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1 Introduction

As part of exploring new water sources for the Lower Great Southern Towns Water Supply Scheme,
the Water Corporation (the Corporation) has formed a Community Consultation Group (CCG). The
expression of interest form set the purpose of this group as:

“Consult with a diverse mix of community members to better understand the decision-
making process the Water Corporation is undertaking for its future water source planning in
the Great Southern Region. This will include consulting on potential sites for a seawater

desalination plant in Albany.”?

A series of meetings have been scheduled for 2025 and 2026. The sixth meeting was held on 2"
February 2026 at the Water Corporation Offices in Albany from 5:00pm to 7:00pm.

The participants at the meeting can be found in Appendix One of this report.
The meeting covered four key topics:

1 Overview of the survey results
2 Detailed walkthrough the Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA)

What follows are the core discussion points from this meeting.

1 Water Corporation: Lower Great Southern new water source investigations. Expression of Interest - Community Consultation Group
March 2025.
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2 Group Purpose and Agreements

The terms of reference define the group’s purposes in the following way.

The Albany Community Consultation Group (CCG) is a place where community members and the
Water Corporation can talk about future water plans for the Lower Great Southern Region.

CCG objectives
e Help obtain the views of members on the various options available to the Water Corporation
e Suggest ways to engage with the local community
e Offer advice to the Water Corporation on how issues or concerns may be addressed

Decision-making

The CCG doesn't make decisions; it is a forum for sharing information.

2.1 Agreements

Further to the code of conduct established as part of the CCG’s terms of reference, the group
discussed its own agreements that would contribute to robust, constructive, and productive delivery
of the group’s purpose.

e Respect
o Not talking over other people
o Making space for others to express their views (kindness)
o Provide time for people to be able to respond
o Make eye contact with people
e Be curious
o Ask “what does it look like?” if you hear different views
o Take the time to be clear about what the other is saying
e Work together
o Working to a shared goal
o Draw on each other’s strengths
o Be solution focused
o Bring passion in a way others can receive

o Share with openness
o Encourage two-way conversations

L/‘;ll(l ahaconsulting.net.au 4

CONSULTING



3 Survey

The Corporation provided an overview of
the results from its community survey.

The survey had an average response of
285 people, the results showed an overall
support for the construction of a
desalination plant in Albany.

The main variance came with the location

of the plant, with a stronger preference for
a site at Sandpatch than a site at Nanarup.

The main concerns focused on possible
impacts on:

e Marine life
e Land and recreation use
e Environmental impacts

There was support for an improvement of
water quality and a strong correlation
between people who had a stronger
understanding of the project with their
support for the project.

Aha
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4 Multi Criteria Analysis Results

The Corporation provided a detailed overview of the MCA results conducted on the two locations
(Sandpatch and Nanarup). A total of 5 options where assessed, with 3 options explored for Sandpatch
and two options for Nanarup.

Option A Desalination at South Coast Sandpatch - open water intake/brine outfall
Option B Desalination at South Coast Sandpatch - vertical bores intake/beach outfall
Option C Desalination at South Coast Sandpatch — slant wells intake/beach outfall
Option D Desalination at Nanarup WEST - open water intake/ brine outfall

Option E Desalination at Nanarup EAST - open water intake/ brine outfall

The MCA used 6 categories that were equally weighted:

e Social e Technical
e Delivery & Operation e Economic
e Environmental e Regulatory & Approvals

There were 36 Criteria that sat beneath the Categories. These Categories and Criteria were previously
reviewed by the CCG whose feedback on the Social Criteria scoring and the other Categories were
incorporated into the MCA.

Each of the criteria below, were scored (1-5) by project team SMEs using the following scale:

1. Significant 2. Moderate 3. Neutral 4. Moderate 5. Strong positive
negative impact negative impact positive impact impact

This scoring means that the higher the score the more favourable that option is based on the criteria.
MCA Categories and Criteria

Aboriginal Heritage Operability/ Pressure on natural Environmental and

Cultural values Scheme impacts Maintainability Whole of life cost water resources regulatory approvals

Local community Scope 1 &2 GHG Constructability Capital expenditure | Ecological impacts = Time to prepare approvals

sentiment Emissions
Customer ; X Operational Environmental . .
e Feed quality Time expenditure impact of operation Time to obtain approvals
Construction Environmental
Place based Scope 3 GHG ;
impacts - long term emissions woﬁgrggfgteyalth C(')T&?S‘ngn Land tenure
Operational
. I ) N Acceptance by other
Liveability impacts Supply quality wo;kfngrggfggalth Clearing offsets government agencies
Place based
impacts — short Service reliability Department of Health
term
Resilience to

Political priorities climate change
Adaptability

Safety (public)

Treatment process
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The MCA was informed by a series of studies, many of which were discussed with the CCG with
varying levels of detail.

* Zero Liquid Discharge study

* Shore crossing and marine works study

* South Coast subsurface intake study

* Drone survey

* Ecotoxicology study Phase 1 (desktop)

* Brine dispersion modelling Phase 1

* Flora and fauna surveys (final stages in field)

4.1 Overall Results

The overall results show Nanarup West as the preferred site, followed by Nanarup East.

Social 16.7% 0.59 0.53 0.53
Technical 16.7% 0.51 0.54 0.55
Delivery & Operation 16.7% 0.30 0.35 0.32
Economic 16.7% 0.39 0.58 0.52
Environmental 16.7% 0.50 0.34 0.38
Regulatory and Approvals 16.7% 0.55 0.52 0.52
Score 2.842 2.838 2.81
Rank 3 4 5

The Corporation’s learning from the MCA was:

* Nanarup scored more favourably on multiple criteria and importantly, presents the lowest risk
during construction, operation and maintenance.

* A major factor influencing most categories was the topography (60m+ cliffs), geology and the
sea state at Sandpatch where suitable weather for offshore construction and maintenance
occurs <1% of the time.

* Sandpatch scored higher on social category than Nanarup and we acknowledge there is more
engagement to be done with the local community to minimise impacts and address concerns.

* Environmental criteria indicated both areas were similar with a preference to Nanarup West
based on least amount of clearing. Nanarup has a higher value for marine mammal activity
than Sandpatch, which would require further quantification. On consideration of both marine
and terrestrial impacts, Nanarup West overall scored higher due to the lower potential direct
impact on flora, vegetation and fauna values.

* The cost of constructing and operating at Sandpatch was significantly higher

The Corporation’s recommendations based on this MCA result is to:
* Progress with Nanarup as preferred area for seawater desalination plant.
* Conduct further investigations to finalise the detailed design
* Seek the required State and Federal approvals

A summary of the MCA will be available on the Corporation’s website.
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4.2 Social

The results for the Social category and its criteria were reviewed with the following discussion points,
question and action items.

Option A Option B Option C Option D Option E

Criteria South Coast - Sandpatch South Coast - Sandpatch South Coast - Sandpatch Nanarup WEST Nanarup EAST
Weighting Open Water Intake / Vertical Bores Intake / Slant Wells Intake / Open Water Intake /  Open Water Intake /
Brine Outfall Beach Outfall Beach Outfall Brine Outfall Brine Outfall

Aboriginal Heritage Cultural values

Local community sentiment 20.2%
Customer sentiment 20.2%
Place based impacts - Long term 15.5%
Place based impacts - Short term 9.5%
Liveability Impacts 9.5%

Political Priorities 4.8%

Category Weighted Score

Overall Weighted Score 0.59 0.53 0.53 0.35 0.35
Ranking 4 4

* The reason liveability rated higher for the two Nanarup sites was due to the benefit of scheme
water being made available to residents in that area
* It was clarified that connection to scheme water was not a requirement and people
would not be charged for access to scheme water, if they opted not to connect
* |t was also clarified that the connection would be to a distribution main, which means
the water service would be “non-standard” and not to the same level of service found
in town. No guarantee could be provided for conditions such as flow and pressure, or
continuity as the main may not be in operation at all times.

* The Corporation has been engaging with Wagyl Kaip Southern Aboriginal Corporation on any
potential Cultural heritage issues. To date no significant issues have been identified and
further engagement will be needed once the Nanarup site is confirmed as the Wagyl Kaip
Southern Aboriginal Corporation indicated Nanarup has higher cultural value than Sandpatch.

* There is private land for sale that is predominantly cleared and suitable for the desired use.
This site is in the final stages of being negotiated. Being a cleared site, the environmental
(clearing) and cultural heritage issues are expected to be very minimal.

* The CCG asked if tourist operators have been engaged with the potential construction
impacts.

* The Corporation confirmed this would not be started until they were closer to the
construction phase and understand any impacts to the tourist operators.
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4.3 Technical

The results for the Technical category and its criteria were reviewed with the following discussion
points, question and action items.

Option A Option B Option C Option D Option E
Criteria South Coast - Sandpatch South Coast - Sandpatch South Coast - Sandpatch Nanarup WEST Nanarup EAST

Weighting Open Water Intake / Vertical Bores Intake / Slant Wells Intake / Open Water Intake / Open Water Intake /
Brine Outfall Beach Outfall Beach Outfall Brine Outfall Brine Outfall

Scheme impacts

Scope 1 & 2 GHG Emissions 27.5%
Feed Quality 17.5%
Scope 3 GHG Emissions 17.5%

Supply Quality 10.0%
Category Weighted Score

Overall Weighted Score

Ranking

CCG Suggested:

* Review how the use of renewable energy would impact or change the emissions calculation
for all options
o The Corporation has a carbon neutral target by 2035.
* Sensitivity analysis be conducted to check if different category weightings change the overall
result
o The Corporation confirmed this had been done and did not impact the result
* Changing the way the ranking was calculated and displayed to avoid confusion with the colour
coding between RANKING and SCORING. For example, the Criteria score of 1 is
poor/undesirable, Rank score of 1 is desirable. Both are colour green, which is correct but
visually confusing.
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4.4 Delivery & Operation

The results for the Delivery and Operations category and its criteria were reviewed with the following
discussion points, question and action items.

Option A Option B Option C Option D Option E
Criteria South Coast - Sandpatch South Coast - Sandpatch South Coast - Sandpatch Nanarup WEST Nanarup EAST

Weighting Open Water Intake / Vertical Bores Intake / Slant Wells Intake / Open Water Intake / ~ Open Water Intake /
Brine Outfall Beach Outfall Beach Outfall Brine Outfall Brine Outfall

|Operability/ Maintainability

Constructability 15.6%

Time 15.6%
Construction Workforce health and safety 15.6%

|Operational Workforce health and safety 15.6%

Treatment Process 4.4%
Service reliability 4.4%
Resilience to climate change 4.4%
|Adaptability 4.4%
Safety 4.4%

Category Weighted Score

Overall Weighted Score

Ranking

4.5 Economic

The results for the Economics category and its criteria were reviewed with the following discussion
points, question and action items.

Whole of life cost 33.3% 2.84
CAPEX 33.3% 2.94
OPEX 33.3% 117 1 1.31
Category Weighted Score 2.32 3.45 3.1 4.20 4.20
Overall Weighted Score 0.39 0.58 0.52 0.70 0.70
CCG Suggested:

* Given the rock formation difference between Nanarup WEST (Gneiss) and EAST (Limestone)
and the associated risk with drilling through each. Should this be reflected in difference in the
CAPEX costs?

o The Corporation advised that the capital cost for both Nanarup options was assumed
to be similar.

* There are examples of drilling being undertaken in tough conditions (eg. North Sea). Is it really
that hard to build at Sandpatch?
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o The Corporation discussed the risk and uncertainty associated with Sandpatch drilling
as well as the significant difference in cost between North Sea type projects and
Sandpatch drilling.

* Were bridges given de-rating of load limits (ie. Lower King and Kalgan) considered in the
estimates?

o The Corporation confirmed it is aware of the load limit de-rating for the bridges and
pipe crossing were included in the estimate but noted it is not responsible for bridge
replacement.

Additional information provided by Water Corporation following the meeting:
Additional information is provided here regarding the impact on the CAPEX costs associated with
drilling through the different rock formation at Nanarup WEST (Gneiss) and EAST (Limestone).

As per the Shore Crossing & Marine Works Study found on the Corporation’s project webpage, the
Gneiss formation found at Nanarup WEST may be slow to drill through, but is expected to be low risk
given that it is likely to be competent and stable during drilling operations, offering a lower risk of
collapse.

The subsurface geology found at Nanarup EAST includes low strength limestone and sand with
potential voids and cavities, increasing the risk of borehole collapse, fluid loss and inconsistent drilling
progress. These conditions require further geotechnical investigation and may complicate horizontal
directional drilling operations, potentially contributing to higher technical and environmental risks.

This difference is likely to increase the CAPEX costs for Nanarup EAST.
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4.6 Environmental

The results for the Environmental category and its criteria were reviewed with the following
discussion points, question and action items.

Pressure on natural water resources 25.0% 2 1 2 4 4
Ecological Impacts 25.0% 3 3 3 3 1
Envi I impact of operat 25.0% 4 1 1 4 4
Environmental impact of construction 12.5% 3 3 3 4 3
Clearing Offsets 12.5% 3 3 S 3 2
Category Weighted Score 3.01 2.01 2.26 3.63 2.88
Overall Weighted Score 0.50 0.34 0.38 0.61 0.48
Ranking 2 5 4 1 3

* Should the rock formation difference between Nanarup WEST (Gneiss) and EAST (Limestone)
and the associated risk with drilling through each be reflected in the assessment for pressure
on natural water resources?

* The CCG asked about the impact on Whales in and around Nanarup.

o The Corporation confirmed a study completed by UWA has 5 years’ worth of data
o Thereis no study on the impact of brine on whales, though this is considered very low
risk given the brine dispersion modelling
o There would be no construction during whale season
o Thereis no current information about the noise impacts on whales during operations
= |tis anticipated that seawater desalination plant inlet would have no noise as
this is a passive system
= The Corporation to explore other sites and the potential noise output of
pumps and the different pipes used (eg: Steel carries more resonance than
HDPE)
= Noise study to be factored into the next phase of investigation (eg: operational
noise in comparison to existing noise, shore break, boats, etc.)

* The CCG asked the Corporation to confirm what happens if a noise impact is identified.

Additional information provided by Water Corporation following the meeting:

Additional information is provided here regarding the impact on pressure on natural water resources
associated with drilling through the different rock formation at Nanarup WEST (Gneiss) and EAST
(Limestone) and the impact of intake and outfall noise on whales and the environment.

The Shore Crossing & Marine Works Study found that competent formations are less likely to lose
drilling fluid; for example, Gneiss or Granite would require less drilling fluid in contrast Karstic
limestone formations are potentially the worst as it more prone to fluid loss into caverns and
crevices. Reducing the score for pressure on natural water resources for Nanarup EAST has no impact
on the overall ranking.

Intake of seawater is passive, not pumped (the water flows under gravity at velocities similar to that
of natural currents). The noise from the intake is within the natural background noise from waves and
the environment (including human noise from boats and ships).
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Discharge of brine is expected to be discharged at managed velocities and through a HDPE pipeline
(not steel) under the flow of gravity (not pumped), as the elevation of the plant above sea level will
allow this to occur. Similar to the intake, any noise will be within the natural background noise from
waves and the environment.

Acoustic modelling determines whether there is likely to be an impact from noise from construction
and operational machinery. Modelling will be done when the specifications of the plant and
equipment are known. Information is compared to the hearing sensitivities and thresholds of the
marine fauna in the area. The noise modelling is used to inform the mitigation and management
measures that will be applied during construction to protect marine fauna. The EPA assesses
development proposals, which includes assessing the impact of noise on sensitive marine and
terrestrial fauna.”
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4.7 Regulatory & Approvals

The results for the Regulatory and Approvals category and its criteria were reviewed with the
following discussion points, question and action items.

Option A Option B Option C Option D Option E

Criteria South Coast - Sandpatch South Coast - Sandpatch South Coast - Sandpatch Nanarup WEST Nanarup EAST
Weighting Open Water Intake / Vertical Bores Intake / Slant Wells Intake / Open Water Intake / Open Water Intake /
Brine Outfall Beach Outfall Beach Outfall Brine Outfall Brine Outfall

and gy e 18.3% 2 | 2
Time to prepare approvals 18.3%
Time to obtain approvals 18.3%
Land Tenure 18.3%
Accep by other g genci 16.7%
Department of Health 10.0%
Category Weighted Score
Overall Weighted Score 0.37
Ranking 5

* Nanarup East was seen to have higher regulatory challenges than Nanarup West given the
environmental values in the area.

* CCG asked about what we do with social media monitoring as a CCG member noticed a lot of
misinformation online.
o Water Corporation responded that we have social media monitoring to monitor
sentiment and issues online. We generally don’t interject into third party commentary
as we find mostly conversations regulate themselves.
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5 Next Steps

5.1 Further studies

Based on this recommendation the following studies will continue or commence, focusing solely on
Nanarup West.

* Brine dispersion modelling- Phase 2

* Land discussions

* Ecotoxicology study- Phase 2

* Aboriginal Heritage survey

* Geotechnical study — land and marine

* (Coastal hazards and inundation

* Metocean (waves, tides, currents) and marine water quality monitoring

* Benthic habitat mapping (flora & fauna communities growing on the seabed, including
seagrass, coral, and marine life)

* Bathymetric surveys (underwater depth and seabed features)

The CCG was asked to indicate their interest in remaining part of the next phase of the work of the
CCG by 15% February 2026. CCG members will be sent an email shortly that they can respond to.

An EOI will be launched in March for additional CCG members from the Nanarup/Kalgan area. Once
the EOl is completed the meeting schedule will be developed.
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6 Appendix One — Attendance

CCG Members

Name
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Name
1 Adrian Stewart
2 Julia Phillips
3 Matthew Bowman
4  Sally Courboules
5 Joel Mclure
6 Kym Williams
7 Carina Harris
8 Palenque Blair
9 Lotte Rivers

Aaron Williams
Anthony Wise
Chris Meuzelaar
Derek van Buren
Diane Evers
Frank Ruggera
Gary Crockford
Harm Mulder
Jeremy Hadlow
Joy Mealor
Laura Bird
Natalie Reeves
Rebecca Freeman
Sam Williams
Sandra Swain

Sarah-Louise Collins

Wendy Coffey

Meeting 6
Apology
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Apology
Present
Present
Apology
Present
Apology
Present
Present
Apology

Water Corporation Staff

10 Tristan Furnell
11 Karen Willis

Aha
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Meeting 5
Apology
Apology
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Apology
Present
Present
Present

Meeting6 Meeting 5

Apology
Apology
Present
Apology
Apology
Present
Apology
Present
Present
Present

Present
Present
Present
Apology
Present
Present
Present

Meeting 4
Apology
Apology
Present
Present
Apology
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Apology
Present
Apology
Present

Present
Present
Present
Apology
Present
Present
Present

Meeting 3
Apology
Apology
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Apology
Present
Apology
Present
Present
Present
Apology
Apology
Present
Present

Meeting4 Meeting 3

Present
Present
Present
Apology
Present
Present
Present
Present

Meeting 2 Meeting 1
Apology Present
Present Present
Present Present
Present Apology
Present Present
Present Present
Present Apology
Present Present
Apology Present
Present Present
Present Present
Apology Present
Present Apology
Apology Present
Present Present
Present Present
Present Present

Meeting 2 Meeting 1
Present Present
Apology Present
Present Present
Present Present
Present Present
Present Present
Present Apology
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— END -

EMAIL: admin@ahaconsulting.net.au

WEBSITE: ahaconsulting.net.au
PHONE:  +618 94439474



