
Commissioners 
Thank you for the opportunity to make a written submission to the Yass Valley wind farm, 
Modification 1. 
Thank you also for the prompt publication of the three transcripts, all of which I have read. I will 
cover two topics only, both related to the contributions from the Department of Planning. 
 
Visual screening. 
 
Many, many submissions have been made over the years by wind farm communities questioning the 
feasibility of Visual Impact mitigation by the planting of screening trees. Impacted residents have 
pointed out that they built their house in the position that it was so that they could take advantage of 
the view. In addition, you heard from active farmers who will be visually impacted as they work their 
properties. 
The department, through its managers and planners have ignored most of these representations and 
parroted the vegetation mitigation nonsense, because it was of least cost to the developers and 
supportive of a favourable assessment. 
I was therefore delighted to read in the transcript of the meeting between Commissioners and Mike 
Young from the department that this nonsense had been called out when discussing the Visual 
Impacts on residence C04. 
To quote Commissioner Pilton: 
“I’m intrigued with the idea that you’re going to screen it with new trees and things, given the time 
it’s going to take – I assume ..... plant little trees. So it’ll only reach sort of reasonable height by the 
time it’s going to be decommissioned. So the screening – it’s just not going to happen.” 
To which Commissioner Lipman added: 
“No. It’s not .....” 
 
Thank you Commissioners.  
 
Mike Young of course had no answer and changed the subject. 
 
As a number of your colleagues have determined over the years, there is only one effective mitigation 
strategy for visually impacted residences and that is the offer of voluntary acquisition. 
The Commissioners should consider it where relevant. The unsupportable 2.3 km and 3.4 km limits 
are not part of this relevance test. The department and its “experts” have been unable to come up with 
any justification for these figures. They are not supported by the global literature. Mr Prell, once again 
representing the wind industry at the public meeting, gave the game away when he said “but also 
competent planning legislation, which I believe now is in place”. This is code for “jointly we have 
come up with an approval process which will see all wind farm applications being successful”.  
The increase in swept area from the original LVIA to the proposed one of 101% is most relevant. 
(please see the swept area figures on page 23 of the proponent’s Mod 1 LVIA. Approved 7,850 sq m. 
Proposed 15,828 sq m) 
 
I would therefore strongly recommend that you make a clear statement in your Determination that you 
do not believe that additional vegetative mitigation is a viable strategy for reducing Visual Impact in 
most cases. 
 
Commissioners are being profoundly misled  
 
The Commission’s David Koppers advised me in response to a question as to whether the proponent 
and the department were subject to the same conditions that were imposed on the community with 
regard to their submissions to the public meeting being factually correct:  



 
“The Commission considers that all participants should provide factually correct information to the 
Commission and this applies equally to all participants.” 
 
It makes sense that the determining body, in this case the IPC, is presented with information that is 
neither false nor misleading in keeping with section 10.6 of the EP&A Act. 
Unfortunately the department’s Assessment for Modification 1 to the Yass Valley wind farm, upon 
which Commissioners will heavily rely, doesn’t seem to be governed by the same rules and abounds 
with False and/or Misleading statements. 
 
The Assessment is misleading from the very first page. The photograph of the Capital/Woodlawn 
wind farm turbines is not representative, being taken on a day of atmospheric or smoke haze. Local 
residents who see these turbines daily, as I do, will attest that the view of the turbines is almost 
inevitably clear and striking. (also, these turbines are 124 metres tall with a swept area 
approximately 1/3 of the proposed Yass Valley turbines) 
One can only conclude that departmental operatives chose that photograph to minimise the Visual 
Impact and mislead Commisioners. 
We can’t look at fairer alternatives on the department website as the link provided for departmental 
images on the cover page is closed to the public. 
 
In a number of instances, the Assessment authors and signatories have grossly misled Commissioners 
when describing the key turbine physical change in Modification 1. 
The most flagrant example is on page 5 

“increasing the maximum dimensions of the turbines, including the blade tip height (from 150 
to 171 metres) and rotor diameter (from 121 m to 142 m) with no change in hub height:” 

That statement is demonstrably false. 
Even for the mathematically challenged, if you keep the hub height the same (and all agree that the 
approved and proposed hub height is 100 metres), the rotor diameter on which the VI was originally 
assessed is 100 metres, not 121 metres and the increase in rotor swept area (the bit that moves and 
draws your attention and is the key driver of Visual Impact) is 101%, not 38% as implied above. DPE 
knows this from submissions during the exhibition period. 
DPE assessors have therefore made a comparison of proposed to existing Visual Impacts based on 
false pretences, deliberately so. Commissioners are being seriously misled. 
 
On Page 32, the DPE assessor claims that the increase in swept area between the approved and 
proposed turbines is 15%. This comes from a false statement in the “expert” assessment on bird and 
bat strikes by Brett Lane & Associates. The departmental assessor repeats it, despite being told in a 
submission during the exhibition period of its falsity. 
DPE assessors have therefore made a comparison of proposed to existing impacts on avifauna based 
on false pretences, deliberately so. Commissioners are being seriously misled 
 
Commissioners are required, under the Act, to consider the economic benefits and impacts of the 
project in the locality in arriving at their Determination [Section 4.15 (b)]. 
There is no economic analysis by the proponent, either in this modification or in the original proposal. 
Nor is there such an analysis in the department’s Merit Assessment. 
 
We find the following cursory reference on Page vi of the Assessment (and repeated on Page 44) : 

“importantly, the project would deliver a range of economic benefits, including up to 200 full 
time construction jobs and 15 full time operational jobs 

 



Even this economic snippet is misleading at best, more likely false. There is no evidence that the net 
additional jobs during the operating life would be either “15” or “full-time” (or even in the locality 
and therefore of local economic benefit). Similarly for construction jobs. 
Departmental operatives have agreed for other wind farm assessments the misleading nature of the 
operational jobs figures quoted. To not do so in this case is another example of Commissioners being 
deliberately misled. Overstating net new additional jobs grossly inflates the economic benefits. 
 
The public meeting transcript provides examples of this failure to address the economic impacts of the 
project as required by the Act. The proponent’s speaker Mr Nielsen and the wind industry’s 
spokesman, Mr Prell, spoke only of the positive benefits, mostly bribes. (Apparently not necessary in 
the 40 or so Major Solar Projects either through, or currently in, the NSW planning process. Strange.) 
Goldwind missed another opportunity to present to Commissioners a comprehensive and balanced 
assessment of economic impacts and benefits, as they are required, but chose again to mislead the 
Commissioners. 
Some non-associated speakers raised a few of the negative economic impacts eg. 
- A reluctance to commit to general investment on their properties. 
- Property devaluation 
- The potential failure of the council strategy of attracting lifestyle investment 
- The financial impracticability of subdivision. 
In total, Commissioners are in no position to evaluate the economic impacts of the proposal (nor the 
Social Impacts and Benefits, nor whether the project remains in the Public Interest, both required to 
be considered under the same section of the Act). Why? The department never asked for them. The 
proponent obliged by not addressing it. DPE once again ignored the omission. DPE was then not in a 
position to advise you.  
 
The DPE Merit Assessment contains a number of wireframes purporting to show the difference 
between the approved turbines and those proposed by this modification. 
 
No wireframe in the Assessment will give anywhere near an estimation of the visual impact suffered 
at the viewpoint. Even the department knows they are grossly misleading as published (and the 
department publishes them at smaller scale than does the proponent) and certainly don’t meet the 
requirements of the Visual Assessment Bulletin 2016.  
To be representative, they need to be blown up to a size not specified, probably A0.  The resolution of 
the wireframes in the Assessment does not allow this.  
The Assessment contains 4 wireframe pairs:  
 “comparing the approved and modified projects” 
The wireframe pairs, being published in A4, preclude any opportunity for the reader to identify any 
disparity between the two views from each residence.  
However, with the image resolution as published by the department (much lower than the equivalent 
wireframes published by the proponent in the EIS), it is just possible, by blowing up the images, to 
determine that the hub height is the same for the approved and proposed turbines (as all agree) 
But, both the approved turbine and the proposed turbine are the same height. The blade length is 
the same. The swept area is the same. No wonder you can’t tell the difference. We don’t know 
whether wireframe pairs are comparing 150 metre turbines with 150 metre turbines or 171 with 171. 
Either way all wireframes and the statements describing them are false and misleading. 
Commissioners should call for A0 variants in high resolution to confirm the above claims. 
DPE knows this from a submission during the exhibition period. 
Therefore, DPE assessors would appear to have made a comparison of proposed to existing Visual 
Impacts based on false pretences, deliberately so. Commissioners, it would appear, are being seriously 
misled. 
 



It is clear that departmental operatives did not read some or all public submissions, vital for a genuine 
merit assessment. Otherwise, they would not have repeated the clear proponent misrepresentations 
(not denied or even addressed in the proponent’s Response to Submissions) 
 
These unread submission comments on wireframes were summarised by the department on Page 11 of 
the Assessment as: 

“inadequacy of wireframes and photomontages.”, 
a gross understatement and designed to mislead Commissioners, who would expect the public 
submissions to make that bland accusation ( as they have for all exhibited wind farm EISs over the 
past five years, from memory). 
 
All false or misleading examples above are to the benefit of the proponent and of positive support of 
the “merit” Assessment. Coincidental? 
 
Both NGH Environmental and Green Bean Design fail to warrant that their work is neither false nor 
misleading which is mandatory under the EP&A Regulation 2000.  
Once again the department has allowed this transgression to occur. They have been warned repeatedly. 
 
The list above is not remotely exhaustive. 
 
I believe that Commissioners should show the candor they displayed with respect to the futility of 
vegetative mitigation and recommend that those that have misled you with false and/or misleading 
statements of a material nature are held legally responsible as required by the Act. 
 
Finally, I note from the public meeting submission of Mr Hyles (transcript page 28, line 23), the claim 
that a number of neighbour agreements, absolving the proponent of the visual impacts (VI) of the 
project, were signed as a result of proponent deception. Clearly, the proponent knew at the time that a 
significant increase in VI (101% increase in swept area) was shortly to be lodged. 
Based on experience, the department would place very significant weight on the fact that 
approximately 25 neighbour agreements had been signed. They would know that these signed 
neighbour agreements were not bona fide. They had not told you and therefore you had been misled 
by the department until informed by Mr Hyles. 
The neighbourhood agreements accepted the VI of the approved project, not the then secretive 
modified project. 
I maintain that you cannot place any weight on these agreements in your Determination until you 
clarify their current validity. 
 
Thank you 
Anthony Gardner 
Mt Fairy NSW 
 
 
 


