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Dear Madam 

C O N F r o E N T I A L 
C O M M E N T S O N T H E R E V I E W RE PORT (JUNE 2003) O F 

A L C O A ' S REVISED PROPOSAL ( J A N U A R Y 2002) 

Please find the URS advice on the matter you have referred to us. 

URS has been asked to comment on the draft Review Report on Alcoa's Wagerup Land 
Management Revised Prc^sal, dated January 2002. The draft review report material has been 
collated by Dyann Ross, Research Fellow of Edith Cowan University (ECU), Bunbury. The report 
has been prepared on behalf of the Alcoa/Yarloop Community Initiative. 

URS has beai provided with a copy of the Wagerup Land Management dated January 2002. URS 
has not been previously involved in the ongoing discussions between Alcoa and the Yarioop 
community. A l l comments and advice provided by URS are therefore on the basis of an unbiased 
third party appraisal of the information that has been made available, and is offered without 
prejudice. In assessing the information provided and the issues apparent from the material 
provided, URS has drawn upon extensive planning expertise and experience gained in both 
Western Australia and overseas. 

It is apparent that the community, guided by E C U Bunbury, are conmiitted to an intensive 
consultative process with Alcoa, and achieving beneficial outcomes. URS fiiUy supports this effort, 
and does not wish comment contained in this correspondence detract from t'latsuccess. 

O V E R V I E W O F M A T E R I A L 

Wagerup Land Management Plan Revised Proposal, January 2002 

In siunmary, the revised proposal starts by making very clear statements that Alcoa remains 
committed to the following: 

. reducing odour and other emissions; ^ 
• reducing noise; 
• investigating health concerns; 
• protecting property values; 
• supporting the integral nature and quality of the community; [ 
• encouraging people to stay; and 
. making it easy for those wishing to leave to sell their properties. 
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In addition, Alcoa states that it wiU invest in ths future of the local communities, and tiiat it is 
determined to be a good neighbour, both now and in the future. 

The review of comrnunity feedback is useful. In looking at the results as stated by Alcoa, it is quite 
possible to determine the cause of underlying sentiments being expressed. Additionally, the results 
as provided strongly suggest that respondents are variously indicating feeUngs of mistrust, 
uncertainty, press\ire, inequitable treatment and demoralisation. 

In response, and to Alcoa's credit, the revised proposal addresses these diiferent concerns to 
varying degrees. This includes the principal undertakings and actions, as follows: 

defining only a single area - Area A - where Alcoa will seek to make changes through the 
local Town Planning Scheme to "ensure land use is compatible with refinery operations" 
(Revised Proposal, page 5 of 8); 

• a range of commitments to purchase properties employing the principle of 'unaffected value*; 
and 

• commitments to talk, liaise, assist, and support various affected parties, including the 
enhancement of business opportunities in the local community. 

The revised proposal then addresses the specific changes of the proposal under the headings of: 

(1) Freedom of Choice. 
(2) Protecting Property Values (Area A , Townships of Yarioop and Hamel, valuations, small 

business). 
(3) Investing in the Local Community. 
(4) A Commitment to Managing Emissions. 

While the provisions on offer, subject to the approval of Alcoa's Board of Directors, are quite 
extensive, there are numerous aspects that may be queried, or that are not fully explained. While 
the revised proposal is clearly an attempt to meet, within reasonable limits, the needs of the 
affected community, the style and content indicate that the provisions are both derived and directed 
by Alcoa (in response to discontent and expressions of need/concern) rather than a summary of 
provisions devised, negotiated and agreed by the community. To a third party, the revised proposal 
reads as 'this is what we are offering you'. 

With this information to hand, is appears the matter is still being addressed on the basis of two 
opposing 'camps', in the mode of a binary opposition where pronounced and unresolved 
asymmetries of power exist between the parties in negotiations to address entirely valid community 
self-interests and concerns. 

If this is indeed correct, it does not accord with intanational best practice in resolving adverse 
outcomes imposed by a major industry on an adjacent and unwitting community. It is unlikely, for 
example, that the adopted approach would meet the social safeguard policy 'compliance 
requirements' that the International Fmance Corporation places upon itself in operating or investing 
in a natural resource processing or mining project in a developing coiuitry. 

E C U Review Paper Draft 1 

The E C U Review Paper provides a preamble that summarises process and events to date in the 
preparation of the Alcoa draft review report. The preamble raises some very important points as 
weU as suggestions. Amongst these is the observation that new recommendations being offered 
have arisen from understandings gained "from the benefit of learning with the passage of time, 
additional impacting factors, and collaborative negotiations between Alcoa and Yarioop" (Alcoa 
Review Report, page 1). 
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The notion of a 'whole of town framework' to guide the revision paper is important and vahd. In 
addition, the Rationale for Revisions section (page 2) in which nine factors influencing the decision 
to explore possible changes to the Wagerap Land Management Proposal, is useful and extremely 
valid. 

The main material provided deals with recommended provisions to deal with Acquisitions 
(identified issues, acquisition policy, process and documentation, relocation advice, valuation 
verification, dispute mechanisms, replacement, underwriting, solatiums, relocation costs, etc.) and 
Property Management, Township Promotion, and Communications. The bulk of material addresses 
acquisition process and procedures is some depth. 

While URS can comment on the various details provided, in general the degree of effort to 
safeguard the interests of, and assist, those who are in:^acted or aggrieved appears to be 
comprehensively addressed. Whether the right formula has been achieved is not possible to judge 

• without a broader understanding of the situation, and details of the claimants and those impacted. 

A general comment is that there is possibly too much detail, without the provision of an 
explanatory mtroduction and an overall framework that sets the various detailed provisions in 
context. It is nevertheless recognised that the text provided is a working draft, and that other 
dociunentation concerning the project has not been made available in this assessment. 

- Summary 

In summary, the following points are apparent. First, fix)m the information provided there is a 
strong indication that Alcoa's overall approach is not comprehensive or holistic, in^lying that the 
position reached today has. been incremental but in the absence of an overarching framework from 
the beginning. Community participation (as opposed to consultation) in assessing the issues and 
deriving solutions does not appear to have been the cornerstone of Alcoa's approach and, if it has, 
it is not reflected in the documentation reviewed. 

Second, despite the compensation package and provisions being discussed and on offer, there are 
. grounds to suppose that those remaining, especially (but not exclusively) tiiose in Area A, could 

still be disadvantaged and at risk in the long run. There is no guarantee provided to the contrary. 

Third, the time-scales for various important aspects are either missing or, where suggested, open to 
dispute. 

Fourth, compensation provisions for businesses in the town and local area appear to be limited. 

ISSUES O F C O N C E R N 

On the basis of the material to hand, there are a number of important underlying issues that beg 
explanation and further consideration. 

Spatial Definitions and Area A 

An initial concern is the identification of a discrete impact zone. Area A , with a distinct 'cut-ofT 
boundary. 

Spatial Definition of Impact Zone 
Area A is identified as an impact zone for which action to address those impacted must be taken. 
The apparent definition of 'Area A ' is that which is affected by emissions and noise - presumably 
quantified. The implicit assumption is that along a precise boundary, presumably determined by 
science, the level of impact ceases or changes abmptiy. Hence, there are supposedly different 
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orders of impact and hardship experienced either side of the line, those outside 'Area A ' being of a 
lower order of significance and of less concern. 

This does not sound credible. At the very least there will be a continuum of changing affect, and 
under different conditions (meteorological, seasonal weather changes, etc.), the impact contours 
will vary over time and space. To set a fixed boundary in this way based on cadastral factors is 
open to question. 

Integrated Community and Settlement Functions 
Alcoa's approach to the town, and more particulariy its community dynamics and economic 
functions, seems very mechanistic - dealing with component parts rather than the 'whole'. The 
concept of settlements as holistic entities with integrated and interlinked functions appears 
overlooked. The approach to dealing with any settiement must be to address the town as a whole, 
inclusive of the 'sphere of influence' around it however that might be identified. To not do so is to 
overlook the specific activities and functions that make the community and the town woric, and to 
risk outrage from the community when imposed solutions do not work or transgress community 
interests. 

Prospects for Zero Health Risk Impacts 
The words in Alcoa's Wagerup Land Management Revised Proposal leave significant doubts as to 
whether the health impacts or health risk will be removed fi-om Area A , or from the wider area. 
Alcoa's statements do not definitively state that health impacts are a thing of the past. Rather, they 
indicate sincere actions to address and keep addressing the technical pollution management issues. 

This raises ethical issues and matters of principle. If any portion of Yarioop or Hamel, or the 
surrounding area, is to remain affected by emissions such that health impacts are possible (i.e. there 
cannot be a definitive guarantee that harmful emissions will be zero on a permanent basis) then a 
significant problem also remains. Either con^Jensating some people or relocating others does not 
remove the problem. The problem is not solved if any residents or land occupiers remain living in 
the impact zone, whatever the dimensions of that zone prove to be in reality. 

A further important principle appears in danger of being overlooked. Even if Alcoa is completely 
convinced that the hazard is removed, the controversy and conflict is not necessarily resolved. 
Ongoing community perception that there is a hazard, or remains a hazard, means that there is still 
a major issue to manage. Controversy and outrage will not be resolved just because Alcoa says 
there is no hazard or health risk. Perception, in this sense, is reahty and must be addressed. 

The Need for a Strategic Planning Framevrork and Comprehensive Community Participation 

Given the explicit and very large impact tiiat both passed events and anticipated action will have on 
Yarioop and its immediate district, it is surprising that there apparendy exists no strategic plan to 
guide change in a comprehensive and systematic way. There is a variety of important land use 
planning objectives both explicit and implicit in Alcoa's Land Management Revised Proposal. 
These include: 

moving and relocating some residents and compensating others; 
• purchasing properties on a large scale; 
• encouraging the town to remain intact and grow; 
• maintaining services; 

encouraging new residents to settie; 
ensuring both existing businesses to survive and thrive; 

» encouraging new businesses to establish; 
• estabUshing an industry buffer and significantiy changing land use functions within Area A; 

and 
» anticipating major expansion of the Alcoa refmery in the future. 
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If the town has a future, there is a need for a strategic land use and development plan with clearly 
stated objectives, and an operational framework for achieving desirable outcomes. This does not 
currently appear to be in place. Radier, there appears to be a plan only for assisting residents to 
remain or leave the town (or area), and for taking over vacated properties. While these measures 
are extensive, there is no articulation of what Yarioop will look like in the future or how it will 
function in the future. A process does not seem to have occurred to achieve this. 

If a large portion of Yarioop is to lose its existing residents (through incentive or compensation) to 
resettie elsewhere, whilst attracting new population and growing the settiement, then ordered 
provision for the growth and development of Yarioop should be in place. This is apparentiy not the 
case. 

SUGGESTED REQUIREMENTS A N D R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S 

Hierarchical Approach 

The situation m Yarioop would have been greafly assisted by the implementation of a series of 
strategic steps aimed at athieving a more comprehensive approach than is apparentiy the case. 
While it is recognised that events are weU progressed, these steps should still be considered and. if 
possible, operate in parallel to current activities. These steps include: 

• situation analysis; 
• comprehensive stakeholder profiling and needs assessment; 
• communication strategy; 
• comprehensive community participation process; and 

position paper and strategy for Yarioop and the Yarioop district. 

A situation analysis would provide a systematic risk assessment based on all factors involved with 
the Wagerup/Yarloop situation. A l l opportunities and costs would be addressed. 

Comprehensive assessment and understanding of all stakeholders is usually the first step in 
addressing controversy. This provides a sound basis upon which to involve the community in an 
open and accountable/transparent process of participation and engagement to resolve issues of 
concern in a balanced and fair way, and one that particularly meets the needs of die community. It 
is not apparent that this was undertaken in the early stages of the controversy, or if it was, that it 
was an open process. 

A communication strategy is normally established as soon as community controversy arises, or 
prior to this if controversy was possible or predictable. The documentation provided by Alcoa does 
not suggest this occurred. 

A comprehensive community participation process is essential to allow a process of open and equal 
dialogue firom the outset, and hence in achieving outcomes tiiat truly meet community needs. 

At some point, a position paper is a necessary device to summarise the overall situation and 
articulate the range of factors that are vital to achieving acceptable solutions. 

Possible Modifications to the Existing Steps Being Taken 

In reviewing die material provided, it is apparent that either changes.to, or confirmation of, various 
suggested actions would help. Consequentiy the following revised steps to assist the process now in 
ti-ain are suggested: 

Ref: 06079-237-562/JPS/DK:M4C1826ff>efl URS Australia Pty Ltd 



Comments on the Review Report of Alcoa's Revised Proposal 
For Dr Dyann Ross, Edith Cowan University, Bunbury Campus 

25 June 2003 
Page 6 

(1) First, establish absolute confidence on the nature of impacts, the risks involved, the spatial 
effects within Area A versus the adjacent areas, and how those impacts will be managed. 

^ (2) Second, there is need of a strong statement of capabihty and willingness to achieve proven 
zero health impacts (to accepted tolerances) in clearly designated areas. Failure to deliver 
this puts at question the implementation of a management plan that allows residents to 
remain in a zone that will, or could continue to be inq)acted. It is also by definition an 
unsustainable solution for all concerned. 

(3) Third, if it is not possible to achieve (2) above, then holistic options are a first priority, as 
follows: 
- remove everyone from Area A , however it is spatially defined, through negotiated 

acquisition and compensation, in order to achieve a sterile buffer to the existing refinery, 
and which allows for potential expansion of the refinery (as is indicated as Alcoa's 
intention); 

- resettie all current occupants of Area A , either to a new and properly planned residential 
precinct and expansion zone of Yarloop/Hamel, or to another residential area or 
settiement of choice; 

- former Area B (the rest) subject to individual (voluntary) relocation and/or 
compensation, along the lines currentiy under discussion. 

(4) Fourth, if it is possible to achieve (2) above, within an acceptable time frame to be 
determined and agreed by the community, then for an interim period the overall 
compensation options under discussion should apply. These include: 

allow resettiement as per the second point above in step 3, on a voluntary and case-by-
case basis. This still requires preparation of a strategic plan for Yarioop and provision of 
a new housing/urban development zone for those relocating to move to; 

- resettiement as per the third point above in step 3; 
- undertake 'whole of town' strengthening program. 

A l l the above activities listed in step 4, and the last point in step 3, would be simultaneous 
activities. 

Desirable Approach for Inclusion into the Current Process 

From the above discussion it is apparent that, in sunamary, there is a degree of mismatch between 
what is now being achieved and the approach taken to get there, versus what should have been 
done from the beginning and hence what could have been achieved earlier. The efforts of the ECU 
and the Yarioop community are significant, but it would appear that more could have been 
achieved, and it would have been far less painfiil for both sides. 

Hence, there will be gaps and omissions in current performance that will not be apparent until 
much later, and possibly some misdirected objectives or actions in train. 

There are several ways in which this can be addressed in the present circumstance. 

First, is to conduct a combined GAP analysis and Strengths Weaknesses Opportunity and Threat 
(SWOT) analysis to review the current situation, and to help identify 'enablers' to take the process 
forward more successfully. A systematic approach is desirable, and helps guide the conraiunity 
between short-term 'wants' and long-term 'needs'. 

Second, is to extend die current consultative process to a fiiUy participative and cooperative process 
with the community, and hence bring Alcoa and the community togetiier. It is evident that the two 
sides are still a long way apart and it is far from certain, on the basis of the information to hand, as 
to how long it wiU take to achieve an acceptable improvement. 
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CONCLUSION 

The above discussion and advice are intended only to assist the process currently in train, and 
certainly not to impede it. While the bulk of the material reviewed refers to detailed aspects of the 
proposed acquisition and compensation program, it was felt it was very important to make some 
broader comments on the overall process. 

It is apparent the community, assisted by Edith Cowan University, is making strenuous attempts to 
engage in a meaningful consultation process. Additionally, it is evident tiiat Alcoa has been 
reviewing feedback from the community in an open manner. However, it is obvious that the 
community is labouring under difficult circumstances, because tiie early stages of die controversy 
were significantiy confrontational and not well handled. There is tiiierefore a legacy of mistrust and 
sensitivity. 

In providing advice, we have suggested what is in effect usmg a modified 'social impact 
assessment' (SIA) approach, taking some tools from the more process-orientated approach to SLA 
ratiier than the more functionalist and metiiodologically positivist 'EIA process'. Our advice is that 
in situations such as have arisen at Wagerup and Yarloop/Hamel, it is important for corporate 
organisations trying to find sustainable solutions to be less 'outcome' orientated, and more 
'process' orientated in their approach. While it may not appear so at the beginning, die latter is 
invariably far more productive and much less painful than the former when dealing with 
community controversy. 

There are many other tools and approaches that have not been mentioned but that could also apply 
m the Wagerup/Yarloop context. They include the many variant approaches within the overall 
practice of 'community participation', as well as conflict mediation, quality of life indicators and 
modelling, goals achievement matrices and modelling, scenario modelling, as well as a variety of 
other ways of determining desirable social/community futures. The options to pursue these 
approaches do not appear to have been taken. 

URS has not provided in-deptii comment on the specifics of die acquisition and compensation 
recommendations, except to say they are comprehensive and, on the whole, bodi thou^tful and 
useful. Our advice is that if an appropriate strategic fi-amework and approach as discussed above is 
in place, the precise details of the acquisition and compensation process are likely to be acceptable, 
because disagreements will be resolved along the way. Difficulties will always arise where one side 
of the conflict or dispute is, by degrees or in certain ways, ultimately dictating the future of the 
other. While it is recognised that Alcoa is certainly atten5>ting to address commimity issues in a 
meaningful way, the process in place has not been and is not one of shared partnership, as far as we 
can tell. 

The main area for constructive comment would apply to the composition of 'advisory panels' and 
any committee/group or procedure established to administer, oversee and drive the ongoing 
processes referred to. The issue is to ensure, absolutely, that the weight of control and 
determination of key outcomes is either adequately balanced between Alcoa and the community or, 
i f anything, weighted in favour of the community. If excessive or key control rests with Alcoa 
(which may be a natural and preferred tendency for Alcoa in the absence of advice to the contrary) 
and there is any room whatsoever for criticism of dissatisfaction with the process or its outcomes, 
the process wiU run the risk of failing, and ongoing controversy is likely to be experienced. 

As a final comment, it is essential for Alcoa to both trust and embrace significant community 
participation and control in the process of resolving the community's own future. 
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If you have any queries concerning the advice contained in this letter, please do not hesitate to 
contact the undersigned. 

Yours faithfully 
URS A U S T R A L I A P T Y L T D 

Jim Singlet 
Principal Strategic and Social Planner 

Peter Elliott 
Senior Principal Sustainability 
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