more t value, loss

ny p-hyéical eff (eg ProPertY
síze, location, use controls,

Referred to com n for tree loss but no ls

Electrical Field
Eff ects

ACTION: minor (slightly more detail)
PROPOSED ACTION: nothing new (as for EIS)
COMMENTS: Submissions noted uncertainty about health effects; require more research.

Slightly more detail, but still no reference to direct research sources which would have been

usðtul. Noted majority opinion that field effects are not a health risk provided they are taken

into account in tránsm¡sàion planning. Noted design will overcome problems (as for EIS).

Provided additional information of combined effects of triple circuit - not significantly different.

More information rovided on fire risks

r route alterations to minimise the impacts on
e consultation efforts.

229



flexible about the preferred option hanges
nternal correspondence indicates th public
veying and désign work on the So nlay it
IS, design processes are of cons gh not

significant in terms of overall project costs, mapping and drafting for the Southern Route II was

eslimated to cost $40,000; anã fõr consultant surveyors for easements surveys, a maximum of
$30,000. This would add to the increased costs associated 'with this route relative to ETSA's

work on other projects, and the commencement
tment given that the route may not even proceed.
risk was diminishing. This action demonstrates

the proposal, but only in the face of significant

'Although we still maintain our preference for a route within the Direct Corridor, there has

been a significant public response in favour of Southern Routes I and IL Therefore, to cover
the possibility of the Direct Corridor not being chosen we propose to prepare project
mapþing...along the most appropriate route in the Southern Corridors. This would be

Southern Route II. Southern Route I is becoming very difficult to adopt because of recent

subdivision and building developments and we now consider that this option is the least likely
to proceed'.

Because field surveys require entry into properties and could 'be seen as provocative, the survey
method of photogrammetiy was adopted to minimise public opposition.

nitiated by ETSA were generally minor in nature, despite
and adopt the parallel corridor rather than the direct
work on the parallel corridor to play it safe was a minor-
the parallel èorridor in the final decision was a major
EIA process. ETSA's initiative was poor in terms of
throughout this evaluation. Although initiative was

changes to the route and instigation of a property reinstatement
response to public pressures. Initiative was not evident in terms of
on lor the párallel option was externally imposed through the EIA
EIA process, it is likely that ETSA would have stuck with their
ificant public controversy.

Criterion 4.2,3: Did the proponent demonstrate leørning from the EIA y1o-ce1s,resu.lting in
criterion was graded at A. ETSA's learning from

portunities for feedback, not just from the T-C
t implementation review', and through meetings
A total of 47 ETSA officers involved in the

view committee, and several lessons were learned
for future projects and internal management processes. The. most significant areas of learnin_g

related to projêct management, property restorãtion, presentation of alternatives in the Draft EIS,
public consultation and relations.

The T-C proposal in particular \¡/as described by ETSA as the'most controversial and time
demandiig'bf all thê interconnection transmission lines. Due.to.the long lead time between
project incðption and construction, community attitudes changed significantly. It was noted:

'At times ETSA employees were slow to appreciate these changes in community and property

owner attitudes and some people appeared to have problems in accepting that ETSA's views

and values could be successfully challenged.
The whole environmental processes for the interconnection projects developed into a

learning process for all those involved. We are probably all much wiser today than when may

of the piojects started...because of the dynamic nature of our planning and development
procedures, we must be always prepared to change our procedures for environmental studies to

take into changes in community values and expectations.'

ETSA and to learn from the problems experienced in the consultation
process, to and to overcome similar limitations in future projects, thus
indicating 'l eness. Overall, ETSA stated:

'Public involvement in the Tungkillo to Cherry Gardens project before the preparation of the

draft environmental impact statement is our response to previous criticism, and although this

Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens
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has resulted in a strong initial public reaction it is the experience in some other states and

overseas that early public involvement is desirable. The main lessons to be learned from the

experience is that some general information will have to be made available at first public
contact, and the public needs to understand that information made available before the detailed
studies for the draft EIS are complete will be indicative only''

More specific lessons learned by ETSA included:

. ETSA should not be seen to champion any route and should just present the facts and let the
experts decide on environmental matters;

. the need for better coordination with external property owners ;

. value of establishing contact persons, and possibility of using toll free telephone numbers.
The right people must always be available';

. better EfSn representation of ETSA staff at public meetings;

. better communications between function groups in ETSA regarding public liaison

. more training in customer service and liaison;

. ackno'wledgment that there needs to be significant input by ETSA staff into consultation, even

though conlultants are employed. Dealing direct is the better option;
. therJshould be better communication between ETSA and contractors about the environmental

obligations during construction;
. recJ--endations to include awareness of environmental obligations as selection criteria for

contractors;

Years after the EIA process, some officers within ETSA acknowledged the value of the final
alternative adopted whictr demonstrates responsiveness beyond the context of the immediate
project:

'Initially, ETSA may not have been pleased with the Minister's final decision to approve the

southern route and to recommend the use of triple circuit towers. However, in retrospect it was

probably the wisest decision. I doubt whether the action group, People Before Powerlines,
would have ever accepted a decision to use the northern route."'

Table 16: Changes to the Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens
Transmission Line Proposal during the EIA process

Nature of Change Details

Number of Chanqes unknown. but three tvpes of chanqes made

Type of Changes . preliminary survey and design work Southern Route ll;
. route amendments/deviations (during and after the EIA process)
. adoption of non-preferred option as required in final decision (external

reouirement)

Change Significance . preliminary survey work (minor-medium change)
. adoption of non-preferred option (major change)
. route amendments (minor changes)
. orooeftvreinstatement(medium-maiorchanqe)

Timing of Change a late in the EIA process and after the decision (eg route modifications, property
reinstatement)

lnitiator of Change survey work (ETSA in response to public controversy)
final corridor adopted (government and public)
route amendments (ETSA and community)
property reinstatement (ETSA in response to public pressure)
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Level of Controversy about Responsiveness

The level of public controversy for proponent responsiveness tended to reflect controversy for
ETSA' s. openness and consultation. approach,
responsiveness per se. Many did however,
leading to the selection of their preferred co

financial restraint ETSA has no right to look at
a submission from landowners on the parallel c
individuals on the direct conidor and their spread of 'misinformation' (see below).

Some individuals perceived that their submissions during EIS preparation had not been adequately
addressed,and either'glossed'overor'blatantly disregarded'. The very fact that significant
public opposition and informal lobbying against ETSA's preferred option was evident indicates
ãissatisfãðtion about ETSA's responsiveness to community concerns. At the same time, this
lobbying came from one group aflected by the direct corridor, and lobbyists a_gainst the p_arallel

corridoihad less chance tó máke their opinions heard (refer Chapter Nine in Volume I). If they
had, then support for ETSA's approach and responsiveness rather than controversy may have
been evident.

Controversy was evident from the government in that the DEP and the decision makers disagreed
with ETSA's preferred option. Government controversy again, however, was not as heated as

public controversy.

Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens
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ETSA Project Case Study 2

TUNGKILLO TO TAILEM BEND
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PROPOSAL CONTEXT & DESCRIPTION

Like the Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens transmission line, the Tungkillo-Tailem Bend (T-TB)
transmission liñe formed part of the broader interconnection between South Australia and Victoria
which \ryas announced in 1985. Justification for the proposal was similar to the Cherry Gardens
line, with opportunities for power exchanges between States, and increased reinforcement and
security of supply to the South-East of South Australia which was unable to be met_ by existing
132kV'lines añã the 275kV line between Para and Tailem Bend (ETSA September 1986).

The transmission line proposal was to be located from a point 5 kilometres south of Tungkillo to
an existing substation at Tailem Bend, and entailed:

. construction of a double circuit (275kV) transmission line;

. line length of 61-68 km;

. line easements of 50m in width;

. transmission towers;

. construction of a future substation south of Tungkillo;

. extension of existing substation at Tailem Bend; and

. minor alterations to towers leading into Tailem Bend substation (ETSA September 1986).

The proposal was expected as planned to be
operational by the end of smlssron system
réinforcemenf, a line had a order to provide
extra energy for a wood-pulp mill at Snuggery ( proceed, but the_

transmissión line received planning approval as part of this process and now forms a major part of
the interconnection.

Tailem Bend

EIAPROCESS SUMMARY

EIS Requirement & Guidelines

As noted in the Cherry Gardens case study, a report by ETSA's Systems Planning Engineer was-

published in February 1982 recommending both the construction of the Cherry_Gar49l*^ ?nd
Tailem Bend transmiséion lines. Early contact was made by ETSA with the DEP in July 1982, but
it was not until two years later on 6 July 1984 that a preliminary Notice of Intent (NOI) fqllhg
Tailem Bend proposal was formally lodged with ¡y BIS-4
commenced sñorily after the NOI in July 1984. for DEP
officers to conduðt a field inspection followi L level of
assessment. Once inspections were completed, the DEP forwarded a report to the Minister for
Environment and Planñing, who subsequently required on 12 November 1984, that ETSA prepare
an EIS in accordance with Section 49 of the Planning Act.

ter, but based on previous
e interconnection proposal
Victoria (SECV) as one of
Moreover, the report from

the DEP to the Minister noted that an EIS was needed because of the:

. nature and length of the proposal (60-70km)

. crossing of River Murray and proximity to settlements; and the

. 'desira6ility' of maintaining a consistent approach to the assessment of 275kY transmission
lines.

The other main factor was visual impact which the DEP believed to be the most significant issue in
determining the level of assessment. Unlike the Cherry Gardens proposal, the impacts on native
vegetation were considered minimal.

EIS guidelines were drafted by the DEP (in liaison with ETSA) in December 1984, and finalised in
October 1985 which was nearly one year after the official EIS requirement (DEP October 1985).
Not surprisingly, the guidelines were almost identical to Cherry Gardens
EIS whiìh wãs-being ãssessed around the same time, Key an outline of the
nature, objectives añd timing of the proposal, substantia consideration of
alternatives, description and ãssessment of a preferred option, and the identification of mitigation
factors.
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Organisation and Management

It is assumed that a task force was formed in a similar manner to the Cherry Gardens proposal but
this is not conclusive. The main co-ordinator of the EIA process was the Design Engineer
Transmission (DET) with substantial involvement by the Chief Surveyor. An external team was
also formed for the EIS investigations using private consultants and sub-consultants in a similar
manner to the Cherry Gardens proposal. Like the Cherry Gardens proposal, environmental
officers did not appear to be on a formal planning team, nor did they h the
early stages of the EIA process, as noted in the comments from the p ew.
ETSA's Environmental Science and Engineering Branch (Senior En and
other officers were involved in a native vegetation survey on 27 lll/ay 1988, but this was very late in
the overall process and after the final decision on the proposal.

The Draft EIS

ETSA's policy wa
although EISs had
by ETSA on 10 Se
EIS, the DEP infor
which were adopted by ETSA through their
considered adequãte, and the Minister was prepared to advertise its public release on 24 September
1986, one year^after the environmental studies officially started with the appointment of Kinhill.
A total of 2OO copies of the EIS were publisher , some of which were posted direct to affected
landowners.

The contents of the Draft EIS generally reflected the guidelines prepared by the DEP and are

summarised in Table (1). Tablê (2) illustrates the proportion of EIS tasks focussed upon. The
greatest focus of the EIS was on the description of the environment (25Vo of the EIS), and the
comparison of alternative corridors (11 .87o).

Tabte I : Contents of the Draft EIS for the Tailem Bend Transmission Line

Chapter Sections

lntroduction Nature of development; study objective;
Participation; Development Plan policies

timing of Construction; EIA process; public

Substantiation Existing transmission system; proposed development; reinforcement of S-E
transmission system; interconnection with NSW/VIC; alternatives considered; no

ect

Alternative Corridors Reoional factors: alternative corridors

Description of Existing
Environment

Landforms; land use; climate ; socio-economic factors; hydrology; human
constructions; soils; Aboriginal occupation & archaeology; vegetation; European
heritaoe: fauna

Comparison of Alternative
Corridors

Physical factors; biological factors; land use factors; social, heritage and economic
factors: summarv of corridor assessments

Preferred corridor Description of preferred corridor; conceptual route alignment

Proposal Characteristics Physical characteristics; easements; construction procedures; construction
ractices and schedule

lmpact Evaluation &
Mitiqation

Biophysical environment; land use; social, heritage and economic aspects;
miscellaneous aspects

235



Tailem Bend

Table 2: Focus in the Draft EIS for the Tailem Bend Transmission Line Proposal

EIS Task Focus*

Prooosal Description 10.7%

Policv Framework 1.7%

Need 10.7%

Broad alternatives 1.7%

Alternative corridors-routes lidentification and comparison) 17.8o/"

Description of environment (baseline) 28.57%
Description of Preferred Concept (if identified) 3.57"/"

lmpact Description & Evaluation 12.5%

Mitiqation & Monitoring small o/"?

Public participation 1.78%
Other 3.57%

* does not total l00Vo because of overlaps on some pages'

As was the case for the Cherry Gardens EIS, the focus of assessment was on broad corridors and

conceptual routes rather than on detailed
addressed after the environmental approval
EIS was on impact evaluation, the proposal,
the Draft EIS to mitigation and monitoring,
for monitoring in the Planning Act 7982.

As noted earlier, the Tailem Bend EIS focussed on a preferred corridor (alternative B) and a
Volume I). The approach to
proposal in that alternative

dor and conceptual route was
S, no major conclusion was

stated upfront or at the end of the EIS about ETSA's views on the proposal. It was, however,
noted inthe comparison of corridors that:

'Corridor B has no serious disadvantages apart from the makeshift and occasionally used

airstrip...to the east of Rathjen homestead. The airstrip can be avoided by making a diversion

outside the southern boundary of the conidor in this area..'

Corridor B, as amended by this diversion, will slightly increase the length and subsequent

costs...fwhich is] estimated to be approximately 0.4 km which will increase the cost by

approximately $80,000.

Corridor B, as amended, has therefore been chosen as the prefened corridor.' (ETSA 1986: p5-9)

The major impacts addressed in the Draft EIS were much the same as those addressed in the other
ETSA iase stûdies. Unlike the Ardrossan proposal, no issues were highlighted as more significant,
although factors such as non-Aboriginal hêritâge, or tourism did not appear to be as significant for
this prõposal when compared to the Cherry Gardens proposal.

PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS & SUPPLEMENT

r six weeks fuom 29 September to 10 November
bmissions was received in addition to comments
Mines and Energy, Department of Agriculture,
g to Nixon (1998: p80) a total of 87 points were
s raised for the Cherry Gardens proposal. Many
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the public had major concerns about heritage, and effects_ on tourism among others, the main
areai of concern rãised for the Tailem Bend prol osal related to aircraft safety, visual effects, and

the fact that many of those affected already had multiple easements on their properties. This latter
was a key concein in the DEP's assessment report when deciding between corridors and farming
impacts.

A number expressed their opposition to the preferred option, but this did not fory th9 majority
and some su6missions simply suggested a minor realignment. Nearly half of the submissions
(including not specify preference.foq any particular corridor, or did not
object toih Bend proposal was relatively straightforward when comparedto
the Cherry significantly less public controversy about the proposal and the
quality of the EIA process.

Following compilation of submissions and personal in
Supplement was drafted by consultants Kinhill Stearns
revìsions were made by ETSA to the conceptual route
pre-print version of the Supplement was informally
iecommendations were made on 22 July 1987. The Supplement was considered generally
adequate by the DEP a week later, and was released !o th_e public_o-n_3.August 1987. Shortl:¡_after
the ieleass of the Supplement, on 15 September 1987, Section 7 Notices were sent by ETSA to
Councils and to the 

-SAPC in compliance with the Planning Act requirements for crown
developments.

Table 3: Issues raised in public and government submissions/interviews on the Tailem Bend EIS

Another Alternative & Public Review Period

Given concern about the environmental impacts of the proposed route, ETSA was advised by the

DEP on 1 October 1987 to evaluate another alternative and river crossing which was not
previously considered in the EIA process. Investigations were undertaken by_ETSA in terms of
iettlemenl proximity, route length and costs, in which case it was considered that the line was

longer, more costly, but advantageous due a physical separation of lines (and hence greater

Tailem Bend

Cateqorv Issue

Land Use o

a

a

a

possible crop damage
proximity to piggeries and disease transfer
hazards for aircraft
constraints to future developments

Settlements a

a

a

a

impacts on land values
multiple transmission lines on properties
visual impact

conflict with m leases

Biophysical removal of native vegetation on private property
impacts on sand ridges stabilised by vegetation
effects on wildlife due to vegetation clearance
soil erosion
weed control

EIS a

a

lack of detail about tower locations for informed assessment
approval being assessed for partially designed project

Other a

a

a

electrical interference to radio reception
access rights
fire risks and impact on insurance premiums
lack of compensation in the past (for land damage)
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security of supply, and less line congestion). An additional period for public comment for one

month until 30^November 1987 was organised by ETSA at the request of the DEP, during which
time l1 submissions were received (DEP February 1988).

Due to some inaccuracies and an inadequate amount of information released by ETSA to the
public about the new routes, a public meeting was called by the District Council of Mannum for
ðomments on the alternatives. Approximately 60 people attended this meeting including Mannum
Council and community members in addition to 5 ETSA representatives, a DEP representative, and

lectrical field effects. The District Council of
whilst the District Council of Murray Bridge (to
TSA noted that most opposed the alternative.
ive, in January 1988, ETSA indicated support for
ved that there were no significant environmental
e alternatives.

The DEP's Assessment Report

The DEP's Assessment Report, which evaluated the proposal, the Draft EIS, the Supplement,.and
public submissions, was ôompleted in Febluary 19_88 (DEl February.-1988). Alternatives
àddressed included ETSA's Revised Preferred Route (Corridor B), the Parallel Route (Corridor C)
and the late Alternative Routes (between Corridors A and B; routes 1, 14, 2,3) (DEP February
1988). Corridor A was not assessed further given that it was considered inappropriate at an_early

stage by the DEP. ETSA had also noted its longer length, and hence greater impact. Some
adõitional information was provided in the Assessment Report (eg mining activities. land values),
and sections of the Draft 

^EIS 
and Supplement were considered to be amended in terms of

agricultural impacts, mining activities, settlements visual impacts, recreation and tourism, heritage
and electrical effects.

Originally, the DEP suggeste
acceptable than the concePtua
Assessment Report for the
amendments. Shortly prior to
ETSA that they were likely to recommend the P
concerns aboui the problems of extensive paralleling (ie reduced security 

- 
of supply due to

possible accidents striking both lines at once). In this case, impacts were considered to be reduced

by confining them to areas akeady affected by transmission lines'

Unlike the Cherry Gardens EIA process, both the DEP and ETSA finally agreed on the main
issues and corrid-or option, althoùgh with minor amendments proposed by the DEP. It was

concluded by the DEP in the Assessment Report:

'\ùy'hilst there are no major distinctions between the routes on environmental grounds, the

ETSA Preferred Route is considered to have a comparativety high impact.

The Alternative Route also has a potentially high impact as it introduces a new line into a

previously unaffected area, and creates a new river crossing... The Parallel Route and the ETSA
Þreferred Route (with amendments) have similar environmental impacts, as much of the routes

are in common. The ETSA Preferred Route (with amendments) would have a higher visual

impact and lesser impact on individual farming properties. As the bulk of the route crosses

general farming land and apart from the escarpment of the Mt. Lofty Block and the River
Mu..ay, the area does not have a high landscape value, it is considered the impact on individual
farmers should be given a greater weighting in the selection between these two routes.'

It was also noted that:

'Both ETSA and the Department of Environment and Planning have identified preferred

alignments on environmental, economic and technical grounds and generally agree on the

preferred alignment, the ETSA Preferred Route. The Department, however, has proposed two
amendments to this route to assist in minimising impacts'

The Department considers the Alternative Route and the ETSA Preferred Route without
amendments to have the highest environmental impact. The Parallel Route and the ETSA
Preferred Route (with amendments) are considered close in terms of environmental costs

(particularly as much of the two routes are common). Economic factors favour the Parallel
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Route, while technical factors favour the greatest separation of lines and the ETSA Prefened
Route (with amendments) over the Parallel Route' (DEP February 1988: p32).

The DEP's final recommendation supported ETSA's Preferred Route (with two amendments)
which entailed a much greater amount of paralleling with the existing 275kV transmission line
than originally proposed by ETSA (13km). A total tions .relating .t9
'official -recognifion' of the EIS, recommended route, compliance with
mitigation techniques, and further survey work (aborigin

Official Recognition, SAPC & Ministerial Directions

Official recognition of the EIA documents was gran Environment and
Planning on12 February 1988. Following recommen 16 February_1:!9,
the SdPC indicated its support for the Crown and the DEP's
recommendations on 29 February 1988, with details to vey and landowner
consultation. The SAPC's Crown Development report and recommendations were forwarded to
the Minister on 1 March 1988, and Ministerial directions and approval for ETSA's Preferred
Route with two amendments were given to ETSA one week later on 8 March 1988. There is,

however, some uncertainty about timing of approval given that Harvey (1993) noted that official
recognition and approval for the proposal were both given on 22 Match 1988.

ETSA's Response

ETSA wrote to the Minister on 16 March 1988 indicating their support for the recommended
route, and their intentions to comply with the Minister's directions, albeit with some concerns (see

below). Based on the DEP's iecommendations, a more detailed archaeological survey was
conducted of the final route by a sub-consultant in July 1988 in liaison with the Aboriginal
Heritage Branch of the DEP. 

- As a result, construction access was modified to minimise
disturbãnce to sensitive areas. Subsequently, the Minister for Environment and Planning gave

approval to construct the line near Áboriginal archaeological sites and across the Rockleigh
Historic Reserve on 16 November 1988,

Although ETSA supported the Ministerial Directions, ETSA also expressed.concern about the
second-amendment iò ttre route, and requests r ere made to further discuss this route deviation
with the DEP following more detailed survey of vegetation in the area. A surveJ of native
vegetation was conducteã internally by ETSA environmental officers in lvlay 1988. Two..options
wJre assessed (direct and parallel), and it was stated that if it came to a choice between a 'best' or
an 'acceptable' route, the parallel option would be the best due to:

. less vegetation density in the southern end;

. lower vegetation heights; and
o easler access.

Yet it was also noted by the environmental officer that the direct route cotld be argued as

acceptable, and as a resuit, ETSA's Design Enginee-r Transmission recommended to the DEP in
¡une 1988 that the direct route be adopted becaule of:

. lower vegetation heights;

. previousãnd successful recovery from other disturbances;

. ã small number of towers (2) in dense scrub areas

. no line deviations, and

. cheaper costs.

The DEP disagreed with ETSA and responded the

Parallel option which was originally discussed in s to
an already affected area and éxistiirg access trac ). It
was also'noted by the DEP that vègetation on and
greater species diversity.

The transmission line has since been completed, but it is not clear what the outcome actually wa! ¡!
terms of compliance to the final directions. Although maps released to the_public_in July 1988
indicate that the parallel option (or DEP's second amendment) w3r complied with by ETSA,.an
earlier public reléase in Mãrch 1988, in addition to more recent ETSA maps of the transmission
system (produced in 1996), indicate that the second amendment was not adopted. The first

Tailem Bend
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amendment to ETSA's preferred route, was however, adopted. Public accountability is clearly
lacking in terms of follow-up, not only in terms of monitoring impacts,_ but also in terms of
whethðr the proposal is actually constructed as recommended in the approval process.

EIA COMPLIANCE

Criterion 1.1: Did the proponent comply with the legislative requiremenfs? This criterion was

graded at A. Like the T-C proposal, compliance with-the legislation was perfect with a score of A
(tOOf"¡ which is expected bèhaviour given the lack of proponent discretion in the process.

Criterion 1.2: Did the proponent comply with the project guidelines? This criterion was graded at

B-A. Compliance wiih the project guidelines was also good (86Vo of requirements were met).
Omissions were minor and related to:

. explicit outline of proposal objectives (although these were implied in the rationale);

. reference to tower design/treatment;

. tower positioning (although it had been agreed that this would be addressed after final
approval);

. piotectiol of heritage items (although this was generally implied by corridor selection); and

. screenlng

Criterion 1.3: Díd the proponent comply with the final decision? This criterion was unable to be

graded. It is difficulf toãssess this ðriterion in terms of all the conditions attached to the final
ãecision, although it is known that an archaeological survey a1d _a vegetation survey 'were
conducted as reqirired. There is however, some concern about the final route adopted. It appears

that the majority of the route was adopted, but a
second amendment proposed with regards to ve
ETSA's response). While the main conditional r
route appeais to have been adopted, one section

to monitoring, albeit restricted to soil erosion
requirement.

EIS QUALITY

Proposal & Policy Framework

Criterion 2.1.1 Was the proiect justified and the

on, the line was needed to meet an increasing
num. The rationale for the proposal was clearly

policy levels. Because of this (ie locked in by
o justify in terms of enhancing security and
k of details or statistics. For instance, although
hat degree the existing transmission lines could
to meet the additional power supplied from the
that the line'. '...would provide....an additional

circuit between Tungkitto and Tailem Bend to allow future developments' (ETSA 1986: p2-5).

What exactly this 'future development' entailed was not specified.

Tailem Bend
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Criterion 2.1.2 Was there a detailed description of the proposal? This criterion \üas graded at B.
As demonstrated in Table (4), of 11 areas which could be addressed in a description of the
proposal, 10 were referred to (907o). Omission
ànd their transport. Detail was also lacking on
Bend substation (although it was noted that ch
boundary), and on the minor modifications plan
near thii iubstation. The future Tungkillo substation was also referred to, but this was the subject
of the Cherry Gardens proposal.

Table 4: Proposal Description performance in the Tailem Bend EIS

Proposal Addressed?

Size
Land use uirements
Lavout
Desiqn
Costs
Production processes & rate of production nla
construction timinq and duration
construction process
materials required and their transport
safetv
property access (may include numbers of workers, negotiation,
oates. etc)
tvpe of wastes produced and management

Score: (/11) 10/1 1

90%

Criterion 2.1.3 Was there an outline of the poli
to the planning and decision making process
As demonstrated in Table (5), of 11 policy-
proposal, 6 were referred to (54Vo). Altholgh her
ãetãil about the requirements of the legislation
heritage.

Description of the Environment

Criterion 2.2,1: Høve the main environmental categories been qddressed? This criterion was
graded at B. This component of the EIS was the main focus (refer EIA Process_Summary). As
illustrated in Table (6),-of 19 possible environmental categories which could be addressed, 15 were

referred to (78Vo).'ómissionï related to an outline of fire risk zones, status of pest plants and

diseases, toirism'(although recreation was noted), lifestyle quality, landscape quality, and climatic
hazards. Climatic'hazarãs should have been addressed because they were used to justify the

physical separation of lines, and hence ETSA-'.s opp-osition to greater paralleling of the lines as
'guitine¿ in the Ministerial directions. Quality of life and landscape quality were also not
addressed as was the case in the Cherry Gardens EIS.
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Table 5: Policy and legislative framework: Degree addressed for the Tailem Bend Proposal

Criterion 2.2.2: Was the level of detail on the environtnent adequate for an informed assessment?
This criterion was graded at E. As demonstrated in Table (6), 42Vo of categories had adequate
detail. Specific weaknesses related to:

. a lack of detail on vegetation (densities, heights, approximate locations in corridors).
Vegetation zones were only broadly illustrated on a map, and, it, was difficult to identify
locãtions/densities of any remnant vegetation in the study area and different corridors;

. no reference to current status of pest plants and diseases in the area (types, spread, current
management);

. Topography was difficult to visualise without a contour map and difficult to relate to soils
and vegetation cover; and hence possibilities for screening of visual fmpagts;. Photos of river crossing areas were needed to identify suitability and conditions;

o no fire risk zones were noted;
. landscape quality and quality of life were not even addressed even though they were a major

focus in the Cherry Gardens EIS;
. No soil erosion hot spots were identified, or reference to current management of erosion in

the area;. An illustration of district council boundaries may have been useful;
. Reference was made to size of properties and variations between Sturt (western) and Russell

(eastern) areas, but no boundaries of these areas shown on maps. Division of areas and
smaller properties sizes in western area related to variations in terrain, rainfall, irrigation and
agricultural land use. This variation should have been illustrated on figure in accordance
with the Sturt and Russell boundaries. Very difficult to visualise. No reference to property
size in corridor assessment either.

Legislative or Policy Framework
Addressed?

Plann¡ng Plannino Act requirements t eq EIA process, Section 7 notices)
Development Act requirements 1993 rla

Development Plan
General

Environmental

Protection

Environmental Protection Act 1993 (eq wastes, pollution policies) nla

Coast Protection Act 1972 rya

Clean Air Requlations 1969
Environment Protection (lmpact of Proposals) Act 1974 (Cth) rya

Flora, Fauna,

Parks
Fauna (eq Endanqered Species Protection Act 1992) nla

Native Vegetation (eg Native Vegetation Management Act 1985; Native Vegetation Act
1991)
Parks and Wilderness (National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972; Wilderness Protection Act
1 992)

¡'ia?

Animal and Plant Control Act 1986
Land & Water Land management (eg Pastoral

Land Manaqement Act 1989);
Land Management and Conservation Act 1989; Pastoral NA

to this Act)Soil(eq SoilConservation and Land Care Act 1989) (ElS in prep. rYa

Water (eq Water Resources Act 1990; Catchment Water Management Act 1995) nla

Land Acquisitions Act 1969
Fire (eq Country Fires Act 1989) (ElS in prep. prior to this Act) nla

Her¡tage Aboriginal Heritage (eg Aboriginal Heritage Act 1979, or 1988; Aboriginal and Torress Strait
lslander Heritaqe P rotection Act 1987 (Cth), Aboriqinal Heritage Register

Registef

European Heritage (eg National
1993: State Heritaqe Reqister)

Trust of SA Act 1955; SA Heritage Act 1978, Heritage Act

Health-Safety Health Standards (eg WHO, Health Act; guidelines lnternational Radiation Protection
Association: Public and Environmental Health Act 1987)
Noise Standards (Noise Control Act 1976-1977 and subsequent replacements)
Explosives policies/leqislation (eg SAA Explosives Code AS2187 197Ð

Score (/11) 54%
6
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Table 6: Performance in the description of the environment
in the Draft EIS for the Tailem Bend Proposal

Environment Category 1 2 J 4 5

T
Climate
Air oualitv not applicable

Hvdroloqv
Soils
Native n

Pest plants-diseases
Fauna
Fire risk zones
Residential landuse
Demoqraphics (population etc)

Conservation etc
lndustrv, mininq, airfields, etc landuse
Aqriculture landuse
Recreation{ourism landuse
lnf landuse
Non-Aboriqinal Heritaqe

IH
Landscape Qualitv

of Life norse

Score (of 19) 15
7B%

I
4æ/"

0 o

47"/"
4
21%

Key: l=environmental category adclressed?; 2=adequate level of detail?; 3=brief description of future environment?;

4=ieference to significance of environment?; 5=reference to sensitivity/ capacity of environment to absorb impacts?

Criterion 2.2,3: Was there a description ol futare environments (without the proiect) and
conclusions a.bout the significance aid sensitivit! of the environmenf? This criterion was graded

at E,. For instance:

. reference to future environments \üas not addressed;

. reference to the significance of the environment was made for 47Vo of categories;

. reference to the sensitivity or capacity was made fot 2l7o of categories.

This made a combined graded of 22Vo of categories addressed in this criterion.

Criterion 2.2.4: Is the affected environment defined broadly enough to inc-lude. all pot.entially
significant effects occurring immediate construction site? This criterion was
gåaéa at BiÃ. The study was large and loosely defined, and the
õonsultant had flexibility to- oundaries, which \¡/ere appro_ximately-2
kilometres wide. Unlike ihe Cherry Gardens pro rridor widths were equal which enabled a

was that more information should have been
aries (and within the study area) as occurred for

south where no corridor option was identified.
their own decisions about performance in the

cultural land use were identified beyond corridor
boundaries.

Impact Assessment

Criterion 2.3.1: Have all the potentially major direct ímpacts been addressed and compøred for
each ulternative? This criterion was graded at A. Of 22 possible impact areas for a development
of this type, 20 were referred to in-the Draft EIS (90%). Two additional impacts involving
constrainlö on future development and public inconvenience (eg traffic de.lay¡, impacts on boat

movement during constructioi) were alsõ addressed which are not included in Table (7). The two
impact areas notãddressed related to impacts on land values and on quality of life. Access was not

243



Tailem Bend

addressed as a separate impact, but was encapsulated in the description of the proposal and
construction process (in terms of mitigation).

Table 7: Performance in the identifTcation of impacts in the
Draft EIS for the Tungkillo-Tailem Bend Transmission Line Proposal

Impact Category Addressed

Human Settlements
Land Values
Production Values
Land use: Aqriculture
Land use (eo aidields, industrv, mininq)
Hvdroloqv (water qualitv)

Non-Aboriqinal Heritage
Aboriqinal Heritaqe
Veqetation
Fauna
Tourism-Recreation
Visual lmpacts (& landscape quality)

Electrical fields-health
Noise
Ozone Generation
Tv & Radio Reception
Fire
Wastes
Pest Plants & Diseases
Soil Erosion
Access
Qualitv of life

Score: (/21) 90% QOl22\

Criterion 2.3.2 Does the description of impacts have an adequøte level of detail? Tl¿is criterion
were clearly and succinctly addressed, the levels
elated to a lack of detail in the description of the

äi'1,î"a"1åTit"'ilÏå'T,i"::T::i',"""iJîJi'##,i
ions made about some of the impacts where for

instance, rather than being explicit about what the impacts of settlement proximity actually were
(eg visuals, quality of life, eic), the impact was simply implied. 

^ $s fo-r the Cherry Gardens
prõposal, some aséu*ptions were also made about the certainty of knowledge surrounding the
health effects of transmission lines.

Criterion 2.3.3: Have impacts which are less obvious been outlined including indirect, sec.ondary,

cumulative impacts, anl the interrelationships between impacts? This criterion was unsatisfactory
with a grade of E. No reference was made to:

. the transmission line setting a precedent for other developments in the area (ie already
multiple easements

. the p^otential to en types of development_as a result of the increased energy
supply (eg as was e the Hummocks proposal);

. *"ðòn'darf impacts h visual impacts for instance (eg recreational sports, tourist
location, local economy).

Although the cumulative impacts of multiple lines on properties was referred to, this was olly__brief
and wãs more of an issue later in the-EIA process, and resulted in amendments to ETSA's
preferred option as recommended by the DEP.

Criterion 2.3.4: Has there been an adequate attempt to evaluate signifícance of ímpact? This
criterion was graded at E. As demonstrated in Table (8),
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. magnitude of impact was addressed in 52Vo of impact areas;

. direction of impact was addressed in 667o of cases;

. and uncertainty was noted in 9Vo of cases,

This made a combined grade of 29Vo.

Table 8: Performance in the evaluation of impact significance
in the Draft EIS for the Tailem Bend Proposal

Spatiøl-Temporø All ea i øtion-P r ob øbilita
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 E I 10.

Human Settlements
Land Values
Production Values
Aqriculture nldl

Airfields/industrv
Hvdroloov
Non-Aboriq. Heritaqe
Aborioinal Heritaqe
Veqetation
Fauna
Tourism-Recreation
Visual lmpacts
Electrical field
Noise implied

Ozone Generation
Tv/Radio Reception t'!?Í?

Fire
Wastes
Pest Plants
Soil Erosion
Line Access nld?

Score (of 21) 11

5?/"
14

66% 33%
4

1gy"
1

4%
14

66%
5

23%
I

4%
41ö
11%

z
V/"

Key: 1= magnitude of impact; 2= direction of impact; 3- geographical extent of impact; 4= duration and

frequency oiimpact; 5= reversibility of impact; 6= impact mitigation potential; 7= probability of impact; 8=

pubiic or-government concern levels; 9= thresholds, standards or guidelines referred to; 10= levels of certainty or

conhdence

Alternatives

Criterion 2,4.1: Have alternøtives been outlined, ønd the decision møking process leading to
these alternatives summarised and. jusffied? This criterion was graded at C-8. Unlike the Cherry

substantial extra cost, reduced supply re
developments. Undergrounding was also
appeared to be involved in the justification
tñêy were presented in the first place if
technical and economic reasons. Like th
across as 'token' alternatives , yet at the same ti
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a

a

a

a

a

a

I

a

o

a

thinking processes when selecting alternatives for assessment. What it does signify is that technical
and ecõnomic factors come first, then the enr ironmental assessment was undertaken, which
suggests that the EIA process is an add-on.

Within the objectives of the proposal, three more specific corridor alternatives were identified for
assessment involving:

A cross link was included between corridors in the event that permission was not given to cross the

western edge of the Army Field Firing Range. Another alternative was assessed later in the process

which joinéd corridors A and B to the north, including several route options, but these were not
adopted.

The factors which led to corridor selection were clear and transparent and involved:

housing density;
distance from major towns and small townships;
distance from known existing airstrips;
distance from areas of conservation significance;
distance from European and Aboriginal heritage sites;
distance from othef developments (eg industry, recreation, military);
land use;
topography;
flora and fauna; and
suitability of river crossing

Options further to the south could have been explored further or_ explicitly justified against. The
fact that all possible alternatives were not presented is indicated by the introduction of another
alternative late in the EIA process by the DEP.

Criterion 2.4.2: Hqve alternatives been ranked in order of preference for each environmental
impact, and clear reasons been outlined for the preferred ølternative if one is sp.ecifted? This
crilerion was graded at C. No attempt \ilas m rde to systematically rank the corridors for each

impact category in terms of attainmeni of goals or level of impact. However-, a summary-table of
chàracterisfcs of each corridor was presented, including whether each corridor had an advantage
over the others. But preferences were not identified for all impacts areas, and it was thus difficult to
get an accurate picture of corridor performancg at a glance. Nevertheless, the reasons for
õhoosing the prefèrred corridor were made explicit in the comparative. assessment (eg urban- and

rural se-ttlemónts, recreational land use, social and economic considerations). The lack of
systematic ranking was not necessarily significant in this case because it was noted that many_of
tñe impact categóries were similar in performance between the alternative alignments. For
instance:

'An important aspect in comparing the corridors is that variations in environmental
characteristics between Tungkillo and Tailem Bend occur in the same general direction as each

of the three corridors. This tends to simplify comparisons because, for many environmental
factors including landforms, climate, hydrology, soils, vegetation, fauna and land use, there is

little advantage in choosing one corridor over another' (ETSA September 1986: p5-l).

While the explicit ranking was not an overly significant om_ission, a better summary would.have
been useful. 

^ It should also be noted that the evaluation of corridors was not always explicitly
linked to the existing environmental conditions, but rather comprised a 'relative' evaluation of
corridors (ie which ãlternative performed better relative to the others) and not a deviation from
baseline conditions in terms of impact significance. This was also a problem in the Cherry Gardens
proposal.

Corridor Location Lensth (km) $r million
A north 68,2 13.6
B centre; partly parallel to existing line 64.6 IZ.9
C south; parallels existing line 6t.4 t2.3
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Mitigation & Monitoring

Criterion 2.5.1: Have mitigation measures been idenffied where appropríate? This criterion was

graded at A. As illustratei in Table (9), P" 9f .20. possible mitigation
ãreas, 18 were referred to (90Vo). Mitigatio included noise and ozone
generation, both of which were negligible impact tion measures related to:

. avoidance;

. compensatron;

. and ðonfinement of the impacts to already affected areas'

Criterion 2.5.2: Is the information on mitigation measures sufficientþ detailed to facilitøte,
informed assessntent aboul how, when, and feasibility of achievement? This criterion was graded

at E. As demonstrated in Table (9):

. as addressed in 5Vo of cases;

. ot addressed;

: :iif åt;.'li:i,::'ä"Í,1:lfii1l"ii,?".irrv 
impried); and

This made a combined grade of 22Vo for the level of detail on mitigation measures which is
unsatisfactory.

Table 9: Performance in mitigation and monitoring
in the Draft EIS for the Tailem Bend Proposal

Mitigøtion Monitoring

1 2 .t 4 5 6 7 8 10

Settlements A impli€d

Land-P roductivitv Values co
Aqriculture A, CO lmplied

Hvdroloqv A, L)

Aboriqinal Heritaqe A implted

Non-Aborioinal Heritaqe A

Veqetation A,N

Fauna

Recreation A,C

Tourism A,C ¡mpl¡ed lmol¡ed

Visual lmoacts C

Electrical Fields D rmpìreo

Noise
Ozone Generation
Reception R

Fire D,A lmplroo impl¡ed

Waste H, l

Pest Plants & Diseases N
Soil Erosion D

Access N, UO
R

Score (of 20) lö
90V"

1

5%
U IU

5tr/.
7
35o/"

4
20%

U U

Key: 1=mitigation measure identified; 2=mitigation type (TRANSCCEND: Transþr, Rehabilitate, Avoid,

NaTural Regàneration, Screen, Confine, Compensate, Educate, Negotiate, Design);3=level of mitigation
difficulty; 4=level of mitigation expense; S=mitigation effectiveness; 6=certainty of mitigation outcome;

7=moniioring noted; 8=monitoring details (frequency, duration, and responsibility); g=contingency plan noted
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ts been detailed for each impact
detøiled to føcilitate an informed

ck cøpabilities? Both criterion were graded at E.
of cases in the area of soil erosion, access, pest

Ithough usually implied rather than an explicit
(9) also demonstrates that the level of detail on

eresting that of the 87 issues raised in public
mpacts, nor was there any reference in the DEP's

Assessment Report (Nixon 1998). Clearly, monitoring was.not an important issue in awareness

levels at the time which may explain the poor performance in this area by ETSA. Given that the
environmental monitoring of projects is still ad hoc today (Nixon 1998), it is an area which needs

to be improved.

Communication & Presentation

Methods ù Informøtion Sources (Criteriø 2.7.7 ønd 2.7.2)

Methods was graded at D, whilst use of information sources was graded at C. Although a.limited
amount of field work was conducted for the environmental assessment, no record was evident in
the EIS of the methods used. According to the consultant's proposal, the main methods used for
the EIS were constraint maps and overlãy techniques which influenced where the corridors could
go, but this was not specifìed in the EIS. Archa_eological reports from sub-consultants briefly
ípecified methodology-, but this was not ava_ilable to _the public and was over-reliant on the
liìerature and archiiál sources rather than field work. A vegetation report had also been
undertaken, but this was separate to the EIS (although the public could request a copy). In term_s

of information .or.rces, a iairly wide range was used similar to the Cherry Gardens prgPgtr!
although some more recent information sources on vegetation had failed to be addressed (DEP

1 987).

Criterion 2.7.3: Were all relevant sections included in the EIS including introduction, conclusion,
technical summary and terms of reference? This criterion \ilas graded-at_C. Not all relevant
sections were inciuded in the Draft EIS. Omissions included a concluding chapter and an

appropriate technical summary, the latter of which. is a s-ignificant omission given its importance in
sùmrnarising and clarifying the most important points of the assessment.

Críterion 2.7.4: Was the information logícally arranged in sections and the location of important
x? This criterion 'Ìwas graded at C. Information

a consistent structure between the environmental
ssment for the preferred corridor, and a table of
s. The main limitations were that the proposal

after the comparative assessment of corridors;
ssment of corridors which was then repeated in
lack of detail about what the actual impacts were
ulture was used as a factor for comparison of the
n what the actual impacts were. Rather, this was

f impacts ferred corridor.
This sho ay around, and this to identify the
level of aiternative. It woul to conduct the
impact. a of corridors simultaneously, rather than repeating some of the
lssues ln e preferred option. Nonetheless this was not a significant point
overall.

Criterion 2.7.5: Was informøtion comprehensible to the non-spe_cialist, and' were.technical tertns
adequøtely defined, visual aids used. where øpp opriate, and refere,nces adequate.ly.sourced? This
criteirion was graded at B. Readability was goo dable to non-specialists, and not as

disjointed us Th" Cherry Gardens EIS. ms were not as effective as those
pre"sented in the Cherry Gardens FIS. but it was not always clear about
*h"r" information came from which w . These were only minor concerns
however.

Criterion 2.7,6: Was the and' where summaries of
data were presented in made ín the text? This
criterion wäs graded at d fauna was included in

Tailem Bend
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appendix and referred to in the text. All issues vered, and in this sense the
d-oðument was an integrated whole. However vegetation and aboriginal
heritage should perhaps have been included as s dices.

Criterion 2.7.7: Was the document of an appropriate length for the task (ie not voluminous with
excess data, but not too short with lack of detail)? This criterion was graded at C. The EIS was
not voluminous and if anything was too short which reflects the lack of detail in many areas.

Thus the EIS could have been slightly longer or worded more succinctly to fit other issues in.

Critería 2.7.8: Was there an appropriate emphasis on the key issues in the EIS with a lack of
bias in presentation? This criterion was graded at B. There di
emphasis on any particular aspect, although there _may_ have been a
such as land valueì, hazards, birds, and tourism. Visual impacts wer
the Cherry Gardens proposal, which may have been due to lesser
(residentsitourists). Þrominence to particular issues appeared to be appropriate to the task, with
the exception of public concerns about land values.

Criterion 2.7.9: Wøs there a lack of bias in the conclusions made and were these conclusions
appropriately based on the information presented in the ?*l^t !,IS (if .thg iffirm,atíon 

-itself
tãi:lceit biasi? This criterion was graded at B. I he emphasis of the conclusions in the EIS was

significantly better than the Cheriy Gardens EIS. Bias did not appear evid.ent.in terms of the
co"nclusions made from this information. Although a preferred option was identified (and hence

bias was present), the conclusions appeared to be -appropriately based on the information
presented iil the EIS, and the decisions leading to a preferred option were transparent. In contrast,
the conclusions in the Cherry Gardens EIS were highly biased by contradicting the information in
the EIS.

Level of Controversy about EIS quality

Unlike the Cherry Gardens proposal, public controversy about EIS quality wal virtually_non-
existent. Only orie concern áUout BIS quality was raised in public submissio_ls from the Nature
Conservation Society which criticised the scope and conceptual nature of the EIS. For instance:

'Any worthwhile investigations of environmental impacts cannot be based on "conceptual

corridors" of approximately 2 km. in width. The actual alignment and precise locations of
towers within the preferred "conceptual corridor" are necessary pre-requisites for an informed

comment. This level of investigation has been denied the public by the omission of the

required information... We are being asked to give approval to what amounts to a partially
deiigned project, limiting the effectiveness of our input into the public comment component of
the Environmental Impact Assessment system''

At the same time, however, the Society noted that they were '...unable to dispute the needfor this
extra transmission line and
adequately considered, with
inefficiencies of presenting
Cherry Gardens proposal. It
also leaves little room for fl

d not be keen to further design routes in other
the event that they are required to do so by
's attitudes towards, and support for, the EIA
t their behaviour in future projects.

The level of government controversy (ie from the EIA Branch, DEP) abou! the. propo_sal and the

quality of tne BIS was not high, but there were some areas of concern. - Explicit reference was

ñrade-in the Assessment Repolt to the quality of information and ETSA's conclusio¡s,_altholg.h
not for all impact categories. Many of ETSA's conclusions were agreed with.by the DEP in their
Assessment Report (ðg heritage effects, electrical effects), and information was considered
adequate in terms of:

. proposalsubstantiation;

. description of agricultural activities;

. conclusions about fire risks;
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. information on soils and impacts on soils, although further mitigation measures were
recommended.

Inadequacies or concerns about the EIS noted by the DEP included:

. the lack of information on mining leases;

. unqualified statements about health effects;

. inaccuracies tn vegetation species;

. inadequate considération ofpotential impacts on rare or endangered plant species;

. inadequate methodology to identify rare plants;

. lack oi reference in sub-consultants report on vegetation to more recent information;

. cursory treatment of bird collision potential;

. frequency or intensity of events which may effect supply security.

OPENNESS & CONSULTATION

Attitude

Itation demonstrøted by the proponent? This
adopted by ETSA was slightly different to the
It of lessons learned from experience, and from

ant noted that, although public concern would be
may be influential such as the level of public
shack dwellers at river crossings, and affected

the consultation process in regards to the river
for public controversy. It was noted that the
between transmission and distribution lines, the

rtheless, the level of effort expended towards the

consultation process by both ETSA proposal'
This may be a reflection of the les practice,
and the'lower environmental sens heritage.
Given a lack of public activity, this lesser effo ssions on

ETSA.

ETSA appeared genuine the
proposal which was refle no

i"qùi."tn"nt to do so. ET the

n"êd for public meetings bY

one Council that:

'...there is a general feeling in the community of Wall Flat and Pompoota that the Trust is

really trying to do the right thing by the landowners. They feel that the Trust is not just a

"faceless lot of bureaucrats", but rather that we are involving the local residents in trying to
come up with a river crossing that will have the least overall effect on the community'

nd flexibility in considering øll
This criterion was graded at C.
ETSA was co-operative with the
of the EIS and Supplement, and

å¡ l",t-""d:'ffå tltä:ä25
corridors seLected are a result of value judgements nd that the environmental

bring forward other alternatives'. Clearly this represents a degree of openness
SA wãð also open to investigating suggestions by local landowners for local route
iver crossing (DEP 1988).
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Timing of EIA (criteria 3.2.L'3.2.4\

The main points are: 
onception: This criterion was graded at E. Environmental studies do not
a factor in formulation of the project to resolve an infrastructure

is not conclusive due to a lack of full information.

. Integration Plan was wo
separate processes tors ess

(ió envir-onmental mic of
alternative corridors. Performance was the s ent

. 'n'"*'u'ion 
or the EIA processJ::'Ïï::::'::î:':ïî;. 

nor integrated with deta'ed
with more detailed vegetation and archaeological studies, and

bout tower positioning and the final route. Thus, environmental
integrated.

. Integration Construction: This criterion was ed due to lack of file
information for this stage and absence of monitori information relating to
the whole interconnection programme). Int:gratio is believed to be poor
without explicit environmánta1 management plans nted information to be

communicaied to the contractors. In addition, experience with the Cherry Gardens and other
proposals, whereby damage was caused at the construction stage due a breakdown in
òommunication, is indicative of poor practice in this area.

Criterion 3.2.5: Has public consultation been undertaken as early øs prøcticalþ possible prior to
the release of the Draft EIS? This criterion was graded at C. This criterion did not perform as

well as the other ETSA case studies given that consultation with the public was not undertaken
prior to or during the preparation of thé Draft EIS. early
with public meetìngs, buf ¿i¿ not based on external with
counôils was undeitaken early, but consultation wit herry
Garden process, being initiatéd after the release of with
landownèrs could have been made earlier, but this does not appear to have greatly affected the
outcome, nor resulted in significant public controversy. However, a public meeting was held later
in the process by the Manñum Couñcil because of inadequate information provided by ETSA on

the late alternative.

Tailem Bend

Approach

Criterion 3.3.1: Have a wide range of techniques been used for public consultation? (eg reuiew
panels, consultative groups, locøl workshqps, pullic meetings., -interviews, questionnaires,
hotlinós, displays)? This ciiterion was graded at C. Of eleven possible techniques for participation
presented in-Table (10), only five @
legislative requirement), personal ta
no-tices. A puiblic meeting was als it
was not coúnted in this ciiterion. 's
(19S5) participation scale at the consultation and information-provision level (a simplified version
òf ¡,rnsìein's'[1971] original eight-rung ladder of citizen participation). However, the pers_onal

interviews indicated a wìllingneis to conduct some form of joint planning by negotiation 9f lhe
final route alignment and tower positioning (which raised the overall grade).. Although ETSA
were not obligéd to adopt landowner requests, they were clearly open to suggestion.
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Table 10: Public participation techniques adopted by ETSA for Tailem Bend EIA process (based

in part on 'Westman's 1985 five-scale participation model and Glasson et al 1994)

Approach
Public
Power Participation Techniques Adopted?

Deleoated Authoritv Hiqh Review boards (established for proiect, although can be permanent boards)

Joint Plannino Moderate Communitv Consultative groups, advisory committees
Structured Workshops

Consultation Low Public Meetinos or hearinq
Personal lnterviews*
Formal public submissions
Questionnaires
lnformal Correspondence (outside formal submissions)**

lnformation Nit Telephone Hotlines
Public Disolavs
Media Notices

*can also becotle a mean s for joint planning, but is dependent on proponent attitude. In ETSA's case, landowners had

location of the final route, thus indicating a degree ofjoint planning, although ETSA did notan ability to influence the
have to abide by landowner concerns or requests. **can also mean simple information-provision depending on content

of materials. Often the correspondence by ETSA involved standard letters providing information about the process

Criteríon 3.3.2: Was the proponent willing to, and did they, rele&se adequate information to the

Draft EIS appeared sufficient to allow reader
alternatives âs^sessed. Public submissions were also clearly summarised and presented in the
Supplement. Transparency of information at the late alternative_stage of
somè controversy about inadequate information provided by ETSA. an

assessment of information after the decision, but regular updates he

interconnection newsletter which maintained transparency about the on

process.

Criterion 3.3.3: Were resources and time tables for the EIA process flexible enough to cater for
unforeseen requirements or
more costly? As for the ot
DEP's request to consider
consultation, ETSA showed
amount) to the consultants to prepare additional
and demonstrated flexibility. 

-Af for the Cherry Gardens proposal, timeframes were flexible for
the planning and approval phase, but were inflexible at the construction stage. Delays were
evidènt in tñe releâse of DEIS, due to a resignation, leave commitments, and overabundance of
ETSA work. The Draft EIS was originally scheduled for release in June 1986, but was
rescheduled due to changes in presentation from a single circuit option to double circuit line.
This indicates flexibility at the EIS stage. )elays of approximately two months were also
experienced as a result of the alternative suggested late in the process by the DEP. It was not
beiieved by ETSA that this would delay construction, but they were concerned that any further
delays would cause problems.

As for the Cherry Gardens proposal, ETSA was concerned, about meeting the interconnection
dates with Victoriâ. Attempts were thus made in November 1987 to speed up the approval process

and to push for a decision before February 1988.
1988 placing considerable pressure on ETSA at t
also tñe case for the Cherry Garden proposal. As
give extra attention to both the Cherry Garden
ñow"u"r, whether this pressure resulted'in property damage as occurred during construction of the
Cherry Garden line.
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Level of Controversy about Openness

Performance in this area was good with virtually no public controversy about the consultation
process evident in the records from the DEP. However, some controversy was evident from the
public in terms of:

. lack of route details for an informed assessment (from the Nature Conservation Society);

. criticisms of information provided by ETSA for the late alternative (because the information
was inadequate, a public meeting was called by Council);

. criticisms ãbout laèk of notification of some landowners about the proposal,

This latter was due to the fact that some landowners were not initially believed to be directly
affected by ETSA's preferred corridor, and were thus not notified. However, due to the
amendmenis to the finâl route, these landowners later became affected, which indicates a problem
with the notification process which was recognised by ETSA.

RESPONSIVENESS

Alternatives-Weighting

Criterion 4.1.1: Was the 'best' alternative ødopted of those pre was graded

at C. Based on the information in the EIS, thè best performer or B which
was identified as ETSA's preferred option. Unlike ETSA's the Cherry
Gardens proposal, ETSA's prèferred option in the Tailem Bend proposal was not the most direct or
cheapest'optìon. Table (llisummarisês the best performers for each impact category ba_sed_o:r*the

EIS informarion (the presentation of this Table ii similar to the approach adopted by the DEP in
their own comparison of alternatives).

Table L1: Comparative performance of alternative corridors in the Draft EIS for the Tailem
Bend Proposal (shaded area represents best option) (modified from ETSA September 1986: p5-8)

Impact Category Corridor A Corridor B Corridor C

Landf orms
Terrain similar, but line
lonqer Little to distinquish terrain between corridors

Climate No siqnificant differences

Hydrology Little difference
Little dilference but best
to confine impacts to area
alreadv affected bv line

Little difference

Soils No significant diffelences
Veqetation No significant differences
Fauna No

Aoriculture No siqnificant differences

Settlements
Township of Ponde
Less isolated rural
dwellings but not major
advantage

airfield corridor centre
southern side of corridor
-dense population.
Northern constricted by 2
rural propedies and
heritaqe site

Propedv Numbers 139 135 Limited no. affected 155

Prooertv sizes larqer smaller? smaller?

Recreation
best to restrict line to area
upstream ol area already
affected bv line

airstrip too close

Public inconvenience Township of Ponde Sliqhtlv advantaqeous
Visual impact
European heritaqe 0 sites 1 site 3 sites

Aborioinal heritaqe 11 sites 3 sites 10 sites

Route lenqth 68.2km 64.6km 61.4km

Economic $14.1M $13.1M $12.7M
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Corridor B was preferable for 12 categories, whilst A and C were preferable in 8 and 10 categories
respectively. Advantages of Corridor B over the other corridors related to less numbers of
Aboriginal heritage sites affected, less property
and hydrology impacts were confined to an are
criticisms were apparent in public submissions

came from affected landowne
not oppose ETSA's preferred option. Overall, the DEP's independent
rt ETSA's preferred corridor in the Assessment Report, albeit slightly

amended, is also indicative that this was the best option of those presented and evaluated by ETSA,
although the difference between the options did not appear significant.

However, the grade was reduced from a B-A to a C given that later in the process the 'best' option
proposed by the DEP (which as an amended version of ETSA's preferred op-tion) caused some
ðonèern for ETSA in terms of the second amendment (noted previously). ETSA aimed to adopt
an'acceptable' rather than 'best' option in terms of vegetation, and it is not even clear whether
the DEP's requirement for the'best' option was even adopted. This highlights responsiveness,
but to a degree so long as the proposal was consistent with ETSA's aims.

Criterion 4.1.2: Wøs the environment considered at least equally with economic and technical
factors? This criterion was graded at C. As noted in the Draft EIS, economic factors were
ìmportant in selecting the preferred corridor, but there \¡r'as no difference in technical factors
befween the corridors-assessèd. Environmental constraints played a major factor in initial corridor
selection and the identification of the preferred alternative, particularly social-cultural factors. The
important factors in selection of the preferred corridor were:

. urban and rural settlements

. recreational land use

. socialconsiderations. economicconsiderations.

The biophysical environment was not distinct enough to sufficien
corridors, although full information was lacking particularly for vegetati
main environmental constraint was the river crossing. This was mostly
weighting of factors, although vegetation was given more influence:

. River Murray crossing

. farming

. visual amenity

. individual housing

. vegetation (DEP February 1988: p26).

Costs and technical factors were also considered by the DEP but were not major factors in the
decision.

Hints of the importance of economic factors to ETSA were evident throughout the EIS, which is
understandable þiven ETSA's mandate to produce and transmit electricity efficiently. Economic
weighting was uied to justify some vegetation removal which is an issue of some concern (eg each
angle adds a substantial amount to the line costs). It was stated that:

'...the cost fbr every significant change in direction is approximately $50,000 and, on this
basis, directional changes to avoid trees would involve a substantial additional cost (EIS, p7-3).
It was also stated: 'although every effort will be taken to minimize tree removal, it is necessary

to keep the line as straight as possible for economic reasons' (EIS' p8-1).

Economic factors were also used to justify ongoing commitment to ETSA's preferred route rather
than the new alternative DEP. For instance: 'Considering this line in isolation, our
preference would be for inated route. It is shorter,and less expensive by about 8l'miilion 

and has no majo tal disadvantages' (although it was noted that an advantage
of the alternative was lesser length in proximity to existing line). V/eighting was also questionable
for the later survey of vegetation after line approval which was noted earlier (refer EIA Process
Summary: ETSA's Respoñse). In this case, there was disagreement between the DEP and ETSA
about whether a parallèl route or direct route should be adopted. ETSA supported the direct
route and one of-the reasons for this was cheaper cost, whilst the DEP supported the parallel
because it confined impacts to one area, and had lesser density and species diversity.
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Overall, however, a gneater attempt was made to balance factors compared to the Cherry Gardens
proposal. Although cost and technical factors were important to ryTS_A, they did not_ appear to
õve?ride all factorõ as was apparent for the Cherry Gardens proposal. It was also noted that: 'the
three alternative corridori -were selected initially as they would cause the least possible
inconvenience to property owners and the general public while providing satisfactory options for
development on engineering and economic grounds.' (ETSA 1986: p5-5)'

Procedural & Substantive Changes

Criterion 4.2,1: Were the environmental inves.tigations andlor the public consultation prgc9s.s

modified or supplem was i at B' Table
(12) indicates ETSA' ublic emen_t leport.
Most actions resultin ents i on of further
information, and further consultation. Four cha involving the

assessment of a new alternative, changes to the corridor boundary (corridor B) to reflecl
environmental constraints, an additional public review period, and attendance at a public meeting
late in the process. Although not many changes were made, there did not-appear to be a need to
adopt any õther changes, Performance was, however, reduced because the initiators of change
werè primarily from eiternal parties (ie the DEP and the Mannum Council).

Table L2: ETSA's response to public submissions in the Supplement
for the Tailem Bend Proposal (compiled from ETSA July 1987)

Issue Response

Flora and Fauna ACTION: lnterview with landowners; concerns noted
PROPOSED ACTION: careful tower location to avoid cutting or removing
vegetation; and to minimise disturbance of area
COMMENTS: landowners indicated proposed action acceptable, but
conserved at possible destruction of sand ridges.

Weed and Pest Control
ACTION:none
PROPOSED ACTION: none (as for EIS)
COMMENTS: ETSA noted they would continue normal practice of
consultation with relevant authorities during line construction and
imolement appropriate manaqement proqrammes (details not specified)

Futu re Development Constraints
ACTION: further information; personal interview
PROPOSED ACTION: compensation (as for EIS)
COMMENTS: ETSA noted that it was unlikely that any constraints would be
imposed on future development. Noted compensation for acquisition of
easements. Detailed information on criterion for compensation provided.

Effects on Land Use
piggeries (possible transfer of disease
between piggeries); soil (delicate); crop
damage (experienced from previous
transmission line and lack of adequate
compensation)

ACTION: Personal interuiews;
PROPOSED ACTION: avoidance; corrective action and/or compensation -
as for EIS
COMMENTS: ETSA noted comments of Department of Agriculture that
ETSA stafl and vehicles keep to the easement and not enter piggeries.
Soil management techniques noted in EIS reiterated.

Access Requirements
Relates again to transfer of disease.
Two submissions refused to allow
access or to orant an easement.

ACTION: personal interviews
PROPOSED ACTION: further negotiations with landowners - as for EIS
COMMENTS: ETSA noted process of easement acquisition which gives
ETSA the right to enter land.

Effects on Aircraft Use
hazards; omission of two runways;
impacts on aerial spraying

ACTION: consultation with President of Aerial Agricultural Association of
Australia; realignment of conceptual route to enable continued use of
airstrips, comments by Department of Aviation noted (to inform of project
commencement to change Aeronautical Charts)
PROPOSED ACTION:
COMMENTS: Consultation with Aerial Agricultural Association indicated
that aerial spraying was not unduly affected by high voltage transmission
lines (conspicuous towers, ample room to fly under lines). Low level lines
more hazardous. Deoartment of Aviation had no obiections to proposal'
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Criterion 4.2.2: Was the proposal changed on environmental grounds where a need was

iitentified? This criterion'wai graded.at-B-A. ETSA attempted to.accommodate the public
concerns vla mlnor route realignlñents. A total of six changes were made to the original proposal
(ie ETSA's p route alignme
responsive thã CherrY Garde
weie made to in response to
conceptual ro SuPPlement.
involved:

. alignment change to accommodate airstrip which involved two additional tension towers to
cater for line direction changes;

. proposal to run line parallel to (and 40m awSy from) existing2^75.kY line_to accommodate
äott""rnr regarding proximity to piggery and future extension_s of piggery. It was noted that
as a result, "the liíê would be mbre 'vulnerable to accidental or deliberate disruption which
may caus

. altóratio¡ rmy firing range) to avoid dwelling'
Original (was not visible in aerial photos).
Involves

Two changes were also made as a result of the DEP's assessment, resulting in amendments to the

alignment"of ETSA's preferred route being adopted. Changes were not major which was even

noted by ETSA:

'As a result of comments received on the Draft EIS, and further to on-site interviews by ETSA
with respondents, minor changes are proposed to the conceptual route indicated in the Draft
EIS' (Supplement, P2-l).

These changes did, however, entail directional changes in the line, and hence added costs of
thousands oi dolluir (ie each directional change was expected to cost $50,000). Changes also

resulted in more extensive paralleling of the liñe to the existing 275kV,line which caused ETSA
some concern in terms of iecurity õf supply (which requires geographical separation of lines).
Thus, the changes were considered minor-medium rather than minor in nature.

Unlike procedural changes, ETSA demonstrated initiative in making changes to the proposal, both
at the ÉIS stag" and thé Supplement stage. Although they were in response to public concerns,

Effects on Mining and Quarrying
conflict between line and mining
activities (sterilise portions of
reserves, weaken tower's foundations,
mining access restricted, hazards with
use of electric detonators in vicinity of
electrical-magnetic fields); possibility
of compensation

ACTION: further information - reviewed nature of terrain and presence ot
mining leases; consultation Department of Mines and Energy;
PROPOSED ACTION: none, but recommended change of detonators
COMMENTS: lmpacts noted on some mining lease areas, but impacts
noted as insignificant. Also acknowledged possible impact of detonators.
Recommended that non-electric detonating systems be used near high
voltage transmission lines. No confirmation noted.

Visual lmpact
ACTION: None
PROPOSED ACTION: personal negotiations with landowners and
accommodation of requests for tower locations where possible
COMMENTS: recognised visual impacts as a concern, but noted lack of
economic or technical alternatives to traditional design of high voltage
systems. Acknowledged resident concerns but noted that there was no
assurance to reduce im could be

I nterference Reception (tv/radio)
ACTION:
PROPOSED ACTION: in the event of intederence, modifications to aerials
can be made or location altered. ETSA proposed to correct problems at
their expense for genuine cases.
COMMENTS: same comments as in EIS (eg occurrence in weak signal

Fire Risks
impact on insurance Premiums

ACTION:
PROPOSED ACTION:
COMMENTS: ETSA noted that fire risks were not substantial due to
maintenance of vegetation and design of lines. Noted that there were no
additional loadings on insurance premiums for properties with transmission
lines

256



Tailem Bend

ETSA was not obliged to make these changes. Initiative was also evident by adopting an option
that was the 'best' on environmental grounds and not just based on cost factors. Initiative was not,
however, evident with the two changes recommended by the DEP at the construction stage.
Moreover, one change which was originally not made in response to public concern, was
eventually recommended by ETSA's consultants because of potential criticism by the DEP.

Table L3: Changes to the Tailem Bend Transmission Line Proposal

Nature of Change Details

Number of Chanqes 6

Tvpe of Chanqes Route realiqnments

Change Significance Minor-Medium

Timing of Change . EIS (1 change)
. Supplement (3 changes)
. Decision (2 chanqes)

lnitiator of Change . ETSA in response to public concerns (4 changes)
. DEP recommendations & Ministerial decision (2

chanqes)

Criterion 4.2,3: Did the propo te learning from the EIA process? This criterion
was graded at A. Evidenèe õf esent with the interc_onnection post-implemlllltiqn
reviÑ which was noted in the rdens case study. It was also proposed to review ETSA's
approach of choosing a preferred option as a result of landowners concern at not b-eing informed
directly about the Tailem Bend proþosal. As noted earlier, they were_no^t.informed because they
were not on the preferred route, but were on the later amended route. ETSA noted:

'This issue highlights the problems that can occur when deviations are made from the preferred

option stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Supplement, even if the adopted

róute remains inside the boundaries of the corridors under examination. However, based on this

project and our experience with other similar recent projects we will be reviewing in

ðonjunction with the Department of Environment and Planning our procedures for nominating
preferred options and for notification of landowners that may be affected by future transmission

line....'

Along similar lines it was noted by the DEP that:

'The approach adopted by ETSA in this proposal, unlike that of the interconnection between

Victorra and south Australia and the most recent proposal that of a line between Ardrossan and

Dalrymple, identified a proposed route in the Draft EIS. This leads to a misconception among

the pubiic that the identified route is the only one under consideration and that other options

will not be considered further. As was the case with this line and the Tungkillo-Cherry
Gardens Line this is not always the situation'. '

Lessons were learned from this, and as a result, the approach w the
Ardrossan-West to Dalrymple line (see next case study). In this case, not
identified, but the corridor used as basis for assessment was much no
preferred option was stated by ETSA. _Notwithstanding this change, the__o-riginal approach
ieturned wi^th ttre identification of a preferred option in the Hummocks to Waterloo line (see

ETSA case study 4) which caused some controversy'
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Levels of Controversy about Responsiveness

Public controversy was virtually non-existent except from a small number of landowners directly
affected by ETSA's preferred corridor and route. However, minor route realignments weÌe
acceptable to some of-these objectors. lty q" he
had þrevious dealings with ETSA and ha[d] he

wou[d tike' (ETSA Interview 86). It i assess the
Supplement release, but the Nature Conservatio ociety sed

altèinative stated that 'We are pleased both that the assessment process has enabled a more
satisfactory route to be identified, and that E.T.S.A. have shown sufficient flexibility to embrace the

new- options.' The DEP did not appear to express any concern about ETS.A's responsiveness, and
generálly accepted their preferred õþtion and char ges, albeit with some minor amendments.
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Ardrossan-Dalrymple

PROPOSAL CONTEXT & DESCRIPTION

The population of Lower Yorke Peninsula in South Australia relied on a single 33kV transmission
line loi the supply of electricity which was unable to cope with peak supply during summer, and
an increasing demand for power of 3Vo per annum (ETSA May 1989), The line also suffered
from salt corrosion from the coastal air. If power was disrupted as a result, or due to accident or
fault, there was no alternative supply and the area would suffer blackout. ETSA thus decided to
improve supply security and reliability with a proposal to construct:

. a transmission line (132kV) of approximately 62 kilometres in length;

. a new substation at Dalrymple (l32l22kY);

. minor additions and alterations at the existing substation at Ardrossan West; and

. two 33kV line exits (each 3 kilometres long) from Dalrymple substation to existing 33 kV line
(between Klein Point and Yorketown).

It was proposed to commission the line by
EIS by December 1987 (actual time was M
1988 (actual approval was October 1990).
$4.2 million (1988 price levels) (ETSA May 19
in the EIA process are presented in the next section.

EIA PROCESS SUMMARY

Screening & Triggering

Information was lacking in ETSA's files about when the proposal was initially formulated. It is
known, however, that ETSA conducted preliminary discussions about the proposal with the DEP
in September 1985, and officially informed the DEP on 16 December 1985 of their proposal.to
build^the I32kV transmission liñe from Ardrossan-West to Dalrymple. It was proposed at this
early stage to make maximum use of the road reserves rather _than traversing pr-ivate properties.
The-Minister for Environment and Planning (Don Hopgood) informed ETSA on 21 January 1986

of the requirement for an EIS for the 132kV line'

No reason for this level of assessment was given in the Minister's requirement, and although they
may be similar to those outlined for the Cherry Gardens_ and Tailem Bend EIA requirements, it
should be noted that the environments were diff rent and the transmission line was of a smaller
scale (132kV as opposed to 275kV). This proposal was more comp_arable to the lower Public
Environment Repõit (PER) level of assessment which was conducted previously for the
Hummocks to Kaãina East transmission proposal. It is unclear why the Ardrossan proposal, which
was of a similar size, and in a similar region, did not trigger a PER (although this lacked legislative
status under the Planning Act).

The EIS requirement also did not cover the
planning approval for the substation had b
Approval for the site was received by ETSA
Notice only. Dividing proposals into separate component
reducing its overall sigñifiõance. However, in this case, ETSA was simply complying with a

request from a Cemenl Company to reroute the existing 33 kV line (r-eqlliring connection to
próposed substation) so they co :e quarrying._operations. If the substation was to
ùndèrgo the same process as the il a much more time consuming process.

Notwilhstanding t6is request, the subject of public submissions during_the
EIA process, ãnd ETSA ended up relocating in response to public concerns. This
highlþhts the need to assess proposals as a whole.

Proposal Guidelines

The draft guidelines for the proposal, which were reviewed by ETSA, their consultants and the
DEP, were completed in October 1987 nearly two years after ETSA's official Notice of Intent. It
is likely that thiì delay was a nnection
project-(refer Cherry Gardens identical
1o those produced for the Che In order
to maximise responses from route be
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identified, which is indicative of lessons learned from the Tungkillo-Cherry Gardens and
Tungkillo-Tailem Bend Transmission Line EIA processes'

Organisation and Management

Key participants appeared to be simi revious tw gn

enþiñeer Transmiìiion as primary EIA proc by
conìultants. The Chief Surveyor an , and Man ng
also had important roles throughout the process. ief Survey in
the interview process with landowners following
environmental officers did not appear to be on
two case studies, they were more active in the pl
Primary involvement related to assessment
'Environment and Tree Management Officer'. Environmental Scientists were also involved in
vegetation issues, commenting on the quality of he consultants Draft EIS, and negotiating with the
DEP about the centre-line of the accepted route.

The Draft EIS

In line with ETSA's policy of employing consultants for EIS preparation, a consultant's brief was
prepared by ETSA's-Design Engineer Transmission in June 1987, and Woodbu_rn Fitzhardingg
õeôtechnicâl consultants were selected from four consultants to prepare the Draft EIS and Final
EIS (supplement). The environmental investigations took nearly two years gp until the release of
the Draï EIS in May 1989. Many of the impacts were not significant because the area had

ulture, and as a result, the draft EIS was relatively short (37

?f; 3:i:å"?;'"T1""å",îf lå1,äi3ln',l""foïiåj"'öi'õi,jiå'1,'l
field inspection of the site by the DEP, ETSA and their consultants was also undertaken to discuss

concerns about either route, particularly in terms of vegetation.

Preprint versions of the Draft EIS were reviewed by the MljoJ Projects and^4^ssessments Branch of
thebEP, and a number of substantial comments were made in February 1988, February 1989 and

April 1989 which influenced the quality of th
inèorporate the DEP's comments. While most i
detail on fauna (this issue amounted to only on
on the EIS quality had also been made by ETSI
Sciences and Engineering Branch which required further detail on native vegetation, and greater
attention to native fauna.

The contents of the Draft EIS and proportion of focus are presented in Tables (1) and (2). The
focus was on the consideration of alternatives (27Vo of the EIS), description of the environment
(187o), the assessment of impacts (l8%o), followed by a description of tle proposal itself (107o).

A broad corridor for assessment (8 km wide) was identified in the Draft EIS (refer Chapter Nine in
Volume I) which contained two alternative routes (western and eastern) for the transmission line,
one of *úi"h predominantly traversed farmland and old road reserves (eastern route),.whiÞl the
western route stretched máinly along road corridors with continuous native vegetation. These
alternatives are discussed in more deiail later. {outes proposed were only general in nature and

lacked details on specific centre-lines and pole locations. Delprte some concerns about_public
uncertainty and the ãccuracy of environmental evaluations, the DEP noted that this approach :

'...does provide the opportunity for modification as a result of public consultation and State

government evaluation. Hence, this flexibility at an early stage in the planning process is

considered to be advantageous' (DEP 1990: p19)'

The main environmental issues outlined in the Draft EIS related to visual impacts, effects on rural
landowners, and impacts on native vegetation. The draft EIS (and supplement) for the Ardrossan-
Dalrymple transmission line essentially came down to an argument between two points of view:

. farmland; and

. Society and the government's Roadside
about the impacts on remnant native vegetation

Ardrossan-Dalrymple
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This latter was a significant issue given that only 27o of the area's native vegetation remained on
the Yorke Peninsulã, and this was located predominantly in road reserves which was the farmer's
(and ETSA's) preferred location (ETSA May 1989; 1990). Thus, prior to completio_n of the
Draft EIS, ETSÀ organised two background reports which outlined the characteristics of the native

for impact mitigation, and
by ETSA at an early be
illustrated by exper the
Based on this premi for

construction in roadsides prior to the Draft EIS, but this was refused. Nonetheless, ETSA was open
to suggestion and presented no preferred option in the Draft EIS.

Table 1: Contents of the Draft EIS for the Ardrossan Proposal

Contents of the Draft EIS

1.0 Summary
2.0 lntroduction
3.0 Substantiation
4.0 Details of Line
. Physicalcharacteristics
. Easements
. Line construction
. Substations
5.0 Description of Corridor
. Regional setting
. Climate
. Vegetation
. Settlement patterns
. Land Use
. HeritageSignificance
. Fauna
. Aboriginal relics
6.0 Route Selection within the Corridor
. Line & pole placement (visibility, native vegetation, land use, dwelling proximity,

construction & maintenance
. Routes considered (sth Ardrossan substation, western route, eastern route)
. lmplications when crossing native vegetation (location/height/costs)
7.0 Environmental lmpacts
. Visibility
. Land use
. Vegetation
. Soil erosion
. Spread of pest plantsidiseases
. Television/radioreception
. Noise
. Electric and Magnetic Fields
. Effect on Fences
. Private airfields
. Fire Risks
. Substation impacts
8.0 Mitigation Measures
. Visibility
. Vegetation
. Land use
. Control of pest plants
. Soil erosion Fauna
. Waste disposal
. Fire precautions
. Aboriginal sites
List of participants; Glossary; Bibliography; Appendices

262



Ardrossan-Dalrymple

Table 2: Proportion of focus in the Draft EIS for the Ardrossan Proposal

EIS Task 7o Focus*

Summarv 5.4%
lntroduction 8.1%
Proposal Description 10.8%

Policv Framework 0%-
Proposal Need 2.7%
Alternatives Description 27%

Description of environment (baseline) 18.9%

Description of Preferred Concept (if identified)
lmpact Description & Evaluation 18.9o/"

Mitioation 5.4o/"

Monitorinq 07"*
Public consultation (approach) 5.4%
Conclusion 0%"*

* does not total l00%o because of overlaps on some pages.

Public Submissions & Supplement

The Draft EIS was sent directly to property owners for comment, and was placed on p_ublic

exhibition for six weeks from-27 May teaO to 10 July 1989, although a number of late
submissions were also received. A total òf 22 submissions were received including 21 individual
public submissions, and one co-ordinated State government re^sponse. .P¡ep{nt-9opie1fI t}"'supplement report which responded to these submissions were. forwarded by ETSA to DEP for
t"uiè*, and its approval wai given on 8 Decen ber 1989. The Supp-lement was subsequently
released to the puUtic on 10 February 1990 (Harvey 1994), seven months after the public review
period.

Overall, 96 issues were raised in the public submissions (Nixon 1998), Table (3) summarises
many of the individual issues. The
activities (raised in 12 submissions)
impacts were also a concern in 36Vo

and economic factors, which also
noted, however, that the DEP did not consider the
the aim was to identify the key issues and to i
1990: p2).

Most of the submissions were from landowners concerned about the line traversing their property
and the agricultural impacts. As indicated in the Supplement, support for the routes was as

follows:

. 477o supported the western route (10 submissions) (less impact on farmland);

. 23Vo were neutral;

. 9Vo were concerned about the western route but did not comment on the eastern route (2
submissions);. 4Vo supported an amended western route (l petition with 8 signatures) (to reduce impacts on
farmland);

. 47o (1 submission) supported the eastern route due to lesser vegetation effects (Nature
Conservation Society) ;. 4Vo supported a modified eastern route to traverse road reserves;

. 4Vo wérè concerned about the substation site (ETSA 1990).

A political process was initiated when two landowners also involved their local Member of
Parliament about the substation, and in response a submission was made by the Member for
Goyder on their behalf. The Member for Gg.ydgr wa_¡3lqo, involved_by eight landowners in a
petition to gain support for the western route, albeit modified in the northern end to avoid_ crossing
iarmland dfSA tØO). In the Member for Goyder's letter to the Minister for Mines and Energy,
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Category Issue

Social
. settlement proximity
. visual impact (line and substation) (residents, tourism)
. nuisance: existing poles on propedy
. health effects from radiation. noise from line operation. impacts on radio and tv reception
. effects on landowners without benefits

Land Use general intederence to agricultural activities
timing of maintenance and timing of cropping
risk ol weed spread
risks of collision with poles; safety and machinery damage
difficulties in stock management
health effects on stock (radiation)
hazards to aircraft conducting training exercises
difficulties for aerial spraying
impacts on crop sowing around poles
crop damage from maintenance vehicles
reduction in usable land
property dissection
impacts on windmills and bores
constraints on location of future windmills
impacts on rehabilitation measures to reduce soil salinity
impacts of poles on animals

Biophysical
a

a

a

soil erosion
soil salinity
soil: construction problems (digging footings in limestone; poor trafficability during
winter in red clay areas)
increased fire risks
impacts on remnant native vegetation
loss of vegetation as shelter and buffer
vegetation: trimming good for regrowth
impacts of bird strike, particularly western route (a) near salt pan
impacts on kangaroos in one area
recommendation rnm ent submission lor a Survey of fau na to be
conducted at the

Heritage
a recommended that visible European heritage sites be avoided (some ruins

present)
recommendation for consultation with local Aboriginals
recommendation for detailed archaeological survey prior to final line design

a

Economic
. impacts on land values
. loss of income
. costs of weed control
. compensation
. increased insurance due to fire risks
. taxpayer objection to extra expense of going across farmland
. costs of line maintenance would be as expensive as if line was built in existing

corridor along coast
. structural damage to houses due to blasting

Ardrossan-Dalrymple

Table 3: Issues raised in public and government submissions for the Ardrossan Proposal

the route was justified in terms of both reducing agricultural impacts and improving the vegetation
environment. The latter was quoted at length in ETSA's Supplement :

'Having the line follow the roadway will also provide a very positive benefit for the natural
vegetation. Unless the trees are trimmed or disturbed from time to time many of them begin to
suffer dieback in due course. Exampleg on the peninsula are numerous. Trees that are cut back
or burnt, regrow into strong and healthy specimens. By making ETSA responsible for
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trimming the trees..,will mean that the trees will remain healthy and will improve the general

environment. Much of this roadway had trees knocked down when the E&WS pipeline was put

in about 30 years ago and another disturbance to the trees occurred about 15 years ago when the

Telecom went underground. Today those trees look healthier than many other surrounding
trees. If trees do need to be removed to locate poles - and this occurs no matter which route
ETSA follow, then I believe if four trees are planted ...for every one tree removed, the general

environment will be benefiting by a factor of 3'..'

e western route proposed in public submissions
d a greater effect on vegetation, they had no
ed in the Supplement (ETSA 1990). They also

required (ETSA 1990). Much of the

å,1",1",T"1åHå#Ë'LÏ'i'iìi'Tî?hjlii
considered a major impact (ETSA 1990: p6);

whereas in previous EIAs, it was considered simply a minor and nuisance issue which was
compensatabie. Perhaps the increased attention paid to _transmission lines and the influence of the
community in decisioñ-making demonstrated in the Cherry Gardens proposal, changed ETSA's
opinion on this matter.

Assessment Report & Official Recognition

osals, ETSA requested the DEP to expedite the
ade in April 1990 due to the deterioration and
smission line. Despite earlier concerns, the

lso wrote to the DEP indicating their support for
ETSA's proposal to locate the line on private land
The DEP^'s Àssessment report of the transmission li I
(Harvey 1994). Following the reports' acceptance
by the Ácting Minister foiEnvironment and Planning on 18 July 1990, the Assessment Report was

publicly released on 4 August 1990.

flected those contained within both the Draft EIS
egetation. Despite ETSA's indication that the
mitigated, concerns were highlighted in the
and other services in road reserves with native

As a result, a compromise position was reached
version of the western route which was based on

the route illustrated in the Supplement and recommended by landowners. It was also

recommended that the be relocated one metre from the road reserves where significant vegetation
existed. In particular, the DEP concluded that:

'The Department acknowledges that ETSA has sought to ease both vegetative and farming
concernJ by attempting to avoid vegetation disturbance through strategic pole height and

placement, and to reduce interference to farming activities by various mitigative and

compensatrve means.

While it is recognized that the eastern route option has received only scant attention in this

EIS, the SADEP considers that the western route options have the potential to provide a more

environmentally, socially and economical acceptable alternative than the eastern route.

A compromise route that takes into account both the concerns of the farming community and

the remnant roadside vegetation is the amended alternative v/estern route (b)... which sites the

line in road reserves except in areas recognized as having vegetation of conservation

significance. In these areas, the line should generally be placed I m inside the fenceline on

faimland... Wherever practicable, the western side of the road...will be used. This route would
comply with the planning policies for Yorke Peninsula' (DBP 1990: p27).

It was also argued that:

'The emphasis on siting poles and their associated access easements is considered to have a cost

factor that can be mitigated against by ETSA. Alternatively, the impact of siting poles in road

reserves of conservation significance has no comparable means of mitigation against the long-

Ardrossan-Dalrymple

265



Ardrossan-Dalrymple

term effects on the associated vegetation. The siting of poles in farmlands along boundary
fences should create only minimal disturbance to the affected farmers' (DEP 1990: p27).

A total of thirteen more detailed recommendations \ilere also proposed by the DEP. Because
Section 7 Notices had not yet been submitted, the DEP suggested that there were oppütunities for
further discussion with 

-landowners if they had further issues following review of the
recommendations in the Assessment Report. This highlights flexibility in the EIA process,

whereby public consultation is not always restricted to the formal submission phase on the Draft
EIS. ine tact of comment on the assessment report signalled that most parties involved
'appear[ed] satisfied with the result'.'

Section 7 Notice

Section 7 Notices were submitted by ETSA to the SAPC and District Councils on 26 July 1990,

within which ETSA noted the concèrns about locating lines within road reserves with significant
roadside vegetation. ETSA noted that the construction of lines in such areas conflicted with:

. the governments' Roadside Vegetation Committee's-objectives;

. govãrnment guidelines which iestricted the establishment of services along roads with native
vegetation; and

. the Yorke Peninsula Development Plan'

ETSA also informed the councils of the compromise reached with the DEP. In addition to the
proposal elements subject to EIA, ETSA nótified SAPC of their intentions to relocate the
baliymple substation in response to public concerns. No objections to_ the-proposa were noted by

the bisirict Council of Ceìtral Yoike Peninsula in their reply to the Section 7 Notice on 24

October 1990, as long as the transmission line was placed on road reserves or within 1 metre. No
objections were made from other councils.

An Agreed Alignment

Shortly after the completion of the DEP's Assessment Report and the Section 7 notification, a

joint inspection of thã recommended route was conducted ol 3Ll{V 19q0. by_one of ETSA's
änvironmental officers and other ETSA representatives, the DEP and the RVC (Roadside
Vegetation Committee). In an attempt to ues' a

finãl route was agreed upon, which app route
recommended in tñe Asseisment Report. cation
of the line away from one road sectiõn and acros¡ - 

SAPC

of their agreed outcome for assessment in the Crown Development Report.

Crown Development Report

Based on council comments and EIA documents, the SAPC's Crown Development Report
reviewed the:

. western route (2 variations);

. eastern route; and

. the amendment to the western route identified in the Supplement report.

Given that ETSA had agreed to adopt the amended western route a

recommended that the Miñister make no directions on the proposal. The
that the MEP require ETSA to proceed in a manner consistent with
contained within the Assessment Report. No mention however, was made about the alignment
agreed to by the DEP, ETSA and the RVC sh
ETSA and ihe DEP were concerned about a d
on the Assessment Report recommendation) and
DEP's attempts to 'strongly' point out the ag
suggested by the DEP that ETSA proceed wit
would be supported by the DEP.
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Ministerial Directions

The recommendations of the Crown Development Report were subsequently adopted by the MEP,
and approval was given on 15 October 1990 (Harvey 1994). ETSA was informed of the decision
on 2Ç October 1990. MEP approval did not, however, negate the need for ETSA to obtain
approvals under other legislation where relevant.

ETSA's Response

originally in the Draft EIS and
that agreed to by the DEP, ETSA

ETSA agreed with the Assessment Report r, the final
alignmeñt based on the joint field inspec directions
maãe, ETSA continued ñegotiations wìth define the

final route and tower locations. As required by ted further
studies. ETSA officers from the Environment Branch and Survey Branch inspected the sites of
proposed p
vegetation
species. A
conduct an
October l99l,and finding no major constraints
would proceed. In June 1992, ETSA visited property o'wners.to_identify any concerns with the
construètion of the line. It was noted that owners were satisfied with the 'way in which ETSA
prepared and carried out the work', and only minor .concerns were evident. There are some-concerns, 

however, about the location of the route and its consistencies with the final decision
(refer to the evaluation of compliance below).

EIA COMPLIANCE

Criterion 1.1: Did the proponent comply with the legislative requirements? This criterion was
graded at A. All requirements were èomplied with, which is not surprising given the lack of
þroponent discretion iñ this area once an EIS had been required.

Criterion 1.2: Did the proponent comply with the project guidelines? This criterion was graded at

B, where he majority 
-of 

guideline requirements were complied with. Those areas not addressed
(eg description 

-of 
fáuna,-Aboriginal heritage ), were not perceived by ETSA to be significant

ISSUES.

Criterion 1.3: Did the proponent comply with the final decision? As for the other case studies,
this was unable to be-graded due to-insufficient information. It is known, however, that the
following recommendations were complied with:

. to conduct an archaeological survey;

. to minimise impacts by appropriate location of poles (achieved as a result of more detailed
vegetation surveying);

. to 
-conduct consultation with the Point Pierce Community Council regarding Aboriginal

heritage.

Compliance with the most significant part of the final decision (ie All
recommended routes were illuitrated prèviously in Figure (1) includin after
construction based on ETSA's electricily suppl I map. Although there ar blems
due to scale differences, the final routes appears to be inconsistent to the ute in
two ways:

first, the northern end reflects the route proposed
amendments proposed by the public, the DEP, and
RVC in July 1990;

a not the
and the

. secondly, the mid-southern end of the line appears to traverse what was route (a) in the EIA
process, and not route (b) which involved a deviation to the east (as opposed to the west).

This latter is of some concern given that the Draft EIS revealed that the roadside vegetation on

option (a) was in better conditión than option (b). This latter inconsistency is also particularly
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surprising given that route (a) s over cross
may spaikiome controversy ( Clearly the^s

claiifiõation, but on current i irements of
some major concerns about route complianc etheless, co
directions was not mandatory for ETSA.

Criterion 7.4: Was there evidence of going beyond compliance? This criterion was graded at C.
ETSA went beyond compliance in the public consultation process by:

. consulting with the public prior to the release of the EIS (eg at public meetings, verbal liaison
with landõwners, and receipt of informal subn issions);

. conducting personal interviews with landowners about their concerns after the release of the
Draft EIS;

after line construction to identify the presence of

s outside of the official submission period, one
mber of verbal contacts requesting that the line

ds maintaining good public relations. This is
nced for the Cherry Gardens proposal, and land

s of the interconnection project. As
public can have a major influence on
for ETSA. Attempts to maintain good

S which noted that maintenance in open farmland
public relations (ETSA l|i4ay 1989: p22).

e in this criterion was good, but a full score

was not given because further efforts co techniques
(see evaliation dimension 4), level of m monitoring
for instance. In some respects (eg in the

EIS QUALITY

Proposal & Policy Framework

Criterion 2.1.1: Was the project jusffied and the rationale clearly outlined? This criterion wa
graded at B-4. Performance was very good with. a. clear
earlier summary), and an outline of the proposed timing in
dates. Omissions were only minor and related to overall d
case studies, more details may have been useful about
associated energy demand statistics. These were minor limitations only. The rationale_r1ry.clearly
demonstrated, aîd the information was sufficient for assessment, as also noted by the DEP in their
Assessment Report.

Criterion 2.1.2: Was there a detailed description of the proposal? This criterion was graded at B'
As noted previously, IOVo of the Draft EIS was dedicated topro_posal description.in Chapter Four
of the lräft gIS. Íhis included physical characteristics of the line, easements, line construction
(access gates, tree clearing, foôtiirg and pole installation, conduc truction
practices" and schedules. Brief reference- was also made to the bstation
älterations, and the proposed Dalrymple substation site, the latter of ite size,

tallest heights, surroinding vegetalion, area proposed to be cleared, mber of
expected visits, and tree planting for screening.

Table (4) presents the subcriteria which must be met for g g.oog performance. Of 11 subcriteria,
90Vo (n=lb) were referred to in the proposal desrription. Omissions included:

. materials required (implied in the construction process in terms of insulating material, etc);

. transport of materials;

. nurn6ers of workers expected during construction and maintenance (however, details were
provided about the manãgement of these workers, frequency of visits to the substation, and

means of reducing inconvenience to property owners).

A diagram to illustrate the substation layout at Dalrymple might also have.been included, but this
*ur nõt essential as the substation proposal already had approval. The omissions for this criterion
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were generally the same as those for the previous_ two case studies. Performance was however,
slightli bettei for this proposal due to the greater level of detail about the substation alternations
and proposed new substation.

Ardrossan-Dalrymple

Table 4: Proposal Description performance in the
Draft EIS for the Ardrossan Proposal

Proposal Addressed?

Land use requirements
Lavout
Desiqn
Costs (may include economic viability/guarantee for private
sector proiects)
Production processes & rate of production nla
construction timinq and duration
construction process
materials red and r

safetv
access include numbers of workers-vis

tvpe of wastes produced and management
Score: 90% (10/11)

Criterion 2.1.3: Was there an outline of the poli

ant in that several principles related to native

s).

Description of the Environment

Criterion 2.2.1: Ha.ve the main environmental categories been addressed in the description of the-

environment? This criterion was graded at C. As demonstrated in Table (6), 71Vo .of

"nuiro.r-ental 
categories were referred tõ, but the grade was reduced to a C given the following

omissions:

. lack of reference in the description of the environment to pest plants and -diseases 
in terms of

current status, and managemeni in the region (although it was briefly noted as an impact);
. lack of reference to fire risk zones;
. lack of demographics (may have helped to define significance in terms of numbers affected,

and impact on local economY);
. lack of reference to existing tourism (not significant in the area, but should have been

addressed as indicated by its reference in a public submission);
. lack of reference to quaiity of life (his shoild be addressed to illustrate existing noise.levels,

visual impacts, etc; tä givä some idea about the cumulative_effects on people, or if noise and

visual imiacts'are ielatively non-existent, then the impacts of the proposal may be perceived to

be greater).
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Table 5: Policy and legislative framework: Degree addressed for the Ardrossan Proposal

Legislative or Policy Framework Addressed?

Plann¡ng Planninq Act requirements (eg EIA process, Section 7 notices)

Development Act requirements 1993 nla

Development Plan
General policies)Environmental Protection Act 1993 (eq wastes, pol nla

Env¡ronmental Coast Protection Act 1972
Protection Clean Air Requlations 1969 (ozone?)

Environment Protection of Act 1974 nla

Flora, Fauna, Fauna (eq Endanqered Species Protection Act 1992) nla

Parks Native Vegetation (eg Native Vegetation Management Act 1985; Native Vegetation
Act 1991)
Parks & Wilderness (National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972; Wildernesglp!9çliS!¡!!-1-99? nla!

Animal and Plant Control Act 1986
Land & Water Land management (eg Pastoral Land Management and Conservation Act 1989;

Pastoral Land Management Act 1989);
nla

rep. prior to this Act)Soil (eo Soil Conservation and Land Care Act 1989) (ElS in p îla

Water (eq Water Resources Act 1990; Catchment Water Management Act 1995) nla'l

Land Acouisitions Act 1969
Fire Fires Act 1 EIS in to this ñla

Heritage Aboriginal Heritage (

Torress Strait lslander
Act 1979, or 1988; Aboriginal and
1e87 (Cth)

Europ ean Heritage (eg National Trust of SA Act 1955; SA Heritage Act 1978,
H Act 1993 State

Health-Satety Health Standards (eg WHO, Health Act; guidelines lnternational Radiation
Protection Association; Public and Environmental Health Act 1987)

Noise Standards (Noise Control Act 1 97 6-1977 and subsequent replacements)
Code 4S2187 1979)Exolosives policies/leqislation (eq SAA Explosives

Score: 5/1 2
41%

Issues which were addressed were the most significant, whilst those that were not addressed were
not as significant (but still significant enough not to increase the grade). The omissions. may have

been con"sidered minor by ntSA, or have been lost in the context of the two most signilicantand
extremist arguments aboút traversing property versus native vegetation presented jn the Draft EIS,
submissions-and Supplement. While the õmissions may not have influenced the final outcome for
the proposal, for a iomprehensive assessment of the environment, and hence the proposal, they
n""d^ to be explicitly adãressed, even if only briefly (or justified. against as an.issue of concern).
Some of thesê omissions were addressed in the assessment of impacts, and thus should have a

baseline present (eg spread of pest plants; fire risks).

Criterion 2.2.2: Is the level of detøil and conclusions about the environment ødequate lof Y
informed øssessment? This 

-criterion 
was graded at E. As. demonstrated in Table (6), only 38.Vo

of environmental categories had adequate detail. More specific points for those impact categories
addressed are as follows:

. climate: lacked information on potential for lightning strikes in terms of impact on

transmission line, and fire risks; lacked detailed information on corrosive problems from the
adjacent coast in the western route relative to eastern route;

. fauna: no reference to bird populations (eg salt pan nearby) which.may have implications for
bird strike; fauna overall was-substantially less detailed than the previous case studies;

. water: more detail was probably required due to groundwater salinity issues and mitigation
measures raised in public submissions;

. soil: although soil-information was general should have
been more c-learly outlined, and indications o ident;

o vegetation: although the level of detail P.!iol, needed
estÏmated densities"of areas to be cleared likelihood of
regeneration for species type;
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. landscape quatity: lacked detail becalse it was only addressed in terms of scenic coastal route,

and reqüireä rnoie detail in terms of the regions further west (but this was not a significant
issue).

wo most significant environmental categories
other environmental categories. This indicates a

ategories are not weighted for their significance
curãtely reflect performance in practice, In this

decision on the proposal (ie it came down to two
ent such as this, performance is unsatisfactory.
of issues (and hence the overall grade), this is

change between proposals, and is a subjective
already seen in this proposal, the impact on
issue, whereas in previous proposals (eg Cherry
or issue. Thus weighting becomes difficult and

would make direct comparison between projects difficult.

Ardrossan-Dalrymple

Table 6: Draft EIS: Performance in the description of the
environment for the Ardrossan Proposal

Environment Category I 2 3 4 5

Terrain-landforms
Clim
Air not applicable

Soils

Pest nts-
Fauna
Fire zones
Residential landuse

etc landuse not applicable

ml etc landuse
ncu landuse lmplred

Recreation-tourism
lnfrastructure landuse

lmplied

He
Qual

of Life notse

Score (of 18) 14
T7o/"

7
wk

2
11%

3
16%

2
11%

Key: 1=environmental category addressed?; 2=adequate level of detail?; 3=brief description of future environment?l

4=ieference to s.ignificanceãf ênvironment?; 5=reference to sensitivityl capactty of environment to absorb impacts?

Criterion 2.2.3: Was there a d.escription of future environn-rents (without the proiect) ayd-

conclusions about the significance aid sensiîiiity of the environmenf? This criterion was graded

E. As demonstrated in Table (6):

. description of fu the project) was addressed in 1 l%o of cases;

. refereirce to the s wás addressed in 167o of cases; and

. reference to the environment to absorb impacts was addressed in
11Vo of cases.

This made a combined grade of l27o which is unsatisfactory.

271



Criterion 2.2.4: Is the affected environtnent defined. broadly enough to include all. potentially
effects occuäing away from the immediate construction site,,and \ 1\i1, boundary
jLsfified? thii criteiión was graded at B. A corridor_boundary of 8 kilometres in

d;finöd, with routes located adjaðent to boundary edges. The corridor was chosen due

to constraints to the east (coastal scenic highway, corrosion from salt air, landform constraints). It
was also noted that although routes could be defined further to the west (and east),-they were

, costs (ie deviating from the most direct route
west. Thus, the corridor boundary was defined.

impacts on land use and visual effects, which
ries identified in the Draft EIS. No major

ould have been located beyond these boundaries
their own decisions. Moreover, as noted by the

DEP, better justification about salt corrosion (and where it becomes less of an issue) could have

been better. But these points are not overly significant.

Impact Assessment

Criterion 2.3.1: Høve all the major direct impacts been addressed in the identffication and
description of impacts? This ciiterion was giaded,at.C. A demonstrated in Table (7), of 2I
relevañt impaðt areàs, 66Vo (n=14) were addressed in the impact assessment.

Ardrossan-Dalrymple

Table 7: Performance in identifïcation of impacts in the
Draft EIS for the Ardrossan Proposal

Impact Category Addressed?

Human Settlements
Land Values
Production Values
Land use: Aqriculture
Land use (eq aidields, industry, mining)
Hvdroloqv (water qualitv)

Non-Abori
Aboriqinal Heritaqe
Veoetation
Fauna
Tourism-Recreation
Visual &
Electrical fields
Noise
Ozone Generation
Tv & Radio
Fire
Wastes
Pest Plants & Diseases
Soil Erosion
Access
Score: 66% (14/21\

Omissions related to:

. hydrology (eg groundwater a1d soil salinity.ang the.potential impacts of the line on

rétra¡ititãilon meãsures, as noted in two publi< submissions);
a minor issue for the proPosal);

d strike);

. wastes (minor issue).
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Although Aboriginal heritage and fauna were not addressed in the impacts section, this was a result
of comments by the DEP which suggested that paragraphs on fauna and heritage in the_'impacts'
section be transferred to Chapter Three in the EIS. Moreover, it was implied in the Draft EIS that
these issues were not signifiðant and would not be impacted upon by the proposal. Nevertheless,
some assumptions were-made given the lack of information and detailed surveys in the area for
these two isiues, and there waé no reference to issues such as bird strike which was a potential
impact of the line.

Criterion 2.3.2 Does the description of impøcts have an adequate level of detøil? Tl¿is criterion
was graded at C which is again ã result of the overemphasis on vegetation and agricultural issues at

the expense of other issues.

Criterion 2.3,3: Have impacts which are less obvious been outlined including indirect, secondary
and cumulative impacis? Like the previous t'wo case studies, performance was graded at E.
Limitations comprised lack of reference to:

. cumulative impacts of other services or developments in the area (eg multiple. towers on
properties? othèr easements?) (one public submission was concerned about multiple towers
already on property);

. setting a precedent-in the area for other similar developments (will the line be upgraded in_thg
futurJ to-275kY? Will a parallel line be constructed in the future as occurred in the T-C
proposal?);

. iecõndary effects such as constraints on future developments, or future revegetation schemes
(the latter was raised as an issue in one public submission), or increasi-ng viability f_or larger-
icale development operations to the south (minor point in the context of this proposal).

Criterion 2.3.4: Has there been an adequate attempt to evaluate significønce of impact? Thís
criterion was graded at E. As demonstrated in Table (8):

f impact areas;
ASES;

CASES;

sed in 47o of cases.
d in 4Vo of cases;
cases which is satisfactory;
f cases.

älä,",,
. and uncertainty was noted in 9Vo of cases.

This made a combined grade of 237o which is unsatisfactory.

Alternatives

Criterion 2.4.1: Have alternatives been outlined, and the criteria used to
(including those not adopted) presented? This criterion was graded
identified at three levels and clearly justified including:

justrÍy
at B.

these alternøtives
Alternatives were

a

a

two broad schemes were identified involving construction of a second 33kV line, or
construction of a new 132kV line (the latter was assessed in the EIS). The former was

cheaper, but justified against due to better voltage levels resulting from the 132kV line (ETSA
May 1989: p6).

route selection within the corridor which involved two route concepts: western route (a and b)
and eastern route (refer Table 9). Unlike previous EIA processes for transmission lines,
however, ETSA did not identify alternative cõrridors for the line. Rather, a broad corridor of
8 kilometres width was proposed.

to construction and line design were proposed to cater for varying
was noted that standard line designs with a Maximum Permissable

tation of 4 metres would result in unacceptable impacts. Thus, five
ranging from MPH of 4 metres (standard line design) to MPH of
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greater than 10 metres. While the cost of construction increases for the greater MPH, the
yearly maintenance cost decreases (refer Table 9).

Reference could have been made to undergrounding as was the case for the previous case studies,
but this is a minor issue given the prohibitory costs.

Table 8: Performance in the evaluation of impact signifÏcance for the Ardrossan Proposal

Søatiøl-TemporuI All eo i at i o n- P r ob øb ilitv Thr e sh o I il s - C ert aintu
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 9 10

Human Settlements
Land Values
Production Values
Aqriculture Nal

Airf ields/industry
Hvdroloov
Non-Aboriq. Heritage
Aborioinal Heritaqe
Veqetation
Fauna
Tourism-Recreation
Visual lmpacts lmpliâd

Electrical fields
Noise
Ozone Generation
Tv & Radio Reception
Fire

rndl

Wastes
Pest Plants lmplisd

Soil Erosion
Line Access nla'?

Score (of 21)
4?/"

IU
61%

4
1Vk

1

4o/"

'I

4%
l.l

5t/"
J

14y"
2

g/"
z1ð
11%

z
9Y"

Key: 1= magnitude of impact; 2= direction of impact; l= geographical extent of impact; 4= duration and

frequency of:impact; 5= reversibility of impact; 6= impact mitigation potential; 7= probability of impact; 8=

pubiic or-government concern levels; 9= thresholds, standards or guidelines referred to; l0= levels of certainty or

conftdence

Ta5te 9: Alternatives proposed for the Ardrossan proposal: Routes and Construction
(MPH=maximum permissable height for vegetation) (ETSA May 1989)

Route
Total
Length
(km)

Total cost
(million)

Length-cost
Standard Line
MPH4tm

Length-cost
for SmMPH

Length-cost
for 10m MPH

Length-cost
for >L0m
MPH

Western(a) 63 2.53 32.5km
1.14M

14.Zkm
0.6M

13.3km
0.63M

3.0km
0.16M

Western (b) 63.8 2.6 31.8km
1..t1M

9.6km
0.41M

16.2km
0.76M

6.2km
0.32M

Eastern 61.1 2.26 52.4km
1.83M

2.7km
0.12M

1.0km
0.05M

5.0km
0.26M
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Factors leading to route selection were transparent in the Draft EIS and were outlined in Chapter
Six ('Route Sãlection within the corridor'). Selection criteria_were in part based on lessons

learned from the previous Hummocks-Kadina EIA process, and related to:

. visibility;

. native úegetation (an extensive focus in route selection);

. land use;

. proximity to dwellings;

. ^eas" of ðonstruction and maintenance in open farmland versus roadside locations (eg access,

negotiations with property owners, fire risks, vegetation removal).

In addition, the most acceptable route would also be one that minimises cost (ETSA 1989: p23).

As already noted, other alternatives to the west a routes

in the corridor were also justified against due which
would be greater than the two route routes

*"r" po..i-ble, it was stated that the ed for
assesùnent. Thus, the two routes pre resentative o
(vegetation: eastern; farmland: western). Th oncern was
proii*ity and vegetation could have been- p beyond the
àecision-makers wére more informed about the could identi
But this is a minor point, and ETSA's economic justification was valid, particularly given the

presence of reserves tõ the west, and scenic landscapes to the east.

Criterion 2.4.2: Have alternatives been ranked in order of preference for each environmental
impact? This criterion was graded at C. As in the Tailem Bend EIS, alternatives were not

sys'tematically ranked in order óf preference. They were, however, compared in tables for issues

such as:

. ease of construction and maintenance (eg Table 3 in the EIS);

. distance in farmland in road reserves, sðttlement proximity, number of road crossings (Table

4 in the EIS);
. implications for vegetation an{costs (Table 5 and 6 in the EIS);
. visial impacts (Table 7 in the EIS); and
. land use impact (Table 8 in the EIS).

Inadequacies were evident because it was not immediately apparent which route performed better

on 
""ituin 

categories, and a more systematic approach which ranked the routes; performance

according to each issue would have been useful.

Mitigation & Monitoring

Criteríon 2.5.7: Høve mitigation measures been identified where approplatg? This criterion was

graded at B. As demonstrãted in Table (1O),^mitigation measures were identified for 757o (n=15)
õf impact areas. Omissions included a lack of mitigation for:

. addressed as

. þeritage (onl ignificant);

. insignificant ation to determine this);

. essed as an i

. radio or television reception.

Of the possible mitigation measures - @_Transfer, Rehabilitate, Avoid, Natural
regeneåtionlfacilitíte], Screen, Con Educate, Negotiate, Desig-n) - the most

cJmmonly uied mitigalion m"u*ore * er mitigation areas included:

. design (eg vegetation clearance helghts, alleviate fire risks);

. confine'(ãg irãpacts on agriculturafland, vegetation-small areas for tower construction);

. screen (eg visual impacts);

. compensate (eg land values);

. transfer (eg wastes);

. negotiate (eg easement access);

. rehabilitate (eg access damage);

. natural regeneiation (eg promote for native vegetation).
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Criterion 2.5.2: Is the ínformation on mitigation tneasures
informed øssessment about how, when, and the effectiveness
giaded at E. As demonstrated in Table (10):

Ardrossan-Dalrymple

sufficiently detailed to facilitate
of measures? This criterion was

. level

. level );

. effec 257o of cases; and

. certa Of caSeS.

This made a combined grade of 137o.

arrangen ents been detailed for each impact
sufficiently detailed to facilitøte an informed

::,i{,:!'i::i?i-:,::îä',:i:iLii:,'#S:iåf,*
than not, this was simply implied by e or to line construction (eg

fauna, aichaeological),^ or duiing máint clearances to alleviate fire
risk). The level õf detail for mónitorin ory with no detail for any

impact category.

Tabte 10: Performance in mitigation and monitoring in the Draft EIS
for the Ardrossan Proposal

I 2 J 4 5 6 7 I 9

Settlements 4,!'
Land-Productivity Values Co

Agriculture A, C,
Co

Airfields, industry A lmplÌed

Hvdroloqv
Aboriqinal Heritaqe A

Non-Abori H A

Vegetation R.
U,
N.D lmolÌed lmoliod

Fauna Negl.

Recreation-Tourism A

Visual lmpacts A

Electrical Fields D

Noise c
Ozone Generation
Reception
Fire A,D

Waste T

Pest Plants & Diseases A, U,
Ne

lmpileo

Soil Erosion A,R

Access Neg,
Co, R

Score (of 20) 15
1EO/

U

5o/" 25%
5
25%

b
25%

U 0

Key: 1=mitigation measure identified; 2=mitigation type (TRANSCCEND: Transfer, Rehabilítate, Avoid,

Natural Regãneration, Screen, Confine, Compensate, Educate, Negotiate, Design);3=level of mitigation

difficulty; 4=level of mitigation expense; 5=mitigation effectiveness; 6=certainty of mitigation outcome;

7=moniioring noted; 8=monitoring details (frequency, duration, and responsibility); 9=contingency plan noted
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Communication & Presentation

Methods €t lnformøtion Sources (Criteriø 2.7.7 ønd 2.7.2)

Description of methods was graded at D, whilst the use of information sources was graded.at C.

Methoãs for the assessment õf impacts and description of the environment were not specified in
any detail. Although original field work
reports, no field work was conducted on
conducted after approval and prior to line
the western routes (a) and (b) combined r
the eastern route. As for the Cherry Gardens pro
it should be noted that in some cases, differentiation was made, and most of the western route was

the same for options (a) and (b). Reference to information sources was better, including
reference to the State Heritage Register, and the DEP's record of Aboriginal sites.

Criteria 2.7.3: Were all relevant sections included in the EIS including introduction, conclusion,
technicql summary and terms of reþrence? This criterion wa gqadgd at-B. -{ll relevant sections
were included with the exception of a conclusion, which was also lacking for the previous two case

studies. Unlike the Tailem Bend Draft EIS, the technical summary was very good and elucidated
the main issues and arguments for the proposal. This summary was not originally incorporated,
and was a result of coñments on the EIS qualit ' from the DEP which noted the usual practice of
including a summary.

Criterion 2.7.4: Was the inþrmation logically arranged in sections and the location of im-portant
data hig tents he Ch.aPters

\ryere arr d to descriPtion,
route sel pact highlighted
the location of information, and whìlst no index to the short
length of the EIS. The only section lacking was one on monitoring.

Criterion 2,7.5: Was information comprehensible to the non-special-ist, and were technical terms
ropriate, and references adequately sourced?
thè Draft EIS was easily understandable by the

uities about the main issues and how each route
uate detail). Technical terms and acronyms were
t was clear in most cases where the information

rroughout with the use of tables and figures and the

end of the documents. Photographs were also incorporated which gave a better understanding of
the environment. A similar appróach should have been adopted for the previous two case studies.

Criterion 2.7.6: Was the statement integrated whole, and where summaries of
data were presented in separately es, was reference -møde in the text? This
criterion wäs graded at C. Genér rmation was presented as a whole. The main
problem in thil criterion was the reference to reports on_ve^getatio.n and fauna species which were
not attached to the Draft EIS. Readers were refelred to ETSA's library which made assessment of
the information inconvenient, particularly for those in the Yorke Peninsula. ETSA was situated
across the Gulf of St. Vincenl, making access difficult. The reports in question were also not
found in the project files.

Criterion 2.7.7: Was the document of an øppropriate length for the task (ie not voluminous with
excess data, but not too short with løck of detail)? This criterion rù/as graded at C. Concerns

about the short length of the EIS are not overly significant given tLe_,size_and nature of the
proposal (ie it shoulã probably have triggered. a PER rather than a full EIS). However, given the
iacli of dàtail on some^ environmental cæegories and impacts, the EIS was probably too short (at

only 37 pages plus appendixes and bibliography, etc).

Críteria 2.7.8: Was there an &ppropriate emphasis on the key issues ín the EIS with a lack of
bias in presentation? This-ðritêrion was graded at B. The information appeared to.be
appropriately presented and there did not appear to be bias towarrl-s any option,-despite ETSA's
pi"f"rèn"e tórihe western route. Areas of potential bias or overemphasis was evident with:

. the emphasis on the mitigation of vegetation which pointed towards the western corridor
favoured by landowners;

Ardrossan-Dalrymple
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. the DEP's comment that the eastern route had received scant attention (although it is not
clear whether they were referring to the EIS, the process, or their own assessment); and

. the detailed infoimation on vegetation heights (in an appendix) was also focused entirely on
the western route

. over-emphasis on the two main issues of agriculture and vegetation (although this appeared to

be generally appropriate to the proposal)'

Criterion 2.7.9: Was there an appropriøte emphasis on the conclusions in the EIS with a løck of
bias, ønd atelY
informøti criter
aSSeSS rn Slons

conclusions relating to route justification appea
constraints. The only concerns were that so

information (eg fauna as negligible impact) or assumptions (eg that.mitigation would be
effective). EÌSIA,'s conclusionãbóut locating lines in road reserves containing remnant vegetation
was also a concern of the government's Native Vegetation Authority (see later text).

Level of Controversy

There appeared to be no public controversy about the quality of the EIS, and in fact two positive
.o*-"ntì about the thoìough nature and presentation of the EIS were made in tw-o_ pu!_lic

ent about the quality of the EIS.

i,[ilîå"u:åï:i:å,åi'iî,'jil
need for an ongoing tree-cutting programme' As

noted previously, the DEP also had an influence on the final quality of the Draft,EIS, with several
commônts madó on a preprint version in terms of minor editorial comments and more significant
issues such as detail ón iauna, vegetation, layout, lack of detail on route positions, and corridor

things. Thé DEP also critic r adopting tLe__role of the
sessment Report in one re ed that tne F{S was pre-
opinion (prior to exhibiti Assessment Report, and

ibility in the final decision.

Ardrossan-Dalrymple

'While the public meetings held in February 1988 may have provided for some public
comments tó be noted, and the document thus influenced, the document does not allow for the

opinions of others in the general public who were not at the meeting or who did present an

opinion at that time.'

A broader-based document was recommended which provided the same information for each

route examined, and a requirement for ETSA to outline reasons if only one feasible option was

available. Nevertheless, lhe DEP also noted in their Assessment Report that'The information
containecl within the Draft EIS and Supplement is considered to fulfil the requirements. for gn
environmental evaluation of the propoial' (DEP I99O: p2). Thus, overall controversy about the

EIS document released to the public (not the earlier preprint) does not appear to be significant.

OPENNESS & CONSULTATION

Attitude

Criterion 3.1.1: Is ø genuine desire for consultation demonstrated by the proponent? This
criterìon wa graded at B. ETSA devote
where possible. The overall approa
landowners, which required consulta
maintain good public relations, which is also i
could be concluded ETSA would not have gone
or personal interviews if their desire was not genuine.

Criterion 3.1.2: Has the proponent demonstrated openness to considering all possible alternatives
raised throughout the whote process? This criterion was graded at C-B. ETSA generally
demonstrated openness to most options proposed. For instance:
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. an alternative to the western route raised in public submissions was openly considered by
ETSA in their Supplement with an illustration of the amended option;

. ETSA was open [ó public suggestions to relocate the Dalrymple substation, despite not being
an official part of the EIA process;

: 
* arternative route sussested in one pubric[i3f¡äTkl'füiåJfËi:Ï,i::jÏ"j

smaller costs for overhead lines).
o corridor boundary assessed given the amended

alternative recommended by the public went yond this boundary.

However, openness and flexibility was questioned by the RVC prior to the release of the Draft EIS
in May 1989:

'The impression which the Roadside Vegetation Committee is now gaining is that the

Electricity Trust is adhering more rigidly to a policy that new and replacement powerlines

should be placed where possible on road reserves. The flexibility shown earlier by ETSA with
the location of the South Hummock-Kadina line is now no so evident. If this impression is

correct, the implications for roadside vegetation could be highly significant.'

ETSA was more flexible about this issue later in the process as indicated by their agreements with
the DEP's recommendations and the compromise pbsition reached which deviated the line into
farmland in areas of significant vegetation.

Timing of EIA (criteria 3.2J1'-3.2.4)

The main points in this category are:

. Integration project conception: This criterion rwas graded at E. In March 1987, ETSA's
Systãm llanìing Engineeì reinforced the need for the proposal, but this was based

. 
nt"oo-inantlv "" ""nt]"";ri, 

"rì;".,"" 
was graded at B-A, rn liaison with the DEp, ETSA

routes (ii) based on énvironmental constraints, and from principles
ier Hummocks to I adina Transmission Line EIA process. The

well integrated into the planning process (ie there were not
essment oi alternatives covered environmental, technical and

. Integration Design: This criterion was graded at B. Although the formal EIA process was
focuTsed on planning of alternative alignments, environmental information appeared to.be
integrated at ìhe later design stage as a result of recommendations and commitments_arising
frorã the EIA decision. Þole locations and heights were informed by a more detailed
vegetation survey, and archaeological study
identified to impede line). Negotiations
specific tower locations. Thus, environmen
tñere was less integration at the formal EIA'
for the lack of accountability, transparency
occurred if the EIA process was initiated
However, if this was t6e case, there would be less room for flexibility in the final decision (ie
too many resources invested into the design)

. Integration Construction: There was insufficient information available to assess this criterion.

Criterion 3.2.5: Has public consultation been undertaken as earþ as practicøþ possible, prior to
aded at B. Public consultation was taken early
not before the instigations of the formal EIA
ina PER, which was prepared by the same

rtments and the public had become increasingly
opposed to ines and ha d in issues about h
vägetation, Thus, du draft EIS, local c

apþroached given in O blic m.eetings^were
Fèbruary 19 tìon with D attendance of appr

279



Ardrossan-Dalrymple

individuals combined (ETSA 1989). Early consultation was also undertaken with the
government's Roadside Vegetation Committee (RVC). _A list of other organisations consulted was

õontained in the Draft EIS-and included for inst¿nce, local councils, government organisations at

the Commonwealth and State level (eg Department of Transport, Department of Agriculture--
Animal and Plant Control Commission;- Aboriginal heritage; Health Commission; Department of
Tourism), and the United Farmers and Stockowners of SA Inc. (ETSA 1989: p37).

Approach

Criterion 3.3.1: Have a wide range of techniques been used for public consultation? (eg review

Table L1: Public participation techniques adopted by ETSA (based ì1 lart on 'Westman's 1985

five-scale participation model and Glasson et al1994)

Criterion 3.3.2: Was the proponent willing to release information to tþe pullig both throagh.out
een made (eg record of decision, rnonitoring,

clear, but based on information in the projec
information released to the public (eg details of decision, monitoring details), although.ETSA was

not legally required to do só. OveraÍ, there did not appear to be any attempts to hide information
from the public.

r the EIA process ter for
an option which i llY but
terion was unable on the

r be any need for major
Thus, the criterion \ryas not applicable, although information not
otherwise. If so, this criterion still could not be assessed due to a lac
did not appear to be a need for major changes to th_e time frame, except^in that ETSA's.orig^inal
intention^was to obtain planning àpproval-by 1988, yet this was not forthcoming until.1990'
ETSA was also requesting speedier approval near the end of the EIA process, even though they

Approach
Public
Power Participation Techniques Adopted?

Deleqated Authoritv Hiqh Review boards (established for pro¡ect, although can be permanent boards)

Joint Planninq Moderate Communitv Consultative groups, advisory committees
Structured Workshops

Consultation Low Public Meetinqs or hearinq
Personal lnterviews*
Formal submissions
Questionnaires
lnformal Correspondence (outside formal submissions)**

lnformation Nit Te e Hotlines
Public
Media Notices

*can also become a means for joint planning, but is dependent on proponent attitude. In ETSA's case, landowners had

an ability to influence the location of the final route, thus indicating a degree ofjoint planning, although ETSA did not

have to abide by landowner concerns or requests. **can also mean simple information-provision depending on content

of materials. Often the correspondence by ETSA involved standard letters providing information about the process.
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were not subject to the interconnection deadline pressures as was the cas,e for the previous two case

studies. HÑever, pressure to commission the line as early as possible was evident from the

Systems Planning Eñgineer who noted that if delays occurred (or the line not constructed) then
inter alia:

. voltage levels would be inadequate under normal conditions in summer in some areas;

' restriõtions would be necessarv on major titäilIl 
îïïi";,. be overroaded in summer

for normal operation;
o could not be conducted without extensive and

prolonged supply loss.

It was also stated by ETSA's System Planning Engineer that the project should have gone ahead^in

1986, but because'of the intérconnection workload, 1990 was the earliest practical time for
commissioning the project. Although ETSA were flexible due to the delays in expected.approval
timeframes, tñey hâ¿ no other choice but to wait for planning approval. ^Overall, however,
information was- insufficient for a full assessment of this criterion in terms of both the planning
approval process and construction timeframe flexibility.

Level of Controversy about Openness

Other than those comments already noted, controversy was low from both the public and the DEP.

The DEP, in their Assessment lieport, noted that l5Vo of submissions requested more public
consultation by ETSA authorities (DEP 1990: p3). There appeared to be no other controversy
about the consultation process by either the public or government.

RESPONSIVENESS

Alternatives-Weighting of issues

'best' alternati prop resented? This
No preferred o ident either the Draft

On thè surface, nitial the best option
cheaper, shorter echni construction.(ie

avoiding vegetation and assoc-^iated construction requirements). At the same time, compensation
to landõwnõrs for crossing farmland in the eastern route would have offset the ch^eaper.costs
(ETSA 1990), and significánt effort had been made by ETSA into identifyìng w.ays of alleviating
ihe i-pacts'on vegeiation in the western route. It was believed that these impacts could be

signifióantly reducéd resulting in no major problems. In.p^ractice, ETSA favoured the western
ríute over ihe eastern route beiause there was less potential for salt corrosion from the coastal air,

and because construction and access to roadsides for maintenance patrols was easier. It was

considered bad public relations at the time to continuously_ access private. properties. Moreover,
the Regional ltianager stated that 'provided the roadside vegetation issue can be resolved

satisfactorily...the western route is more acceptable to the local community.'

In order to identify the 'best' corridor, an evaluation was done based on the information in the

EIS. As demonstiated in Table (12), it is difficult to differentiate a preferred route. On some

issues, preference was ei
no significant differenc
preferable in five areas.
difference in human se

western route. Those areas in Table (12) highlig
te performs better by one (visuals, vegetation,
DEÞ in their Assessment Report stated that the

impacts, and not the eastern, as Table (12)
again, it comes down to the two issues of
relates to land and production values which

le to differentiate the routes.
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Table L2: Performance of route options for the Ardrossan
Proposal EIA process (shaded represents 'best' option)

Impact Category Western Route Eastem Route

Human Settlements
Land Values
Production Values
Land use: Aqriculture**
Land use (eg airfields, industry, mininq)
Hvdroloqv (water quality) Unknown

Non-Aborioinal Heritaqe not siqnificant
Aboriqinal Heritaqe Unknown

Veqetation**
Fauna
Tourism-Recreation
Visual lmpacts (& landscape quality).].
Electrical fields No preference

Noise No preference

Ozone Generation No preference

Tv & Radio Reception No preference

Fire
Wastes No preference

Pest Plants & Diseases Unknown

Soil Erosion Unknown

Access to line (impact on property owners)

Score: (presence-absence) 5 5
12 insionificant)

Ardrossan-Dalrymple

The best option tends to vary depending on one's persp_ective. ETSA favoured the western route
for the abôve-noted reasons (eg-salt córrosion, ease of access). The farmers also favoured the

western route (b) because it involved less disruption to farmland. In contrast, the eastern route was

probably the 
'better 

option for the vegetation. (ie _traverses farmland rather than roadsides).
Ñonethéless, although the government's Roadside Vegetation Committee favoured the eastern
route, it was acknow=ledged that the western route could be adopted with deviations into paddocks

in areas of vegetation with significant conservation status.

As noted earlier, the final option decided upon was a compromise of these perspectives with the

adoption of an amended wes-tern route (b). Both sides_of the argument were compromised so.that
neitiher lost too much (ie farmers had the line traverse fencelines rather than across country; whilst
the impacts on vegetation was mitigated by d
between poles to maintain height clearances)
been the eastern route, but the impacts on the

e DEP did not indicate a commitment to either
tion of the Draft EIS, they suggested that the

concerns (except for the removal of vegetation
option in practice, depends of course on how

tion was, which was not assessed in this research.

Criterion 4.1,2: Was the environment considered at leøst equally with economic and technícal

factors? This criterion
decision, although divi
factor in the proposal
Cost factors were invo
these boundaries made the proposal less direct, and hence more costly. Costs were also a factor in
terms of vegetation managernent. In this case, ETSA referred to the vegetation pol_iqV arising from
the earlier Éummocks-Kãdina EIA which required that the line not be constructed in areas where
there were stands of native vegetation in briginal condition or had not been degraded to a

significant extent (ETSA May 1989). They noted:
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'The adoption of this policy for the South Hummocks to Kadina transmission line increased

construction costs due to the need for diverting the line into adjacent paddocks where native
vegetation was present on both sides of the road and led to more road crossings than usual

where native vegetation alternatives from one side of the road to the other. Where the line was
placed in a road reserve containing vegetation less than 4 m in height it was also realised that
in years to come, lopping of vegetation may be necessary as more and higher species became

naturally introduced into the roadside reserves.

V/ith the need to construct the proposed line and possibly others in regions similar to the

South Hummocks to Kadina line it was decided to examine more closely alternative ways in
which lines could be designed and constructed to have minimal impact on roadside vegetation.'
(ETSA 1989: p19).

This attitude led to some concerns from the RVC. Yet although costs were a factor leading to the

examination of alternatives, so was the reduction of impacts on future taller vegetation. These
alternatives would also still increase construction costs, and the option was also still open to divert
the line:

'Where good stands of native vegetation remain within the road reserve it would be necessary to

divert the line into adjacent farmland or to institute the strategies outlined in section 6.1.2 [pole
heights and line spansl to minimise the impact during both the construction and maintenance

stages of the life of the line' (ETSA 1989: p24).

The weighting of issues was better in terms of balance between environmental and economic issues

than the-prevlous two case studies. ETSA left the options gpen and_devoted significant effort into
finding aiternative ways of mitigating the impacts on the biophysiggl_environment. Moreover, the
option-adopted was tñe more expeniive as outlined in the Draft EIS (although not a significant
difference).

Procedural & Substantive Changes

Criterion 4.2.1: Were the environrnental investigations andlor the public consultation process
mod.ified or supplemented where a need was identified? This criterion wa graded at B. As noted
previously changes to the process related to:

. further consultation (eg Aboriginal Heritage Branch);

. provision of additional information (eg compensation criteria, fauna);

. õonduct of further studies (eg archaeological, fauna);

. assessment of other alternatives (eg amended western route, undergrounding);

. assessment of proposal outside corridor boundary.

No other changes to the consultation and investigations process appeared necessary, although
more detail cou'id perhaps have been supplied in some areas such as weed control, or rehabilitation
measures. Responsivèness to public and government submissions in the Supplement is
summarised in Table (13).

283



Ardrossan-Dalrymple

Table 13: Responses in the Supplement to public concerns
identified for the Ardrossan proposal (compiled from ETSA 1990)

Issue Actions and Comments

Alternative
routes

ACTION: lnvestigation of recommended amendment to western route (b). Rejustification
against coastal route
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMMENTS: No objections noted to recommended amendment. Main points noted: additional
length required (2.4km), taller poles, additional angle poles, increased cost (but savings on

easement compensation and gates, etc); impact on roadside vegetation'

Roadside
Vegetation

ACTION: further consideration of comment from RVC about on-going trimming if tree heights not
yet mature.
ÞROpOSf O ACTION: lf necessary, fudher 2 m clearance over vegetation will be allowed to
cater for growing trees to reduce need for trimming.
COMMENTS: As above, and reiteration of some points made in the draft ElS.

Property
Vegetation

ACTION: none
PROPOSED ACTION: poles could be placed adjacent to vegetation, and at a height to ensure
adequate lateral clearance
COMMENTS: Reiterated to minimise i native with aced

Vegetation at
Pole Locations

ACTION: Provided further justification for approach
pROPOSED ACTION: in areas of continuous roadside vegetation, construction would take
place from adjacent paddock (as for Draft EIS).
bOtr¡lr¡ErufS: Noted that continuous vegetation at the canopy level does not necessarily mean
that there will be continuous vegetation at the ground cover level. Noted that disturbance of
area2m by 3m does not imply destruction of that area of vegetation, and natural regeneration
willtakep[ace.NotedpreSenceofrareplantstobeta

Future tree
plantings

ACTION: Noted that was not significant due to adequate planning facilities in ETSA to ensure
future tree planting opportunities not constrained (although lacking detail about what these
facilities were).
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMMENTS: Noted that any future tree plantings would have to be approved by ETSA, but can
be allowed up to 4m in height with standard lineg

Soil erosion
ACTION: Justification of aPProach
PROPOSED ACTION: remediation in event of damage (as for Draft EIS)

COMMENTS: ETSA did not envisage problem of construction in sandy soil based on previous

expenence.

Soil salinity
ACTION: as for vegetation on property
PROPOSED ACTION: saline areas avo

(noted above)
ided where possible

COMMENTS: to be avoided where possible due to problems of access, and eflects on concrete
and steel

Weed & Pest
Control

ACTION: Reiteration of statements in Draft EIS
PROPOSED ACTION: Follow policies outlined in Draft EIS
COMMENTS:

Fauna
ACTION: provision of additional information
pROPOSED ACTION: possibility of fauna survey once the final line located. Location of line
away from salt lakes to minimise impacts on birds.
COMMENTS: Protected by minimising impacts on vegetation in road reserves as noted above.
lmpacts on fauna should be minimal and temporary. Notes possibility of bird strikes

Construction &
Maintenance
damaqe

ACTION: Additional information on criteria for compensation
pROPOSED ACTION: compensation (as for Draft EIS); poles, access tracks to be sited to
minimise disturbance (as for Draft EIS); rehabilitation of damage
COMMENTS:

Machinery
damage,
income loss

ACTION: none
PROPOSED ACTION: compensation (as for draft EIS)
COMMENTS: No compensation for machinery damage.

Effect on
Aircraft

ACTION: Additional information
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMMENTS: Noted previous discussions with aerial spraying contractors who said spraying
close to power lines was part of the job and did not result in increased costs. Civil Aviation
Authoritv also indicated that line should not be ahazard

Effect of
Future
Development

ACTION: none
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMMENTS: line should not be a problems (eg for future windmill sitinq which is flexible)
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Fire Risk
ACTION: additional information on landowner liabilities
PROPOSED ACTION: none
COMMENTS: Acknowledged submission favouring eastern route, but noted that the line would
be extremelv unlikely to cause fire anyway.

Location &
Visibilitv

ACTION: none
pROPOSED ACTION: where possible, line to be located maximum distance from homesteads
COMMENTS: Stated submission concerns; acknowledged scenic concerns of salt lake

Property
Devaluation

ACTION: reviewed location of Dalrymple substation
PROPOSED ACTION: recommended relocation of substation
COMMENTS:

Aboriginal
Heritage

ACTION: further consultation with Aboriginal Heritage Branch; consultation with Point Pierce
Community Council which requested archaeological survey
pROPOSED ACTION: to commission archaeologist to conduct archaeological survey when
route finalised
COMMENTS:

Ardrossan-Dalrymple

Criterion 4.2.2: Was the proposal chønged on environmental grounds where appropriatel T¡i.
criterion was graded at B-4. The proposal was changed in five ways which are summarised in
Table (14), anã related to route amêndments and pole locations. For instance, in addition to the
main route realignment:

. the proposal originally entailed overhead 33
it wãs the most economic choice, and becau
be minimised by de
suggested by the E
eniírott*entâl and s EIA process it was found that the visual impact

. 
und traffic hazards s near road intersection) warranted the more

noise levels, it was found that levels wo
Australian Noise Control Regulations. 'Thereþre it was recommended that the substation site

...be relocated in response to public comments'.'

The changes to the proposal were not significant overall. Changes considered of medium
significance included :

. the northern amendments which involved more angles, greater length, and additional cost of
approximately $110,000, although this was offset by cheaper compensation and construction
costs (ETSA 1990);

. relocation of Dalrymple substation site;

whilst minor changes involved:

. deviation of the line into paddocks (greater costs, but was probably expected by ETSA in light
of government policies about roadside vegetation);

. relõcation of some poles to avoid vegetation following more detailed vegetation survey.

Although the relocation of the Dalrymple substation sites appears to be a more significant change
and an"indication that ETSA was cómmitted to addressing public soncerns, the relocation actually
had minimal impact on the project and overall costs. Screening and earthworks^requirements were
similar between the sites, añd ãlthough 33 kV cables would cost an additional $60,000, there was

nd the owner of the alternative site was willing to
tion'would be practically cost neutral'. Overall,
Initiative was demonstrated by ETSA for 2-3 of

ic, were readily
ctance early on
rion 4.1.2), and
to be a result of

pressure from the RVC. Nonetheless, ETSA was generally responsive and showed initiative.

Críterion 4.2.3: Did the proponent demonstrøte learning from the EIA process resulting.in
changes to internal policies or processes? Unknown. This criterion was not assessed, but project
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files do not indicate any changes to internal processes or policies as occurred for the previou_s case

studies. However, ETSA did make use of previous EIAs such as the Hummocks-Kadina PER as a
guide for the EIA process for this project.

Ardrossan-Dalrymple

Table 14: Changes to the Ardrossan-Dalrymple proposal

Level of Controversy about Responsiveness

Controversy about decision-making was virtually non-existent_ with the exc^eption of the RVC
concerns nóted earlier about ETSA'i initial reluctance to divert the line away from vegetation, and

property (but this was early in the process and

). Rather than negative controversy, ETSA was
orke Peninsula Times for instance; 'As with the

is going to a great deal of trouble to liaise with
will take, to ensure that landholders are happy

with the arrangements.' Similarly, the chairman of the Central Yorke Peninsula District Council
stated:

Nature of Change Details

Number of Chanqes 5

Type of Changes

. amendments to the western route in the noilh to avoid farmland;

. deviation of the line into farmland in areas of significant roadside vegetation;

. relocation of Dalrymple substation (although not officially a part of the EIA
decision);

. relocation of pole sites and spacing between them was varied to minimise the
possibility for ongoing trimming of trees (result of inspection in 1991 by ETSA
off icers);

. undergrounding of exit lines from substations;

Chanqe Siqnificance

Timing of Change Mid EIA process:
. amendments to the western route in the north to avoid farmland (public

submission stage);
Late EIA process
. deviation of the line into farmland in areas of significant roadside vegetation

(also proposed as option the process);
. undergrounding of exit lin 1989-Feb 1990);
. relocation of Dalrymple t officially a part of the EIA

decision)
Late process (after decision)
. relocation of pole sites and spacing between them was varied to minimise the

possibility for ongoing trimming of trees (result of inspection in 1991 by ETSA
off icers

lnitiator of Change Public
. amendments to the western route in the north to avoid farmland;
. recommended relocation of Dalrymple substation (although not officially a part

of the EIA decision)
Government Authority-ETSA
. deviation of the line into farmland in areas of significant roadside vegetation
ETSA
. relocation of pole sites and spacing between them was varied to minimise the

possibility for ongoing trimming of trees (result of inspection in 1991 by ETSA
off icers);

. undergrounding of exit lines from substations
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'One can only congratulate the Electricity Trust of S.A. on their immense endeavours to please

all people concerned with the installation of the 132kV transmission line from Ardrossan West

to the Dalrymple sub-station.'.''

He also stated that 'no stone has been left unturned in ETSA's effort to satisfy the whole
coatnr. that r to increase the height of the line over
are(ts e, as offer to monitor areas where poles have
been i if na does not occur.'
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Hummocks-Waterloo

ETSA Project Case Study 4

HUMMOCKS-WATERLOO
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PROPOSAL CONTEXT & DESCRIPTION

In 1987, ETSA's system planning engineer recommended that the Bungama-Hummocks-
Northfield transmission line, which was the main supply to the Yorke Peninsula in South Australia,

inally been constructed in the early 1950s, and
the upgrade was unable to be undertaken

the interconnection project. Some work was
section of the line in 1991, but given its poor

ing damage as a result of storms which destroyed
several transmission poles. This, combined with the development of a Substation at Robertstown
and a potential load-increase at Balaklava as a result of industrial^development, led to another
review^in June 1993 of the southern Hummocks- orthfield section of the line.

The review found that an upgrade to the Hummocks-Northfield section was still necessary to
provide an adequate security of supply to Yorke Peninsula; to m
iaults; and to uþgrade the line to more recent design standards.
result in increaseã revenue for ETSA, work had to be undertake

icity Trust of SA Act 1946, which required that
ards and practices accepted by the electricity

bstandard ground clearances also posed a safety
ible collapse of poles, impact of storm damage).
y was adequately justified.

Two alternative schemes were proposed for achieving the upgrade involving:

. construction of a new transmission line between Hummocks-Waterloo (scheme i); and

. upgrade of the existing Hummocks-Northfield line (scheme ii).

Scheme (i), which would also involve decomissioning -part of the Hum-mocks-Northfield
transmissiol line, was recommended primarily as a result of cost factors. Although scheme (ii)
required less upfront outlay, ETSA considered scheme (i) the better option gìven that it had lower
ecônomic lossés over a much longer time frame (30 years) because it eased the pressures on the

northern Bungama-Hummocks seclion (and hence lower electrical losses); an{ it provided a more

economic -eãns of supplying po,,ver to a proposed pulp mill at Balaklava (although the- existing
33kV system could pöniae põwer to this dèvelopment, it would result in electrical losses of
$100,000 per year).

The overall proposal recommended in 1993 by ETSA's Transmission Development Manager
entailed:

. upgrade of 15km of existing Hummocks-Northfield 132kV line;

. coistruction of a new 132kV line from the point líkm south of the Hummocks Substation to
Waterloo Substation;

. dismantling of 35km of the remaining line to neat the Mallala/lVindsor area;

. improving'the safety of the remaiñing I32kV line from Mallala/Windsor area to Cavan
(approximately 45km);

. èreôtion of a section of 132kV line between Cavan and Northfield to be used to supply AETC
(Australian Electrical Test Centre).

Only the new 132kV transmission line bet
EIA process. It was noted that the upgrade
existing route, and hence would not require
environmental assessment was made of the
Hummocks and Waterloo Substations. Alth
significant, this is another example of a proposz 

_ .

approval; in other words, fragmented decision-making.

as predicted that the earliest date for completion
estimated cost for the proposal was $7.2 million

tal approval by the end of 1994, which unlike
The alternative routes proposed and assessed

re presented in Chapter Nine, Volume I of this
thesis.

Hummocks-Waterloo
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EIA PROCESS SUMMARY

Screening and Triggering

Although it is not known when a \ryn

that EfSA approached the DEP the

mid-North region. ETSA also a an

amended version of the proposal bY

DHUD officers of the ãreã. At this time, the be

required, although they envisaged that approval could be obtained.

Preliminary notification and discussions were also undertaken with the DHUD in November 1993,
and an agrêement on the environmental approval process was made between the DHUD and ETSA
in Marcñ 1994. ln this case, an EIS wãs not warranted as long as ETSA conduct a public
consultation programme of alternatives prior to formal environmental impact invesfigations, and

prepare a repòrt ón the environmental, sócial and economic impacts of the proposal in the form of
ã pirUtic Environmental Report (PER). The process was as follows:

. ETSA to conduct preliminary public consultation with an 'invitation to comment' brochure;

. ETSA's consultadts prepare Þublic Environmental Report, including responses to public
comments;. ETSA forward Section 49 Notices to District Councils allowing 2 months comment on the
proposal and PER;

. BTSA release PER for 2 months public comment;

. ETSA submit Development Application to the DAC;

. DHUD's prepares advice on proposal to DAC;

. DAC advises Minister; and

. Minister makes decision.

At the time, PERs had no explicit legislative status under the Development Act_(replaced the
Planning Act), and did not involve as was the case for EIS assessments.

The proþosal-was relatively small s this level of assessment. ETSA was

satisiied with this new approach an s a result:

. increased public consultation and comment incorporated at an earlier stage than previous
projects;

. iho.t". time frames for approval, which was achieved within 12 months of commencing public
consultation.

PER Guidelines

In consultation with ETSA, the DHUD prepared PER guidelines in Aprll 1994. Despite being a

lower level of assessment to the EIS, the guidelines were virtually identical to those for the previous
three case studies, with the addition of a requirement for details on a preferred corridor. This

the problems of identifying 'preferred' options
that no preferred option was identified in the

to the guidelines related to the new approach to
ni#*| any public comments in the PER made

Organisation and Management

As for the tudies, several ETSA personnel were involved, but the EIA
process ap y one individual. Unlike the previous- case studies which
involved ì mission, the main co-ordinator for this project was the
Transmissi Distribution and Transmission Services Branch (although
this may simply be another name for the same position). In {{1t!9n_,_ a Project _Mana_ger -was
appointéd to ôvôrsee all elements of the project, _añd not j_ust_the l32kV Hummocks-Waterloo line.
TÏe Transmission Lines Engineer handèd 

-the 
Hummocks-Waterloo project over to the Project

Manager in November 1995.

There were indications of environmental officer involvement, although not on an official study or
planning team. The Senior Environmental Scientist (SES) 'was on the list of circulation for copies
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of the project status reports prepared by the Project Manager. There was attendance by
environmenial officers at the DAC meeting to discuss the preferred option and council concerns;
and an Environmental Scientist was involved at the late survey stage for personal meetings with
landowners to discuss issues such as vegetation. The timing of environmental officer involvement
is unclear however.

Public Consultation: Stage 1

Preliminary contact about the proposal was made þy ETSA with local councils in April 1994, and
an'Invha;ion to Comment Biochure' (ETSA April 1994) was prepared and circulated by ETSA
to all lando,ù/ners in April 1994. Within this brothure, the decision-making process and rationale
leading to the transmission line was outlined, in addition to Q9 three preliminary_alternatives which
were ó be assessed in the PER (Corridors A, B, and C) (ETSA April 1994). Unlike the previous
Ardrossan proposal, alternative corridors were plqposed rather than more detailed routes within
one corridoì. ttrls allows gteater flexibility for ETSA to make minor deviations to the route in
response to environmental issues or individual landowner concerns.

The primary concerns at this stage, in addition to economic and engineering factors, related to the
.rre õf roaã reserves which avoided native v tion, and which reduced the impacts on

s attitudes were similar to the Ardrossan
ated in road reserves to minimise interference to
A proposed to deviate the line within the road

;":i,3.î:3'î:iå'i,Ëå':i,'"11ii"Í":ååiff Y'T3f;
alleviated many of the problems experienced for the Ardrossan transmission line (ETSA
September 1994. This may be the reason why a full EIS was not triggered.

A questionnaire was also included in the brochure asking the community to identify their
prefèrred route, and to rank the importance of issues such as:

. keeping

. limiting

. limiting

. limitin! on (ETSA APril 1994).

Estimates of brochures circulated vary (eg 610 reported in the media), but it was noted by ETSA
that of 590 brochures circulated to landowners rnd 20 brochures collected at councils, 165 were

4 were received after the cut-off point, making a
1994). Although this is a low response rate, 179
ance, 22 submissions for the Ardrossan proposal.
d questionnaires using prepaid return was likely

Based on data in ETSA's project files, issues of medium-high importance to the public comprised:

. agricultural impacts (93Vo of all respondents);

. uãe of public lãnd rather than private land (937o of respondents);

. soil erosion (867o of respondents);

. proximity to dwellings (857o of respondents)

. impacts on vegetation (83Vo of respondents);

Issues such as radiation, spread of pest plants, and reception were of medium-high importance, but
were only raised by a smãll numbèr of respondents. _This.may- be due to.the fact that they were
not included in BTSA's multiple choice qiestion which listed areas of importance or_potential
concern, Unlike the Ardrossañ proposal, iire risks and visual impacts were not rated h-ighly by
many people. Like the Ardrossãn þroposal, heritage issues were not considered significant by
many in the area.

The Public Environmental RePort

A consultant's brief was prepared in March 1994 and consultants Rust PPK were appointed-in
Aprtl 1994 to prepare thè Public Environmental Report (PER) and to respond to the public

"dn""rn, 
identified in the questionnaires. The PER, which was similar length to the Ardrossan

Hummocks-Vy'aterloo
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proposal, took approximately 5 months to prepare and was leleqqe! on 2 September 1994. It is
ñot^known if the DHUD commented on preprint versions of the PER, as occurred for the previous
case studies.

The contents of the PER and the proportion of focus on EIA tasks are summarised in Tables (l)
and (2) respectively. The greatesf focus was on the description of the environment (36Vo. of the

PERi, and ôn the description of impacts (24Vo). I ike previous case studies, no separate section was

dedicated to monitoring or to a pblicy-legislative framework. As in the consultation brochure,
three corridors were presented in the PER for assessment comprising Corridor A (northern),
Corridor B (central) aid Corridor C (southern). Further options were also proposed involving
links between these corridors. Consistent with the PER guidelines, a preferred option was
identified by ETSA which comprised components of both Corridors B (western portion) and

Corridor C (using a northern link).

Hummocks- Waterloo

Table L: Contents of the Public Environment Report for the Hummocks Proposal

Contents of the PER

Summary
1. lntroduction
2. Public Participation
3. Justification for the Line
quality of existing line
access opportunities
alternatives to building the line
4. Details of the Line
a

a

a

a

t

a

5.
a

6.
a

a

a

a

a

7
a

a

a

8
a

a

a

characteristics of the 132kV line
construction and maintenance practices
easements
pole design
locating the line within the corridor
positioning of poles

Alternative corridors
preferred corridor

Description of the preferred corridor
overview of the region
geological and soil conditions
vegetation
fauna
heritage

Environmental impacts
physical impacts
biological
social
Aboriginal and European heritage

Management of environmental impacts
physical
biological
social
Aboriginal and European heritage

List of Respondents
Bibliography; Appendices?
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Table 2: Proportion of focus in the PER for the Hummocks Proposal (exctuding appendices) (note Vo

is based on 4l pages in text, but some pages may have been missing in the final sections of the PER).

EIS Task 7o Focus*
(main text)

Summary 4o/o (2oo\

lntroduction 2% (1\

Prooosal Description 9%ø\
Policv Framework 0

Proposal Need 2%

Alternatives 14% (6\

Description of environment (baseline) (alternatives/or prefened
conceot)

36% (15)

lmpact Description & Evaluation 24% fiOl
Mitiqation ')**
Monitorinq 0

Public consultation (approach) 9% ø\
Conclusion

,)

* does not total l00Vo because of overlaps on some pages; ** pages missing in PER copy

ETSA's preferred option contrasted with the community responses_1o^,.th" questionnaire which
favoured^Corridor A (favoured by 467o), followed by Corridor C (387o), and Corridor B (167o)

(ETSA September 1994). Ot¡er respondents either did not nominate a preferred o^ption, or
iavoured d combination of corridors-(ETSA September 1994). However, the specific issues

addressed in the PER generally reflected communlty concerns.

Public Consultation: Stage 2

The PER was released for further public comment for a period of two months which coincided
with the Section 49 Notice to Couñcils (see below), and copies were sent direct to landowners.
Some local opposition to ETSA's A public meeting
was held by residents and attended 1994 at Auburn to
push for an upgrade to the existing line. An additional
)5 residentr wõ.e also interested iñ oposed by residents

to elect 'champions' for their cause, to attract media coverage, and to organise a petition.

discussions in December of that year.

The issues in written public submissions on the PER, of which there were about25, were similar to
those raised earlier, 

^and those commonly raised for this type of development. Of fourteen
submissions analysed, the most frequently raised issues related to:

. visual impacts (n=11);

. health issues (r=D,

. fire risks (n=ó)

. constraints on future development (n=6), and

. impacts on tourism (n=5).

This differs somewhat to the issues raised in the earlier consultation stage, which appeared to be

influenced by the presence/absence of issues in the questionnaire's multiple choice section.
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Some of the submissions were very similar in content, including threats of legal action, which
is response \¡r'as one outcome from the resident's
issions on the PER supported an upgrade to the
ETSA was not required to respond to these
ent'. Rather, public comments were directed to
) for consideration in the final decision-making

process.

that opposition was only minor and that the
nfrastructure. However, soon after this opinion

ents in the mid-North was presented to the
eration in the final recommendations. Copies of
r Custance and the Minister for Housing, Urban

Development and Local Government Relations. ETSA's
represeñtatives from the resident's committee which orga-ni
but the outcome of this meeting is unknown. As a result
Custance, 'Mr Venning said that he was 'quietly confid
preferred option.' This prediction turned out to be incorrect.

Section 49 Notice & DeveloPment Application

rwarded Section 49 Notices to three councils in
ssessment of the proposal. Councils affected
ins; Riverton; and Saddleworth and Auburn. A
the PER was also lodged with the DAC on 7
Notices are equivalent to the previous Section 7
the councils a period of two months to comment

on the preferred proposal. Because the Notice was initiated prior to government assessment,

councils lacked thè bè:nefit of having independent government conclusions about the proposal.

District Council Concerns

hin the same month of notification. Two of the
ough one had some concerns about the need for
In contrast, the third council did not object to a
's preferred option in the PER. In the earlier
en for Corridor A, followed by Corridor B and

alternative was not proposed as an option in the original proposal.

ETSA promptly responded to these issues in a letter to the DAC in October 1994, in which it was

noted that the-Couñcil had misunderstood the preferred corridor in the PER (I also can see no

misrepresentation on ETSAs part). ETSA acknowledged the Council's earlier concerns about
Corriäor C which were recordeï in the PER, and noted that corridor selection was not only based

t also on additi mic and technical
argued that inte but if it occurred
's iost, and the cil (A-B) was not

viable and precluded from further analysis due ut the high scenic

and tourist value in the region. The Council was able to voice their concerns to the_DAC in person

in December 1994 (see bélow), and follow-up discussions were conducted by ETSA in the same

month.

er upgrade the existing line or continue with
of the other councils. Although community

of landowners pushing for this option were
ncil, an upgrade to the existing line was

arready been held with councils on this issue ut u -""åi;ü0"1,å:i TBb"f 
t+i'"t'ffiff1"ä"li.1

Hummocks-Waterloo
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the upgrade were the same as those given in the earlier 1993 recommendation for the-proposal
(see prãvious summary), and related to cost factors rather than environmental or social factors.
Ñoneìh"l"rs, one 

"oun"il 
was still reluctant in November to make a decision on the proposal until

the provision of more information.

DHUD's Assessment

As part of the approval pr law), the DHUD was required to prepare

an independent rèport on advice to the DAC. The DHUD's report
to the bRC, whiðh was ecember 1994, was not as extensive as

'Assessment Reports' under the EIS process, bging only 7.pages, and was not plblicly.available.
Much of the 

"uili"r 
controversy demõnstrated by óommuniiy_ members appeared to be lackin^g.in

the DHUD'S assessment, and dôes not appear to have been taken i'å"Jfri3ilå"1,i,,iË'i;äJ,ii,:';tlå

ments. Unlike the previous case
role in the assessment process, It
for this region did not cater for

transmission developments, and thus the propos stel!_with maly_of the planning
principles and objectives. None of these princiþles were raised by ETSA in the PER.

The issues considered to be most significant by the DHUD were similar to public concerns and
roadside), disruptions
ated). However, nativ
er issues noted by the

, income loss, restrictions on future development,
isks, erosion, weed infestation, electromagnetic
to historical sites. Reference to land devaluation
TSA in the PER. Overall, it was stated in the

DHUD's report that:

'The construction of a power transmission line through the lower Mid North is not considered

to be at variance with the Development Plan for the region provided vegetation clearance (esp'

roadside vegetation) and visual impacts can be minimised'

,... the impacts arising from the construction and maintenance of the line will be minimal,

including selected trimming of trees for survey work, disturbance during pole erection and wire

stringing, seed transport (ãspecially weeds), soil compaction, weed removal, suppression of
future regrowth and creation of a heath community (ie low shrubs)""

It is expected that if ETSA carries out this project in accordance with the approaches proposed

in the ÞER, especially regarding vegetation, visual impacts, loss of amenity and hazard to

aerial spraying then the impacts should be minimised as much as possible for this activity.

Hummocks-Waterloo

Finally, the DHUD recommended that the DAC advise the Minister:

1. That the development be approved.
2. That approval be subject to ETSA minimising impacts as outlined in the PER.

3. That final route design in the Woolshed Flat region be negotiated in consultation with

the State Heritage Branch (DENR), local residents and the DC Riverton.

4. That a report be prepared to be laid before both Houses of Parliament because the

District Council of Riverton is opposed to the proposal'

DAC Advice

t on 20 December 1994 with District Councils,
PK. One council remained in opposition to the
ea. Nevertheless, the DAC approved ETSA's
on the DHUD's advice (refer Table 3), and it is

discussed - obviously it was not

influential. The conditions attached to th y consistent with normal ETSA
piu"ti"á.. ETSA also reiterated its desire tion with land owners and local

õò"n"if* in tfre region, in addition to those djacent to the Waterloo Substation which already

had a number of transmission lines.

295



Ministerial Directions

A decision by the Mini Local Government Relations was

planned for Íanuary 19 .that the approval-to proceed was

given and forwaráed it had been noted earlier. Þy ^ttte
bgUO that if Council prepare a report to be laid before

both Houses of Parliament, it is unclear whether rred. In the Minister's directions,
reference to ETSA's mitigation measures were made, and to a _requiremen! .for consultation with
the State Heritage Brancñ, local landowners and the District Council of Riverton regarding the

Woolshed Flat diitrict, which is consistent with the DAC's advice.

ETSA's Response

Shortly after the decision a Project Definition_Report was internally released.by ETSA which
outlinéd works relating to inter alia Notices of Intent to enter properties, acquisition of easements,

creation of access agõements with landowners, preparation of access_maPS, and the_provision of
information to landowners (process-timing of construction, possible damage, and_subsequent

restoration and compensation). Information sheets were circulated to landowners in March 1995

by ETSA's Land Information Branch about 'Notice of Intention to Enter'
píoperties. Negotiations were with landowne l_May and J^uly 1995 about the

tindl centreline"and tree remov luding meeting ith groups of residents resulting
in route modifications within th

ETSA noted that landowners were generally accepting of the preferred corridor's.approval, but
some of the personal interviews abóut the final alignment and the project^itself indicate some

dissatisfactiori by some landowners. ETSA also noted that the removal of trees was the most
controversial isiue during the survey stage, and responded by bringing in one of their
Environmental Scientists tõ conduct peisonal-meetings with concerned landowners' A number of
resident concerns about crop-land damage were also evident with intentions to place claims for
compensation.

As part of the decision requirements ETSA also:

. consulted with the State Heritage Branch to minimise impacts on European heritage;.

. undertook investigations into sãurcing indigenous tre,e stock for supplying locally indigenous
trees to property õwners and councils for screeni-ng of the line;

. organis"ä u noiu and fauna survey involving a herpetological survey of Pygmy Blue Tongue

Lizards in early 1995; and
. organised Aboriginal archaeological surveys.

In this latter case, two archaeological surveys which involved consultation with the Kaurna Heritage
Committee were conducted in 1995 and 1996, in addition to the 1994 survey by a subconsultant.

The initial surveys in 1994 had discovered 18 Aboriginal sites and four isolated artef_acts along or
cl,ose to the proposed alignment. The Kaurna Committee was concerned about further sites and

requested clóse'monitoriñg of excavations, and, aware of their obligations.under the Abo.riginal
Heiitage Act, ETSA organised further inspections by their archa rological subconsultant to inspect

the exiavation locations, resulting in the 1996 report which identified no
The Kaurna Aboriginal Committèe appeared satisfied with the work and
measures proposed, and supported a rècommendation that there were no fu
line, as ¿i¿ fne Departmdnt of State Aboriginal Affairs who noted the clear data and sound

methodology of the archaeological surveys.

Hummocks-Waterloo
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Conditions

Visual

Native
Vegetation

Fauna

Land Use

Pest Plants

Erosion

Fire

Aboriginal
Heritage

European
Heritage

Health

Reception

ETSA carefully consider the visibility of line, particularly from existing dwellings and at road
crossings, during surveying and final pole placement procedures.
ETSA pìace the line behind roadside vegetation or within a road reserve where possible
ETSA screen the line using existing native vegetation and topography where possible.
Lowering the eight of poles will also be an option
ETSA négotiate with property owners and councils regarding final siting of poles, especially in
the vicinity of Woolshed Flat

ETSA minimise vegetation clearance and disturbance in the siting of poles and the maintenance
of the transmission line easement
Final route should avoid areas of roadside vegetation and blocks of vegetation with
conse rvation si gnif icance
ETSA minimise ihe requirement for clearance by varying the spacing between poles and
increasing the height of the line where necessary to avoid the need for clearance and ongoing
lopping programs
ffSnþrepãre a tree cutting/trimming schedule indicating the extent of clearance required for
individual trees
ETSA p provide suitable locally indigenous trees, grown from seed collected within 5 km of the
site to þioperty owners and councils who make a reasonable request for trees to screen the line

Topsoii and végetation removed during construction of the line to be respread over disturbed
areas, as soon as possible, to encourage natural revegetation

ETSA undedake a herpetaological survey of the proposed corridor prior to final line design to

determine the presence of the Pygmy Adelaide Blue Tongue Lizard

ETSA consult with property owners and councils during final line design to consider their
requests. Particular consideration should be given to safely accommodating aerial spraying
requirements
Poies be located within road reserves or along property/section fencelines where possible

ETSA proved every affected property owner with plan of their property, detailing the location
and distance of each pole in relation to existing fencelines
ETSA place reflective tape at a suitable height on the four sides of poles sited in paddocks to
minimise the likelihood of collision with farming equipment

ETSA keep equipment as free of mud, dirt and seeds to reduce introduction of new weed

specres
EïSA consult with pest control offers (Department of Primary lndustries - Agriculture) and
property owners to limit the spread of pest plants

ETSA undertake measures to control erosion, particularly in the Mt Lofty Ranges, including
levelling and reseeding, gravel placement and installation of enviromat

During line construction and maintenance ETSA will conform with the Country Fire Act (1989)

and its regulation s and in accordance with ETSA standards

Prior to final line design ETSA will conduct a detailed archaeological survey to identify any
significant sites that need to be avoided
EISA cease construction works if an aboriginal site is uncovered along the finalised route and
inform the Department of State Aboriginal Affairs

ETSA consult with the State Heritage Branch (DENR) prior to final line design to minimise
impacts on sites of European heritage, particularly the Heritage Register listed Wesleyan
Church at Woolshed Flat

ETSA exercise 'prudent avoidance' and locate the line as far as practicable from dwellings to
reduce the possible impacts from EMF

lf intederence to TV and radio reception arises, ETSA will rectify any problems by modifying an

aerial or its location at its own expense.

Tabte 3: Conditions of Approval for the Hummocks proposal

Hummocks-Waterloo
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EIA COMPLIANCE

Criterion 1.1: Díd the proponent comply with the legíslative-process requiremenfs? This criterion
was graded at A. The-details of the PER process were not legally outlined,. although it lgll^within
Sectiõn 49 of the Development Act. The þrocess was one which was agreed to by both ETSA and

DHUD, and appeared to be complied with 1007o.

Criterion 1.2: Did the proponent comply with the project guidelines? This criterion was graded at

C. Unlike the previoús óase studies, compliance with the guidelines was relatively poor.with a
61Vo of guideline requirement met. Most omissi ion and comparison. of
the alterñative corridbrs which is a problem of ss (ie decision-making-

e in the discussion of
tors such as vegetation were addressed in the

restricted to a sentence or two, with a lack of
one trigger for the public controversy and

d option.

with th ? This criterion was unable to be
s 1996 be consistent with the preferred
conditi lating to further consultation and
Performance was not known with respect to the other

more research which measures the level of compliance
prior to, during and after construction.

Criterion 1.4: Was there evidence of going beyond compliance? This criterion was graded at D-
C. The assessment of going beyond compliance is difficult in this case study. If assessed in terms

behaviour rather than a demonstration of initiati

PER QUALITY

Proposal & Policy Framework

Criterion 2.1.1 Wøs the project justifted and was the rationale clearly outlined? This criterion was

graded at D-C. The neêd for an upgrade to the existing situation, was clearly demonstrated in the
ÞER; ho*"ver, the justification foì a new line versus an upgrade was not completely.apparent,
given that its sole basis lay in cost factors rather than other factors. Concerns were highlighted
ábout the need for the proposal by one District Council:

'...it is stated that the Northfield line has reached the end of its useful life and this is accepted,

but the costs are too high to upgrade this line. The new line will be built over more difficult
terrain, it is creating adverse public opinion, all new easements, gates, vegetation removal

must be carried out and compensation paid and yet an existing corridor already exists and

possibly all of the above would be overcome if this was used.'

However, ETSA noted:

'This project has had a lot of scrutiny in terms of its justification, more so than most of the

previous environmental approvals. This is in part because Councils and residents "perceive"

that the upgrade of the existing line is an alternative option.'

Nonetheless, the rationale for a new line should have been better and explicit in terms of
environmental and social factors. Moreover, the need for a new line in terms of supplying a
proposed pulp mill was questionable, and it was noted in a media article that the pulp mill had yet
io let off tnè ground afier 5 years, and that there was insufficie-nt working capital to begin the
proþct. Demañd trends could"also have been better, although performance was improved over the
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last three case studies with figures on energy demands for new industry projects in the region, and
savings in electricity losses for two options of upgrading or building a new line.

Criterion 2.1.2 Wøs there a detøiled description of the proposal? This criterion \ryas graded at B.
The description of the proposal was similar to that in the Ardrossan EIS and was detailed_enoLg!
for an infórmed assessmeñt. Of 11 requirements in Table (4), 10 were referred to in the PER
(907o). However, the grade was arbitiarily decreased slightly because there could have been

information on the ease óf construction on road reserves versus private property as rù/as done in the
Ardrossan EIS. But this was a minor concern only. The issue of detailed alignment versus
conceptual corridor assessments was also raised in the process:

'On the issue of public opinion it would be of considerable assistance to the Council in
answering questions from landowners if we had a more definitive route along which the

proposed line will go. As indicated in the plans the corridor is one kilometre wide and the

proposed line can be located anywhere within that area.'

Despite the obv at assessment

at the broader Arguments
supporting this Previous.c.ase
stri<iies). 

-Broad on individual
negotiations with landowners after the final dec ard relates to
acðountability, with a lack of follow-up mechanisms to ensure that ETSA was doing the 'right'
thing at the detailed alignment stage.

Table 4: Proposal Description performance in the
PER for the Hummocks ProPosal

Proposal Addressed?

Size
Land use requirements
Lavout
Desiqn
Costs
Production processes & rate of production nla
construction timinq and duration
construction process
materials required and their transporl
safetv
oropertv access (mav include numbers of workers-visits)
tvoe of wastes produced and manaqement

Score: 90% (10/11)

ctives which is a significant omission given its
inclusion in the DHUD's advice to the DAC. Moreover, several principles in the Development
Plans relating to vegetation and farming areas were e

incorporation of this information into the PER would y
counðils and community members. There seems little g

Strategies and principles for development if these are n y
propoñents in their assessment of proposals and alternatives.
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Legislative or Policy Framework Addressed?

ETSA

Planning

Electricitv Trust of South Australia Act 1946
Planning Act requirements (eg EIA process, Section 7 notices) nla

Development Act requirements 1 993
Development Plan

General

Environmental

Protection

Environmental Protection Act 1993 rcres

Coast Protection Act 1972 nla

Clean Air Reoulations 1969 nla

Environment Protection (lmpact of Proposals) Act 1974 (Cth) nla

Flora, Fauna,

Parks

Fauna (eg Endangered Species Protection Act 1992)

Native Vegetation (eg Native Vegetation Management Act 1985; Native Vegetation
Act 1991)
Parks and Wilderness (National Parks and Wildlife Acl 1972; Wilderness Protection
Act 1992)

nld?

Animal and Plant Control Act 1986

Land & Water
Land management (eg Pastoral Land Management and Conservation Act 1989;
Pastoral Land Management Act 1989);
Soil(eo SoilConservation and Land Care Act 1989)(ElS in prep. prior to this Act)

Water (eq Water Resources Act 1990; Catchment Water Management Act 1995) nleí?

Land Acquisitions Act 1969
Fire (eq Country Fires Act 1989) ( EIS in prep. prior to this Act)

Heritage
Aboriginal Heritage (eg
Strait lslander Heritage

Aboriginal Heritage Act 1979, or 1988; Aboriginal and Torress
Protection Act 1987 (Cth)

European Heritage (eg NationalTrust of SA Act 1955; SA Heritage Act 1978, Heritage
1 State He

Health-Safety
Health Standards (eg WHO, Health Act; guidelines I nternational Radiation Protection

Public Environmental Health Act 198

Noise Standards Control 1976-1977 and ent ments

lation SAA Code 432187 1

Score:
Total Score:

37%
6/1 6

Description of the Environment

Criterion 2.2.1: Have the main environmental categories been ad.dressed in the description of the

environment? This criterion was graded at B-A. As demonstrated in Table (6), of _18 poslible
environmental categories for descriftion, 15 were addressed (8?Eo) Omissions.included the lack
of reference to tourtísm in the area (which was noted as a significant issue in public submissions),

potential line damage, fire of Pest
the region, and to the exist ements-

ual, anã operational impacts d in the

impact assessment section, they^should also have --cription
to èstablish baseline conditions. These omissions are similar to the previous case studies. However,
it should be noted that the PER also included reference to seismic potential, and reference to
'erosion', which were issues not explicitly addressed in the environmental descriptions in previous
case studies where soils were discussed, but not differentiated in terms of soil type and erosion.

Hummocks-Waterloo

Table 5: Policy and legislative framework: Degree addressed for the Hummocks Proposal
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Table 6: PER: Performance in the description of the
environment for the Hummocks Proposal

Environment CategorY 1 2 3 4 5

Terrain-landforms
Climate
Air oualitv not applicable

H

Soils
Native ron

Pest diseases

Fire risk
Residential landuse

Conservation etc landuse not applicable

mtntn etc lan

riculture landuse
Recreation-tou m landuse
lnfrastructure landuse

nal

Abori He nla

Qual impliecf

Qu of Life nolse

Score (of 18) 15
83%

B
M%

2117
11y"

4
D/"

4
22/"

Hummocks-Waterloo

Key: l=environmental category addressed?; 2=adequate level of detail?; 3=brief description of future environment?:

4=íefercnce to significanceãf ênvironment?; 5=reference to sensitivity/ capacity of environment to absorb impacts?

Criterion 2.2.2: Is the levet of d.etøit and conclusions about the envirownent alegyate dor^ary
d at E. As demonstrated in Table (6), only 8 of
re \ryas, however, a better performance in the

the Tailem Bend proposal. The total area of
ken down into three areas each of which were
ted on maps. Areas of concern in this criterion

related to:

. climate data not related to proposal or construction (thus appeared superfluous);

. lack of reference to climatic hazards;

. n"ád"d diagrams to highlight drainage, river, areas and needed to be

related to the proposal in terms of relevance;
. erosion couldÏave included hotspots and loc otos), in addition to any

protection measures currently in place which
. needed reference to future vegètation (eg regeneration, planting

schemes eg as windbreaks);
. iuik"¿ infärmation on auifun.ra, and more information could have been provided on native

mammals;
' airfields could have been located on a map; 

future agricultural potential, sensitivity of
clusions. This was generally assumed and

on without a base line condition (eg locations of
, etc);'
s and transmission or distribution lines in area;
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Criterion 2.2.3: Was there a description of future environments (without the proiect) and
conclusions about the significance ønd sensitivity of the envíronmenf? This criterion was graded

at E. For instance:

. reference to future environments was addressed in IlTo of environmental categories;

. reference to the significance of the environment was made f,or 227o of categories;

. reference to the sensitivity or capacity was made for 227o of categories.

This made a combined graded of l87o of categories addressed in this criterion.

Criterion 2.2.4: Is the afficted environment defined broødly enough to include all pgtentially
amediate construction site, and is this boundary

t E-D. Unlike the previous case studies, no
the corridors was defined, and the issues
This involved a much smaller boundary than

the Cherry Gardens EIS which had a study area boundary of 10km either side of a centre line
(although'corridor widths were unequal). The Tailem Bend approac-h which was similar, involved
corridois which were 2km wide; whilst the Ardrossan corridor was 8km wide.

The size of lkm for this proposal could be challenged in that in thg previ_ous Cherry Gardens
became negligible after 2-3km, which extends

cks proposal. Thus, the boundary may not
impacts would fall within this boundary (eg
s, ETSA considered that a 1km wide corridor

line in such a way to satisfy ETSA's needs and
ility for deviations in the line to avoid rernnant
where possible, landowner requests on the

Hummocks-Waterloo

It should also be noted however, that the lack of a broad study area (ie the focus was on

environments within the corridors) made it difficult in terms of transparency of factors leading to

corridor selection (see alternatives section and proponent responsiveness). In other words, specific
environmental conìtraints were not detailed foi ttre whole area, and only for the preferred option
which did not allow individuals outside of ETSA to make an informed judgement about the

corridor selection process,

Impact Assessment

Criterion 2.3.1: Have all the major direct impacts been addressed in the identificøtion gryl
description of impacts? This ciiterion was giaded qt 8-. As indicated in Table (7), 17, of 21.

potential impäcts were addressed with a perceniage,o,f pÙVo. -Some of the impacts were addressed

in the impäcts 'management' section, and should have been incorporated into the impacts
'assessment' section, but this is a minor point only' Omiss
production values, impacts of access,. and spread of pest plants.
^briefly 

addressed in á paragraph under impacts 'management'
healtli effects for instance, were addressed in detail, whereas
over, particularly when compared to previous proposals. This may have been another factor which
led to'the publið controvers! from farmers and lándowners associated with this proposal (see also
public controversy sections).

Criterion 2.3.2 Does the description of impacts have an adequate level of detail? This criterion
was graded at C.
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Table 7: Performance in the identifTcation of impacts in the
PER for the Hummocks ProPosal

Impact Category Addressed?

Human Settlements
Land Values
Production Values
Land use: Aqriculture
Land use (eq aidields, industry, mining)
Hvdroloqv (water qualitv)

Non-Aboriqinal Heritage
Aboriqinal Heritaqe

Fauna
Tourism-Recreation
Visual lmpacts (& landscape quality)

Electrical fields
Noise
Ozone Generation
Tv & Radio Reception
Fire
Wastes
Pest Plants & Diseases
Soil Erosion
Access

Score: 80% fi7121\

Criterion 2.3.3: Have impacts which are less obvious been outlined including indirect, secondary,

and cumulative impacts? This criterion wa
criterion performed generally poorly with a

was noted, there was no detail identifying w
There was also no reference to cumulative imp
nor \üas there any attempt to look at the indirect t

ETSA in correspondence to Councils that the tr¿

incentive for new industrial development in the areas surrounding the line. .In fact, a proposed

pulp mill was one reason for constructing a new-line.in the first place. Despite this, no attempts

weie evident in the PER to look at thð secondary impacts (positive or negative) of drawing
industrial developments into the area (ie biophysical impacts, social issues).

Críterion 2.3.4: Has there been øn adequate attempt to evaluate significance of impact? This
criterion was graded at E. As demonstrated in Table (8)'

f impact areas;
ASES;

ASES;

sed in 47o of cases.
essed;
cases which is satisfactorY;
f cases.

iä,'¿.,
. and uncertainty was noted in I4Vo of cases.

This made a combined grade of 287o which is unsatisfactory.
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Key: 1= magnitude of impact; 2= direction of impact; l= geographical extent of impact; 4= duration and

frequency oiimpact; 5= reversibility of impact; 6= impact mitigation potential; l= probability of impact; 8=

pubiicoigovernmentconcernlevels;9=thresholds,standardsorguidelinesreferredto; l0=levelsof certaintyor

confidence

Alternatives

Criterion 2.4.1: Høve alternatives been outlined, and the decision rnaking process leading to
these alternatives summarised ønd justified? This criterion was graded at C. A number of
alternatives were presented at both thê broader scheme level and the corridor level. In the first
case, four alternative schemes were noted:

. the no-go option;

. new line versus upgrade of existing line;

. alternative energy sources; and

. undergrounding.

ified against (refer Table 9). The addition of
relates to a broader level of decision-making

roposal, fell outside the scope of this level of
token alternative which could not possibly be
the Cherry Gardens proposal, it is of value by
ctivities (ie not just being reactive at the project

level).

Hummocks-Waterloo

Table 8: Performance in the evaluation of impact significance
in the PER for the Hummocks Proposal

Søøtiøl-Temporal All eu i øt i o n- P r ob øb ilit u Thr e sh o I ils - C ert a inttl
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 9 'to"

Human Settlements
Land Values
Production Values
Aoriculture nld?

Airf ields/industrv mooer¿lo

Hvdroloov
Non-Aboriq. Heritaqe
Aborioinal Heritaqe hlgh

Veqetation m¡nmal implied

Fauna min-mal rmplreo

Tourism-Recreation
Visual lmpacts
Electrical fields ¡mpl¡ed

Noise minimâ¡

Ozone Generation
Tv/Radio Reception impl¡êd nla'l

Fire minÈ1al low

Wastes
Pest Plants
Soil Erosion
Line access nla?

Score (of 21) I
a

14
66"/"

'I

4% 4%
14

66%
tt

28%
l1

5?/"
l/lö
5"/"

J
14%
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Table 9: Alternatives proposed in the PER for the Hummocks proposal

Alternative Description and Justification For or Against

No go Consequences of not proceeding were noted including less security of power supply,
inability to accommodate extra loads, and losses on the existing Bungama-
Hummocks line. ETSA's obligation to provide sufficient power was noted as ratìonale
was also noted

New versus line upgrade
considered costs over 30 year timeframe which justified construction of new line.
Also noted that new line would reduce power flow in Bungama-Hummocks line; and
lower electrical losses (although it is unclear how these losses are prevented-

ical information not

Alternative energy
schemes

noted that ETSA had embarked on multi'million dollar plan for research into
alternative energy technologies since 1993 (eg fuel cell, solar, wind energy)' Note
potential for small-scale application which reduces looses associated with
iransmission over long networks from large power stations. Notes costs of
tech stilltoo h for connection.

Undergrounding noted that many residents wanted undergrou nding, and that ETSA considered the
viability of undergroundi ng considered for al

addition to technical
projects But noted costs were too high

for a ne of this tn ms.

Corridor A not described equally to Corridor B. Direct corridor over farming and grazing regions.
includes scenic landscape, significant lengths of road reserves with roadside
vegetation, and other areas of s
courses. Low population than d gth'
high visual impact, impacts on n tion.

Waterloo and 1 994:

Corridor B
(preferred option)

described in detail. Preferred corridor. lssues for included only minor impacts on

vegetation, utilisation of existing corridor for 7.5km, and least cost. lssues against
incìuding impacts on heritage and tourism, some visual impact. Also note that had
highest length through private propeñy.

'Corridor B is the most effective scheme and benefits from its proximity to Balaklava

Corridor C not described equally to Corridor B. Justified acts on
Aboriginal heritage, impact on river, heritage, llings' high
visualimpact, cost, impacts on remnant vege sites of
geological interest

'Corridor C passes close to Bowmands ad known s ritage
importance, and could have a significant impact on
associated scenic areas, such as "The Rocks"' As the

land would result in an on activities'

cation for the no-go, alternative energy sources
it is recognised that cost and security of energy
reasons were also used to select a new line versus
iteria in this case were transparent and justified,
r the new line. Nonetheless, the factors which
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influenced the selection of corridor alternatives \ilere also clear and transparent in the PER and
comprised

. land use (agricultural);

. native vegetation;

. housing proximity;

. use of road reserves where

. andengineering-economic
possible (for preferred option);
factors.

However, it is not clear what these engineering factors actually entailed in terms of corridor
selection, nor why another alternative between A and B was not presented. This later is
particularly uncleai given the lack of information over a broader study area (ie rather than being
restricted to corridors).

Criterion 2.4.2: Have alternatives been compøred ranked in order of preference for each
environmental impøct, and adequøte rationale been given for the preþrred alternøtive selected (if
selected)? This õriterion was graded at D. Alternative corridors were briefly compared, and the
issues summarised in a comparative table. In selecting a preferred option ETSA noted:

'Following assessment of each of the corridors, which took into account socio-economic
impacts, flora and fauna, land use, archaeological issues, and geological and soil considerations,

it was considered more appropriate to utilise the western portion of Conidor B, and then deviate

to Corridor C using the northern-most link. In this way, the corridor will have minimal
impact taking into account the socio-economic, flora and fauna, land use, archaeological and

geological issues' (ETSA 1994: piii).

However, like previous case studies, no attempt was made to expli_citly rank-these_issues which were
used as selectiôn criteria. It was also difficuli to , ompare the performance for all alternatives given

ridors which were not separately described as a
imitations regarding the decision-making process
The constraints for Corridors A and C were not
red corridor description. Thus, one \ilas reliant
in this regard. The criteria used were also

resting for instance, that, although agricultural
,ction, the preferred corridor appeared to traverse

the greater area of private property than the other corridors. Thus the 'best' option was not clear
baseã on the available information and lack of ranking.

Mitigation and Monitoring

Criterion 2.5.1: Have mitigøtion meøsures been idenffied where appropriate? This criterion was
graded at C. As demonitrated in Table (10), of 20 possible areas for mitigation, 14 were
áddressed (7OVo). Those not addressed included:

. compensation for land or production losses;

. faunã (although this was closely related to vegetation mitigation as habitat);

. airfields and aerial spraying;

. impacts of access to-easements during construction and maintenance; and

. ozône generation (although this was considered negligible).

Most of the mitigation measures related to:

. avoid (eg settlements);

. confine (eg vegetation);

. negotiate @g lãndowners to reduce visual impacts and interference);

. rehabilitate (eg soil erosion);

. educate (eg contractors regarding fire risks);

. naturally regenerate (eg vegetation);

. screening (eg using topography, corridors, vegetation).
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Criterion 2.5.2: Is the information on mitigation measures sufficientþ detailed' to. fa.cilitate
informed assessment about how, when, and the effectiveness of meøsures? .This criterion was

g*d"d ut f . While the majority of impacts had some form of mitigjLtion,.the level of detail was

ii-ited which was a similarþroblem in the previous case studies. As Table (10) illustrates:

. level of mitigation difficulty was not addressed;

. level of expense was not addressed;

. level of mitigation effectiveness was addressed in l57o of cases;

. level of certãinty about mitigation outcome 'as addressed in 57o of cases.

This made a combined grade of 57o which is unsatisfactory.

Criteria 2,6.1 and 2.6.2: Have monitoring
Is the n monitori
about ess and fee
o moni ed with onl

(fire risk) and no detail about monitoring freque
(Table l0).

Hummocks- Waterloo

Table 10: Performance in mitigation and monitoring in the PER for the Hummocks Proposal

Mitisøtion Monitorins
1, 2 J 4 5 6 7 I 9

Settlements A

Land-Productivitv Values
Agriculture AL;

Ne

Airfields, industrv
Hvdroloqv H

Aboriqinal Heritaqe A

Non-Aboriqinal Heritaqe A

Vegetation ADN,
c

Fauna Negl

Recreation-Tourism
Visual lmpacts CA,S

Ne

Electrical Fields A,D

Noise (-)

Ozone Generation Negl.

Reception AH rmplreo

Fire DEA implred rmplred

Waste TR
Ne

Pest Plants & Diseases CA

Soil Erosion R

Access
Score (of 20) 14

7æ/"
U U 3

15%

'I

5%

'I

Êo/
U U

Key: 1=mitigation measure identified; 2=mitigation type (TRANSCCEND: Transfer, Rehabilitqte, Avoid,

Naîural Regãneration, Screen, Confine, Compensate, Educate, Negotiate, Design); 3=level of mitigation

difficulty; À=level of mitigation expense; 5=mitigation effectiveness; 6=certainty of mitigation outcome;

7=monitãring noted; 8=monitoring dètalts (frequency, duration, and responsibility); 9=contingency plan noted

Communication & Presentation

Methods €+ Informøtion Sources (Critetiø 2.7,7 ønd 2,7.2)

Methods was graded at D, whilst information sources was graded at C. A1fo.r the Ardrossan
proposal, methõds of assessment and environmental description were not specified. Research into
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original information performed better re surveys of p
of iegetation and fauna within the pr and a survey
Wheré information was lacking it was duct further stu

blue tongue lizards; further surveys of aborþinal arcl aeology). Sur
on a dia[ram which was good, alihough indicative of the limited nature of the surveys. It should
howeverlbe noted that field inspections were limited to viewing from road reserves because ETSA
did not îave right of entry inìo private properties. As noted earlier, preliminary surveys .of
settlement pro*iãtity, vegetâtion, and settlèments could also have been undertaken for a broader
study area rather than being restricted to the chosen corridor. Sources of information used

inclúded the Australian Bureãu of Statistics, health references (ie EMF issues), heritage references
(eg importance classification systems), a number of Aboriginal heritage.references, an established

Ìoõal fàuna database, vegetation, and references o South Australian environmental provinces.

Criteria 2.7.3: Were all relevant sections included in the PER including introduction, conclusion,
technical summar! and terms of reference? An introduction, and. summary were included'
However, due to missing pages in the PER, it wa not possible to assess this criterion.

Criterion 2.7.4: Was the information logically arranged in sections and the location_of important
ilata hightighted in a tabie of contents of index? This_ criterion was graded at B. A table of
contents w angement was logical and simi ase studies

involving déscription of the proposal, lternatives,
descriptiõn ssessment of. imp-acts, and imp _.The only
weaknèsses ncies of certain information. For listed as an

impact, but was not referred to in the environmental description (9e fire risk zones, past

experiónce). Some of the issues in impat- management were not referred to in the impacts
ass^essment-(eg hydrology, erosion, EMR). There should also have been a section on monitoring.

Criterio n 2.7. 5 : Was information c omprehensibl

ion about location within the corridor, but not
design and impact on the landscape quality.

ors. Overall, the PER was very clear, although
referencing was sometimes missing.

integrated whole, and where summaries of
es, was reference made in the text? This

documentation necessary for the assessment was

length for the task (ie not voluminous with
This criterion was graded at B. Given that

th appeared appropriate. If it was a full EIS,
Ardrossan EIS. In fact detail in some areas

tal descriptions). Detail was however, lacking
which wbuld not have added significantly to

ern.

Criteria 2.7.8: Was there an appropriate emphasis on the key issues in the PER with a lack of
bias in presentøtion? This ciiieriõn was_giaded at D. The informatþn_appeared to be_quite

biased in that it focused primarily on a preferred option. Although the Tailem Bend and C-herry

Gà.d"ns proposals also presented prefeired options, the_ information leading to these preferred

options riu, ^-ot" detailêd than thõ Hummocts proposal. There also appeared to be a lack of
eilphasis in detail on agricultural impacts and compensation despite the fact that they were major
issues for the community,

Criterion 2,7.9: Was there øn appropriate emphasis on the conclusions in the PER with a lack of

original intention was to avoid impact on farm

Hummocks-Waterloo
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the greater lengths of private property. Conc
was questionable given that a further survey wa
of infbrmation on the amount of vegetation whi
about soil erosion were also difficult to jus
effectiveness in past projects. Nonetheless, c
Aboriginal heritage impacts, fire risks and c
with the adoption of a precautionary approac

Level of Controversy about PER Quality

Public controversy was evident about the quality of the PER, both negative and positive, although
the former tendedto outweigh the later. Example s of comments are as follows:

Hummocks-Waterloo

'I think the PER has dealt thoroughly and fairly with all issues and has chosen a compromise

which is likely to please the most number of people'.

'We have considered the Public Environmental report...and feel the impact on the construction

ofthe lines in our district have not been fully or properly assessed.'

'...we find it very hard to believe that not once did any ETSA or RUST Pty Ltd representative

come onto our or anyone else's property to see if there really were any aboriginal sites or to

check on soil types, vegetation, lizard colonies, etc''

The local residents committee which was formed in response to the proposal 'was '..concerned
that there were a number of inconsistencies and misleading information contained throughout the

PER report which needed to be addressed.' It was also reported in the media that residents

consideied the'...PER to be a biased document that contiiually presented a subjective and
sometimes contradictory viewpoint.' Tourism and recreation was also not adequately addressed.

For instance, landowner concerns were reported in the media:

"Tourism in our area is a sensitive industry, beginning to blossom, and consider the PER has

not adequately taken into account the visual impact of the proposed line in our area which is

."no*n"d for its subtle beauty. No mention has been made of the Riesling or V/akefield walk,

bushwalking, birdwatching, fly fishing, nor the historic town of Undalya"'

Surprisingly,. there. appeared lo be no controversy from. the DHUD about the PER qgalitY-. _{g._pf!"
some omlsrron. tn^ihe PER, and despite the public controversy emerging. The DHUD's
assessment was very straightforward and failed to take these issues into account (except to
recommend that visuäl concérns be accommodated by ETSA). Controversy was, however, evident
at the local government level, and one council noted that the PER=þls-ely and-improperly distorts
what was tlo*n as Route 'B' in the original E.T.S t'. This did not, however, reduce the

overall grade given that ETSA noted ã misund out the preferred alternative by the

council." I alsõ did not see any evidence of mi n on the diagrams. Thus, no major
government controversy appeared evident about the PER quality.

OPENNESS & CONSULTATION

Attitude

Criterion 3.1.1: Is a genuine desire for consultation demonstrated. by the proponent? This

gs with the DAC, and to district councils, for
with landowners and considering their requests

prior to defining the position of the line the d-evelopment
'is approved.' Ii'was-also noteã in ETS he EIA process)

that the following measures must apply

. all dealings with property owners must be fair, reasonable and unbiased

. ETSA's reputation and image must be conserved or improved
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. all promises and agreements made must be capable of being achieved or "delivered"...

. property owners must be well informed and have realistic expectations of what the

project will entail.

These values were not publicly available, and hence do not appear to be simply a 'public
relations' stance. As indièated in the above statement, maintaining good public relations was very
important to ETSA, and this involved close cons
viá personal interviews, questionnaires, attend
consultation with councils, toll-free phone lines,
not required by law. The two periods of consul
extended beyond formal periods normally experienced under the higher EIS level.

Criterion 3.1.2: Has the proponent demonstrated openness to considering all possible alternatives
røised throughout the ihole process? This criterion was graded at D-C. If a-n option was put
forward, ETSA generally considered it, and in a radio broadcast they noted that they were open to
making changes-to the proposal where necessary. ETSA_was.open to suggestions where feasible in
respon"se to Tndividuai lañdowner requests regarding the final route alignment (after the final
decision). For instance:

. one landowner suggested an alignment outside of the approved corridor which ETSA was

open to considerin[ãs long as it met a number of criteria such as no environmental impact.

. anther alternative was proposed by landowner at late stage, but this was not considered given
that it was outside the ãpproved corridor and entailed additional cost and lengths.

. ETSA considered request by a landowner at the survey stage to underground the line at

crossing with Main Ñorth Rôad south of Undalya., but noted that cost would be $1 million
which was not warranted or justifiable.

ETSA also considered DHUD's request to assess alternative poles to stobie Pples, where it was

found that an alternative might be more cost-effective and environmentally friendly (visually).
However, no mention was mãde of this assessment in the PER or final decision, so it is unknown
what the outcome was.

ir focus on a preferred option, Was ETSA truly
ush for an upgrade of the existing line rather
the feasibility of this option, thus signalling a

I effort, and it was clear throughout
an option given that the rationale
(ie precluded by cost and technical

factors).

Timing of EIA (criteria 3.2.1"3.2.4)

The main points in this category are:

. Integration with conceptual planning: This criterion was _graded. at E. The timìng of the
envir"onmental investigati,ons apþeared tõ cor mence around phase (ii) at the consideration of

s did not appear to play a role at the identification of the

;3îïl1i";å,#"f,å"ö*T",;i,"iiJí"åiî,'ifr 3'iliiä?i

environmenrar and sociar dirr".";;:Jïi1 îå;".""1"i""it"tfiiilìtl"i'å"tlor'LiJ";?f""1"0,'l:
assessment of alternatives).

. Integration Alternatives Planning: This criterion was graded at B-4. As for the previous case

studiés, the environmental investigations were well integrated with this phase.

. Integration Design: This criterion was graded at B. Performance was similar !9 th-e previous
case studies, whãreby formal investigatìons were not officially integrated with design, blt
rather informed the-design process. This indicates some degree of integration_ of .the
environmental informatioñ, pãrticularly arising from the conditions attached to the final
decision (which was standard practice for ETSA anyway)'

Hummocks-Waterloo
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. Integration Construction: There was insufficient information to assess this criterion.

Criterion 3.2.5: Has public consultation been undertaken as early as practicaþ possible prio.r to
raded at B. This criterion performed well given
the formal PER, and informed the PER. It was

l¡ :::|.z'Ï::, :::*.' ; ; #i; i,:' .::f,
be after the release of the Public

of PERs, consultation was undertaken during EIS
herry Gardens proposal.

Hu mmocks-Waterloo

APPROACH

Criterion 3,3.1: Have a wide rønge of techniques been used for public consultation? (eg reuiew
public meetings, interviews, questionnaires,
. A wider range of consultation techniques was

f the eleven techniques listed in Table (11) were
ation spectrum. Public meetings were also not
interesl demonstrated in the proposal from the

ed for previous projects.

Table 11: Public participation techniques adopted by ETSA for the Hummocks Proposal
(based in part on^Westrian's 1985 fivè-scale participation model and Glasson et al 1994)

d did they release information to the public both
cision had been made (eg record of decision,

d at D-C. ed earlY
Common cies (eg
s in this lack of

a broader study area leading to a preferred
ors leading to corridor selection. Although

consultation was initiated early, the information available to make an informed assessment was not
overly detailed and summarised in a short brochure of 4 pages. As a resultt 3PP.roxltltely 40

individuals had to contact ETSA for further information (ETSA September 1994). ETSA was

responsive and either posted further information or met personally with the people.requesting
furiher information whiih is indicative of a degree of transparency (and further supportive of their
'genuineness'). No information appeared to be released about monitoring or auditing reports
(irobably beóause there was not 

^any information to release), but some information about
òànditioris of the decision which were ielevant to landowners was released (eg use of indigeneous

vegetation to screen the line).

Approach
Public
Power Participation Techniques Adopted?

Deleoated Authoritv Hioh Review boards (established for proiect, althoug@
Joint Planning Moderate Communitv Consultative qroups, advisory committees

Structured WorkshoPs

Consultation Low Public Meetinqs or hearinq
Personal lnterviews*
Formal public submissions
Questionnaires
lnformal Correspondence (outside formal submissions)**

lnformation Nit T Hotlines
Public Displavs
Media Notices

*can also become a means for joint planning, but is dependent proponent attitude. In ETSA case, andowners hadon

an ability to influence the location of the final route, thus indicating a degree of joint planning, although ETSA did not

have to abide by andowner concerns or requests *can also mean simple information -provlslon depending on content

of materials. Often the ETSA invol standard letters information about the
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Criterion 3.3.3: Were
unforeseen requireme
rnore costly? This cri
given that the process
for additional work.
was to get approval by December to meet the o

internal'laboûi costs. îo meet a request from the DHUD to consider the use of alternative pole
t PPK made a commitment to include the results
arly, pressed for time. Although no delays in the
the Minister's final decision), flexibility is

ETSA rù/as concerned about time frames near the
ed the proposal for consideration by Parliament
mber 1994 for environmental approval, which in

turn would affect rest of project milestones. Given that ETSA \r/as expecting to commence the

more detailed surveying anï design by January, but this did not occur until after the final decision
in March, some fleiibi'iity is indicated, and dêspite the project being stalled by 6 months,. it still
went ahead to plan.

Level of Controversy about Openness

The level of public controversy about the consultation process was less than that for the PER
quality. Public concerns noted included:

'In their submission the property owners said they believed the process of consultation ....To

have been deliberately divisive, unjust and a deceptron'

one resident was '.. .very concerned about the amount of misleading information from ETSA' .

'...the only information I gleaned on this development has been in the local print media. On

no occasion have I or any member of my family been approached by anyone from ETSA or

RUST PPK Pty Ltd. Perhaps the "Invitation to Comment" was considered enough in public
relations. However, I would have thought the comments and questions of residents within the

proposed corridor could have been valuable.'

concerns about the lack ofvisits to properties despite opposition to preferred option.

It should, however, be noted that ETSA was not obliged to undertake personal visits at any- stage

of the pio"".r, alihough this was undertake-n following approval. There appeared to be no

government controversy- about ETSA's level of openness and commitment to consultation.

RESPONSIVENESS

Alternatives-Weighting

Críterion 4.1.1: Was the 'bes
criterion was graded at D. T
given that information on each
conflicted between councils
decision makers. Because of the focus of information on the preferred option, one was solely
reliant on ETSA's judgement. However, the best option depended on one's perspective:

. much of the community supported Corridor A rather than B-C, and were supportive of
upgrading the existing line;

. onã co,rnõil *us con"érned about the preferred option, whilst another was also supportive of an

upgrade;
. gï3R wanted a new line solely due to cost-technical factors. The preferred corridor option

visual impact, lesser cost, and lesser impacts on
ess areas of road reserve). Only 3 disadvantages

some visual impact, and requirement for
advantages raised for Corridor A, and 8 for
idor C was adopted in the preferred option -
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it is also not clear if the eastern portion of Corridor C which was adopted had lesser advantages

than the whole of Corridor C'
. DHUD and the decision-makers appeared to agree with ETSA's view, and there was little

consideration of community views in the DHUD's assessment.

Overall, this criterion was graded at D:

on towards the preferred option and support for

e justification by ETSA against upgrade of the
r significant enough to justify against a social-
s new line);

. given d industrial development^as one key driver;

. glven rsed the greater area of private property despite a

comm. given which led to preferred alternative;

but given that:

. it is not a 'voting' issue not necessarily mean the worst
option in terms of the bioP

. eirvironmental issues were e preferred option (although not
detailed sufficiently);

. costs and engineering factors are also important_in the_final selection; and

. given goverñment stipport for ETSA's decision by both assessors and decision makers in State

government.

It is unclear, however, what the best option was based on the available information whj_ch highlights
problems with selecting and focusing on a preferred option rather than equally assessing

ãlternatives as was the case for the Ardrossan proposal.

been justified in ETSA's eyes, a comparison in e

condricted on the two alternative schelnes as noted throughout this evaluation. Costs were also a

factor in pole types used/assessed in addition to,improvement in appearance (although corrosion
may be aþroblem). Thus weighting in this regard \ilas poor.

In April 1995, a landowner requested if ETSA would consider an alternative alignment outside of
the approved corridor. Althoúgh ETSA noted that it was usual for ETSA to construct the line
withiä'a defined corridor as approved by the Minister, they did note that an alternative would be

considered if it:

Hummocks-Waterloo

. did not have an increased environmental impact

. did not significant affect additional property owners than those owners included within
the preferred/aPProved corridor

. had the full & unanimous agreement of the affected landowners

. did not significantly detour or deviate from the approved corridor

' did not incur significant cost increase.

This indicates a more significant weighting for environmental-social factors in decision-making.

Procedural & Substantive Changes
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representation at local residents meetings, ETS short
notice). ETSA was also willing to respond to ation
in the early consultation stage (ie the iñitial invit with

was also responsive by
the issue of vegetation
pparent because ETSA

Thus, factors such as

parently.

Criterion 4.2.2: Was the proposal changed on environmental grounds where appropriate? This
cult to assess, but performance does not appear to
r instance. There appeared to be no changes to

appeared to relate to the stage after
hanges that were made generally related
ough not all requests agreed to), and

provisions for tree replacement in areas which replaced windbreaks.

Changes were generally minor despite a possible nged_!q co_nsider more major change_s.bury{Jr.t
envirõnmental Iactors such as the lìne upþrade (Table 12). Initiative was demonstrated by ETSA
in terms of soliciting landowner views añd requests for minor route deviations within the approved
corridor. No initialive was demonstrated to further consider other alternatives in response to
public and council concern. This is not surprising given that ETSA considered public opposition
to be only minor.

Criterion 4.2.3: Did the proponent demonstrate learning from the EIA process resulting in
changes to internal policies òr processes? There did.not appear to be.any reference to lessons

learnËd as a result of public controversy and the adoption of a preferred alternative, as occurred
for the Cherry Gardenì and Tailem Bend proposals This criterion could not however, be fully
assessed given that some information in the files was missing.

Table 12: Changes to the Hummocks Proposal

Level of Controversy

Public controversy was very high in terms of ETSA's responsiveness. Most of these concerns
related predominantly to dissatisfaction about the final route positions. For instance:

'L..find it hard to understand and somewhat disappointing to find that after replying to "An
Invitation to Comment", I read in the P.E.R that the preferred corridor was the least favoured

by a substantial majority. I cannot help wondering if the concerns of landowners were really
taken seriously.'

Nature of Chanee Details

Number of Changes unknown (most related to minor deviations after environmental approval)
no apparent chanqes durinq PER process

Type of Changes minor route deviations
n of trees r wrn

Change Significance very mrnor

Timing of Change very late (after approval)

lnitiator of Change ETSA and landowners (by negotiation)

3t4



....we feel very hurt that our original letter apparently carried no weight at all, along with

others from Róute B. ... of the people who responded to the survey, only l6Vo voted for this

Route!...We realise from the Public Environmental Report, that many other factors (social,

environmental and economic) were considered. However we find it very hard to believe that not

once did any ETSA or RUST Pty Ltd representative come onto our or anyone else's property to

see if there really :dcle. any aboriginal sites or to check on soil types, vegetation, lizard

colonies, etc. 'We feel that it was totally unfair that people had the choice of only Route A, B,

or C, instead of a fourth and seemingly far more sensible option of upgrading the existing line.

This has resulted in the division of the community, people affected by Route A being pitted

against people from Route B ... - very unfortunate and unpleasant in a small close-knit

community.'

.It seems amazingthat you would choose option B when only 16%o of the respondents favoured

il and 46Vo favo-ured Route A. However, in our opinion, the only option which would be

acceptable to most people in the areas involved, is to upgrade the existing line''

,ETSA hasn't listened to the opinions of people who [have] spent their whole lives in the

district.'

'There is little point of seeking public views if they are to be totally ignored.'

'The overwhelming public view appears to have been disregarded''

ve a balanced view. While this may be true, the
R to assess how 'balanced' this view was, which
troversy. ETSA's Transmission Lines Engineer
can uiderstand the resident's opposition to the
taken to select the best possible solution.' It was
ons within the corridor at landowner requests, but

'...naturally not everyone can be pleased.'

Overall, indications were that ETSA was unresponsive to th_e issues relating to an upgrade versus.a

new line based on environmental and sociai irsues. ETSA's limited responsiveness to public

concerns, as opposed to
In this case, ETSA note
attention we are of the
recommended corridor
evident except for council concerns note
preferred corridor. One positive comment

.As chairman of the Church's Trust Committee, I would like to thank E.T.S'A. for being

aware of our concern of the visual impact that this line will have in this area and appreciate the

effort being taken to limit this''

Hummocks-Waterloo
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Appendix L8: Dunphy and Stace's Scales of Change
(1993 in Senior 1997: P35)

SCALE OF CHANGE EXAMPLES

Fine Tuning (Scale TYPe 1)

(ongoing changes to improve match between
strategy, structure, people and processes)

. refining policies, methods, procedures

. creat¡ng specialist units

. developing personnel with training and development

. clarifying established roles

lncremental Change (Scale TYPe 2)

(adjustments to changing environment, with
modif ications not

. expanding sales territory and product emphasis

. improved technology

. communicating modified mission statements to
em

Modular Transformation (Scale Type
3)

(major realignments on subcomponents of
the organisation)

. major restructuring of departmenVdivisions

. changes in executives and managerial appointments

. reduced workforce numbers

. reformed departmental/divisional goals

. introduction of significantly new process technologies
de tvtstons

Corporate Transformation (Scale
Type 4)

organisational-wide changes and
revolutionary)

. reformed missions and core values

. altered power and status

. reorganisation with major structural changes and
procedures

. revised interaction patterns (new procedures,
communication networks, decision-making patterns

. new executives in key positions from outside the
organisation
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