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GENERAL DISCLAIMER

You accept all risks and responsibility for losses, damages, costs and other consequences resulting directly
or indirectly from use of this report and any information or material it contains.

To the maximum extent permitted by law, Scenic Solutions excludes all liability to any person arising directly
or indirectly from use of this report and any information or material it contains
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3. PROPOSED STRUCTURES

The proposed wharf design uses a sealed roadway on a rock fill causeway, extending towards
a large floating pontoon barge moored permanently in deep water and accessed by a link
span bridge and concrete ramp (Figure 7 and 8). Two mooring dolphins and four piled
restraint frames will hold the barge in position. The floating barge will be approximately 120 m

long and 35 m wide. A team is in Asia inspecting floating barges which could be acquired for
the project.

Source: Aci1cu Alarysis
Figure 7 Details of the floating barge and movement routes for loading timber
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Figure 8 Details of the 20 m linkspan bridge to the floating barge















14

5. LANDSCAPE QUALITY

The consultant has carried out several studies relevant to defining the landscape quality of the
area and the likely visual impact of the proposed development. These are described below and in
section 6.

Coastal Viewscapes of South Australia Project, 2005

The consultant completed the Coastal Viewscapes Project for the Coast Protection Branch of the
SA Department for Environment and Heritage. The project entailed photographing the entire
South Australia coast (1,700 photographs), compiling an Internet-based survey with 138
representative photos and having over 3,000 people participate in rating the scenes on a 1 (low)
— 10 (high) scale of aesthetic quality. Based on the 2,200 respondents who completed the entire
survey, ratings were derived for each of the images. In addition, smaller groups of respondents
scored a range of features in the scenes, including water area, diversity, naturalness, beach
quality and height of land forms. Of the nine coastal regions, the Kangaroo Island region rated
the highest, 7.15 compared with 7.02 for western Eyre Peninsula, the second highest rated
region. Mapping of coastal landscape quality completed this section of the project.

The report's overview for the Kangaroo Island region was as follows:

Table 1 provides the ratings for the coast between Cape D’Estaing and Cape Cassini. Zone 1 is the
immediate foreshore and where it comprises cliffs, rates 7.0 — 7.5 depending on their height and
steepness. Zone 2 is the land inland from the coast which has a view to the sea, it being assumed
that such land has a rating higher than land without such a view. Zone 3 is such land without the sea
view.

Table 1 Ratings: Cape D’Estaing and Cape Cassini

Zone 1 Cliffs 7.0 — 7.5,
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7. VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The proposal comprises the following elements:

e A stone-lined causeway extending 250 metres into the sea from inland, with an elevation
of up to 5.5 m above the sea;

e A large floating barge with approximate dimensions 120 m long by 35 m wide with its
deck up to 3.5 m above the sea;
A 20 m linkspan bridge sloping down 2 m from the causeway to the barge;
Two mooring dolphins, 5 m square, and four piled restraints (10 m by 5 m) for mooring
the barge;
An extensive timber storage area on higher land inland from the shore;
From time to time, bulk carriers of up to 30,000 DWT will be moored against the barge.

Large trucks will deliver the logs to the site and to the barge, and forklifts and other equip-
ment will be used to shift the logs onto ships, assisted by ship cranes. The plans do not
include a crane on the barge or causeway.

Although the inland area which is intensively used for abalone farming and the foreshore
may be considered as a single area, the visual impact is considered separately for the two
areas.

Foreshore area

The proposed causeway, barge, dolphins and piled restraints together with other equipment
and the activities associated with moving the timber will extend the existing industrial-like
character of the abalone farm into the foreshore landscape.

The visual impact of this will be a reduction of the landscape quality of this section of the
Kangaroo Island coast from 6.5 to 5.0.

This assessment is based on the results of the consultant’s two previous studies which
indicated various developments lowered scenic quality by up to 2 units.

How much of the Smith Bay landscape will be affected by the proposed development? With
the causeway standing 5.5 m above the sea and extending 250 m out to sea, it will be visible
across the entire width of Smith Bay. Therefore it will impact the visual quality of this coast,
with the impact being greatest near the development and lesser in the western and eastern
extremities of Smith Bay.

What is the significance of this visual impact? In a hand book on visual impacts, Buchan'
(2002) noted:

Ultimately, significant is whatever individuals, people, organisations, institutions, society and/or
policy say is significant — it is a human evaluative and subjective judgement on which there may
or may not be consensus. It is therefore important that two separate but critical characteristics
of all effects — magnitude and significance — are clearly distinguished.

There are several ways of assessing its significance.

Firstly, a reduction of 1.5 on a scale of 1 — 10 amounts to a 15% decrease in landscape
quality.

1. Buchan, N., 2002. Visual Assessment of Windfarms Best Practice. Scottish Natural Heritage
Commissioned Report FO1AA303A, University of Newcastle.
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Secondly, the visual impact may be considered on an all-of-Island basis. Table 5
summarises the length of coast for each rating.

Table 5 Length of Kangaroo Island coast by landscape quality rating

Datina Frnct lanath flm) or
4 14.9 c.ae
5 32.5 5.93
6 157.6 28.75
7 335.8 61.26

With nearly 160 km of the Island coast rating 6, the loss of the small section at Smith Bay
may be considered as not very significant. Smith Bay is approximately 2.5 km wide which is
only 1.6% of the 6-rated coast.

Thirdly, the higher value coast lies mainly west of Smith Bay as the land rises to a plateau
and high steep cliffs such as those at Cape Torrens line the coast (Figure 23).

A fourth means of assessing the significance of the visual impact is the number of people
likely to view the developments. Compared with the popular Emu Bay to the east, Smith Bay
is largely an unknown destination for tourists. Apart from the access track to a house
overlooking the eastern end of Smith Bay, there is essentially no public access to the Bay. A
locked gate prevents access to the abalone farm which adjoins the central part of the Bay.
The remaining access road is that which will be used by Kl Plantation Timbers in trucking the
logs to the wharf facility and to which access is also likely to be restricted. There will
therefore be few people other than the employees of KIPT and the adjacent abalone farm
who will view the site.

KIPT has indicated the establishment of the wharf will provide an alternative freight facility
for other primary producers on the Island (J. Sergeant, The Islander, 10/11/16) so the site
may be viewed by others from the community who will also benefit from the wharf facility
located there.

Access to the site can also be gained from the sea, by air or by walking along the coast.
However the numbers of people doing this is likely to be small compared with those who
would normally travel by vehicle. So overall, the number of people likely to view the
developments is likely to be small.

Timber storage area

Prior to being loaded on ships, the logs will be stockpiled in the timber storage area above
the foreshore. They are likely to occupy an extensive area and be quite high to store a
sufficient number of logs for each shipment.
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The additional visual impact of these logs is likely to be low. The area already has the
remains of a former abalone farm — see Figures 6, 15 and 16, and adjoins the existing large
abalone farm which presents an industrial-like appearance. The current landscape quality of
5 for this area is not likely to be affected.
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8. CONCLUSIONS

The proposed development of a causeway, floating barge and associated infrastructure at
Smith Bay will extend the existing industrial-like character of the abalone farm into the
foreshore landscape. It is likely to reduce the landscape quality of the Bay from its present
6.5 to 5, a 15% reduction in landscape quality. However compared with the length of the
highly scenic northern coast of Kangaroo Island, Smith Bay represents 1.6% and lies to the
east of the more highly scenic coast. It is also a largely inaccessible Bay and will be viewed
by relatively few people. On this basis the visual impact is judged acceptable.

The visual impact of the timber storage area will be largely neutral as this area already rates
only 5 given its existing industrial character.
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9. ABOUT THE CONSULTANT

Andrew Lothian
Dip Tech (Town Planning), MSc (Environmental Resources), PhD,
Certified Environmental Practitioner, FEIANZ

Andrew Lothian trained originally in town planning and environmental science and spent
much of his career working on environmental policy in the South Australian Department of
Environment and Natural Resources. He contributed significantly at State and National
levels in the areas of ecological sustainability, greenhouse gas emissions and climate
change, state of environment reporting, environmental valuation and environmental
industries. He was also involved in legislation covering many environmental issues including
site contamination, zero waste, housing energy rating, and climate change. He has also
conducted carbon accounting of enterprises. He has presented many papers at conferences
and seminars.

He lectured at Adelaide and Flinders Universities and at TAFE, is a past President and
Secretary of the Environment Institute of Australia (South Australian Division), and has
served as a councillor on local government. From 2003 to 2014, Dr Lothian was appointed
by the Governor to serve as a Sessional Commissioner of the Environment, Resources and
Development Court.

He completed a PhD on landscape quality assessment of South Australia in 2000 and has
undertaken consultancies and studies on scenic quality and visual impact across South
Australia including the coast, Barossa Valley, River Murray, Flinders Ranges and Mt Lofty
Ranges a= well as tha | aka Distrint in England. Reports of the studies are available at his
website
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Figure 1 — Smith Bay, Kangaroo Island, SA

Figure 2 — Aerial showing allotment 51 and 52
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