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Dear Mr Osborne,

Re: Preferred Project Report for the Yass Valley Wind Farm (MP08-0246)

Thank you for your letter dated 7 December 2012 inviting CASA to make a submission
on the Preferred Project Report for the Yass Valley Wind Farm.

Original advice from CASA in 2008 referred to the Advisory Circular for the Obstacle
Marking and Lighting of Wind Farms. This Advisory Circular has since been withdrawn
as current legislation does not empower CASA to direct a wind farm proponent in any
way to provide obstacle lights on any structure in the interest of aviation safety, unless it
is within the vicinity of an aerodrome.

As this proposal is not in the vicinity of an aerodrome, CASA can only provide comment
on the proposal and cannot require obstacle lighting to be provided. Any proponent of a
Wind Farm must assess their own obligations in relation to aviation safety when
considering whether to provide obstacle lighting on a tall structure or not.

ln regard to this Preferred Project Report, we offer the following recommended
conditions on the proposal:

. The proponent must assess the risk to aircraft navigation and make a
determination as to whether obstacle lighting should be installed to highlight the location
of the wind farm. Should lighting be provided it must comply with the CASA Manual of
Standards, PaÉ 139 - Aerodromes, Ghapter I downloadable from the CASA web page.

. The proponent must ensure that the heights and co-ordinates are reported to
Airservices and the Department of Defence prior to commencement of construction.
Heights and locations of structures are to be confirmed with each authority following
completion of construction,

ln addition, proponents of tall structures are normally advised by CASA to undertake, at
least, the following consultation to assess the potential hazard posed to aviation by the
proposed development:
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Consult with Airservices Australia to have them assess any potential impact on
enroute lowest safe altitude, instrument approach procedures at aerodromes,
navigational aids, commun ications facilities or su rveillance facilities.
Contact the Aerial Agriculture Association of Australia (02 6241 2100 - Mr Phil
Hurst) to advise him of the proposal and seek comment on the potential hazards
to aerial application and related operations in the area.
Contact operators of any non-regulated aerodromes, i.e. privately owned landing
areas also termed aeroplane landing areas (ALA), which may be located in the
vicinity of the wind farm. Consult with the users of the ALA to ascertain if they
consider the wind farm to be ahazard to their operations.
contact Royal Flying Doctor Service (RFDS) to advise of the proposal and gain
comment on any impact it may have on RFDS operating into the aerodrome

The proponent should also note that aircraft are permitted to fly as low as 500ft, (152m),
and certain operations are permitted to fly below this height.

lf the proponent should chose to províde obstacle lighting to indicate the presence of the
wind farm at night, to ensure consistency and avoid any confusion to pilots, the obstacle
lighting installation should conform with CASA Manual Of Standards (MOS) Part 139,
Chapter 9. The MOS is available on our Web Site,

http://casa.qov.au/wcmswr/ assets/mainirules/1998casr/139/'l39mfull.pdf

Details of the wind farm should be reported for inclusion in the national database of tall
structures maintained by the Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF). lnformation on
reporting of tall structures may be found in advisory circular issued by CASA, "AC 139-
08(0) Reporting of Tall Structures".

Any requirements placed on developers by planning authorities, insurers, or financiers,
are beyond CASA's control.

For any further clarification of this information, please call the CASA Aerodrome
Engineer Matthew Windebank on 131757.

Yours sincerely

Matthew Windebank
Aerodrome Standards Engineer
Airspace and Aerodrome Regulation Division
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ITEM 
No. DESCRIPTION LOT ASSOCIATION `

1
Overhead Powerline - red 
option Crown waterway crossing - Jugiong Creek north eastern corner Lot 2 DP 717646 - authorisation methodology

2
Overhead Powerline - red 
option 3 x crown road crossings through Lot 2 DP 717646 

3 Access track adjacent to end of road south Lot 2 DP717646
4 Turbine COP 38 adjacent to eastern end of road south Lot 2 DP 717646 - ensure doesn't impact on road
5 Access track traversing crown road at south east corner Lot 92 DP 753602 - for about 150 m, may trigger transfer to Council
6 Turbine COP 9 on crown road west Lot 200 DP 753602 - relocate off road
7 Turbine COP 16 on crown road west Lot 1 DP 593527 - relocate off road
8 Access track traversing crown road south west Lot 91 DP 753602 - for about 550 m, may trigget transfer to council
9 Substation on or adjacent to crown road south west Lot 91 DP 753602 - relocate off road

10
Overhead electrical 
reticulation adjacent to and crowssing crown road south west Lot 91 DP 753602 - authorisation methodology

11 Access track crossing crown road at south west corner of Lot 197 DP 753602
12 Turbine COP 23 in proximity to crown road west Lot 210 DP 753602 - need to ensure no impact on road or turbine may need relocation
13 Access track meanders across the crown roads in a number of places south west of Lots 90, 43, 41 & 42 DP 753602

14 Access track traverses crown road at south west corner of Lot 194 DP 753626, and west of Lot 125 DP 753595 - for about 600 m, may trigger transfer to Council
15 Access tracks intersecting at road north Lot 135 DP 753602 towards eastern end.
16 Turbine COP 81 located on crown road west Lot 344 DP 753595, needs to be relocated off road
17 Access tracks intersecting at the crown road through Lot 344 DP 753595
18 Turbines COP 79 & 80 in proximity to crown road through Lot 344 DP 753595 - need to ensure no impact on road or turbines may have to be relocated.
19 Turbine COP 6 in proximity to crown road west of Lot 222 DP 753626 - need to ensure no impact on road or turbine may have to be relocated.
20 Access tracks crossings of the road west Lot 222 DP 753626 and east Lot 181 DP 753626
21 Access track crossing of the intersection of the two roads on northern boundary of Lot 126 DP 753595

22
Overhead Powerline - 
orange option crossing the intersection of the roads at south east corner Lot 106 DP 753626 to north west corner of Lot 123 DP 753595 - authorisation methodology

23 Alternate substation site in northern half of Lot 126 DP 753626 in proximity to the crown road on the northern boundary of lot - need to esnure no impact on road

24 Access track crossing crown road on western boundary of Lot 123 DP 753595

25
Overhead Powerline - 
orange option crossing the crown road east Lot 185 DP 753595 through to north west corner of Lot 306 DP 753595 - authorisation methodology

26 Access track crossing the crown road on noth eastern boundary of Lot 344 DP 753595

YASS WIND FARM - CROWN IMPACTS



27
Overhead Powerline - 
orange option three crown road crossings - near north west corners of Lots 117 & 116 DP 753595 and Lot 2 DP 201889 - authorisation methodology

28
Overhead Powerline - 
orange option crossing crown waterway - Jugiong Creek east Lot 208 DP 753595 - authorisation methodology.

29
Overhead Powerline - 
orange option

crossing Lot 7006 DP1115342 or part Res 13391 for water notified 14-2-1891 also held under Licence 493872 for grazing by Nils Taube Ltd - authorisation 
methodology

30
Overhead Powerline - 
orange option crossing Lot 7010 DP 10961121 or part Res 13391 for water notified 14-2/1891 - authorisation methodology

31
Overhead Powerline - 
orange option

five crown road crossings - north Lot 1 DP 1088583, east of both Lots 43 and 171 DP 753595, north of Lot 169 DP 753595, at north eastern corner of Lot 101 
DP 753629 - authorisation methodology

32
Overhead Powerline - 
orange option four crown road crossings - south of Lot 58 DP 753626, north & west Lot 85 DP 753626, west Lot 197 DP 753626 - authorisation methodology

33 Access track two crossings of crown roads through Lot 4 DP 1108872
34 Alternate substation site at end of Crown road through Lot 4 DP 1108872

35
Overhead electrical 
reticulation crossing road south Lot 129 DP 753626

36 Access track two crossings of crown road south Lot 203 DP 753626; and travelling down road south Lot 209 DP 753626. Last section may trigger transfer to Council

37 Turbine MRL 26 located on Crown road south Lot 209 DP 753626 - needs to be reloated off road
38 Turbine MRL 32 Located on end of Crown road south of Lot 113 DP 753595 - needs to be relocated off road
39 Turbines MRL 36 & 34 Located on Crown roads at northwest corner and near south west corner of Lot 114 DP 753595 - need to be relocated off road
40 Access track crossing crown road west Lot 111 DP 753626
41 Alternate substation site On Crown road at north east corner of Lot 208 DP 753626 - needs to be relocated off road

42
Alternate overhead 
powerline - red option running down Crown road from substation in previous item to south west corner of Lot 178 DP 753626 - authorisation method

43
Alternate overhead 
powerline - red option Crossing Crown road at north east corner of Lot 209 DP 878465 - authorisation method

44
Alternate overhead 
powerline - red option close to crown roads at notrth east corner Lot 105 DP 753633 - authorisation method; Turbine MRL 60 close to same road - need to ensure no impact on road

45
Alternate overhead 
powerline - red option crossing crown road separating Lot 205 from Lot 201 DP 753596 - authorisation method

46 Turbine MRL 68 On crown road separating Lot 205 from Lot 201 DP 753596 - needs to be located off crown road
47 Access track small section of Crown road adjacent to Turbine MRL 68 - authorisation method
48 Access track crown road crossing near northern boundaries of Lot 205 & 201 DP 753596 
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Dear Mr Philp,

1IIIoup111Il1
Department of Panning

Peceive,d
2 5 JAN 2013

Scanning Room

Ref: 12/08259
Your Ref: MP08_0246

SUBJECT: SUBMISSION ON THE PREFERRED PROJECT REPORT FOR THE YASS WIND
FARM

I refer to your letter of 7th December 2012 seeking Crown Lands comments on the preferred
project report for the above project.

Based on the information supplied by your office and the proponent I would advise the following
impacts on Crown roads by the project as outlined in the attached spreadsheet:

8. Items 4, 6, 7, 12, 16, 18, 19, 37, 38, 39 & 46 show turbines located on or very close to
crown roads. The proposed location cannot impact on road usage or it could be
considered a breach of Section 5(1) of the Roads Act 1993. In those circumstances there
are two options for the proponent:
a. Relocate the turbine such that the structure and blade overhang does not encroach

on to the road reserve;
b. Arrange for the adjoining landowners to close and purchase the roads in question if

they are no longer required for access.
9. If the proponent alters the location of the turbines referred to in 1. or any other turbine, the

changes should be bought to Crown Lands attention as soon as practicable to determine
the effect of the change.

10. Items 9, 23, 34 and 41 show the locations of two substation sites on or adjacent to crown
roads. The two options mentioned in 1 a. & b. apply to both substation sites.

11. Items 1, 2, 42, 43, 44 & 45 show the proposed overhead transmission line red option
crossing or running down Crown roads. The options to authorise these transmission line
routes are:
a. Arrange for the adjoin landowners to close and purchase the affected sections of

road;
b. Seek the concurrence of the local Council to transfer the roads to their control;
c. Place suitable easements over the affected sections of road with compensation to

be assessed in a manner that replicates the provisions of the Land Acquisition (Just
Terms Compensation) Act 1991 and the normal administration fee;

d. Via the grant of a licence under the Crown Lands Act 1989.
12. Items 22, 25, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, & 32 shows the proposed overhead transmission line

orange option crossing or running down Crown roads. The authorisations options shown 4
a., b., c. & d. above also apply to these sites.

13. Items 10 & 35 show adjacent and or crossing Crown roads. The authorisations options
shown 4 a., b., c. & d. above also apply to these sites.

14. The balance of the items in the schedule is crossings of Crown roads by internal wind
farm access tracks.

Closure of affected segments of Crown roads is Crown Lands preferred option. Any deviation
from this will require renegotiation with the Department.

PCU040961PCU040961



Recommendations:
If approved, the attached response is sent to Planning & Infrastructure NSW.

Report prepared by

John Flarrety
Group Leader, Goulburn

Phone: (02) 4824 3714
Dated 4th December 2012

23/01/13
Grant Marsden
Manager South West Area
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Mr Toby Philip 
NSW Department o f  Planning and Infrastructure 
GPO Box 39 
SYDNEY N S W  2001 

Dear M r  Philip 

II 1111Ja 

RE: Preferred Project Report for the Yass Valley Wind Farm (MP08_0246) 

Thank you for referring the Preferred Project Report (PPR) for the Yass Valley Wind Farm to 
the Department o f  Defence (Defence) for comment. Defence understands that the wind farm 
project will consist o f  a total o f  up to 148 wind turbines, at two sites known as `Coppabella' 
and `Marilba' located approximately 20-35km west o f  the town o f  Yass, NSW. 

Defence has seen an earlier iteration o f  this proposal, and has previously provided comments 
to the proponent. For your information this advice is at Attachment A. Defence is pleased 
that its comments have been acknowledged in the PPR submission, and overall, the 
Department o f  Defence has no concerns with the proposal at this time. 

Should you wish to discuss the content o f  this submission further please contact Mr  Tim 
Hogan on (02) 6266 8540 or email on Ipsi.directorategdefence.gov.au. 

Please also note that I have recently been appointed as the Director o f  External Land Planning 
and my contact address is provided in the signature block below. 

Yours sincerely 

Simone' Murray 
Director External Land Panning 
Department o f  Defence 
BP26-1-A052 
Brindbella Park 
CANBERRA ACT 2602 

March 2013 

Defending Australia and its National Interests 



Australian Government 

Department of Defence 
Defence Support Group 
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Mr Anthony Micallef 
Eupuron Pty Ltd 
Level 11, 75 Miller St 
North Sydney, NSW, 2060 

Dear Mr Micallef 

RE: PROPOSED `COPPABELLA' AND 'MARILBA' WIND FARMS WEST OF 
YASS, NSW 

Thank you for referring the abovementioned wind energy projects to the Department of 
Defence (Defence) for comment. Defence understands that these projects will be located 
at two sites known as `Coppabella' and `Marilba' located approximately 20-30km west of 
the town of  Yass, NSW. Defence further understands that the wind farm projects will 
consist of  a total of  90 wind turbines at Coppabella Wind Farm and 80 wind turbines at 
Marilba Wind Farm. 

As per your letter, Defence has performed its assessment based upon the wind turbines 
being situated atop 80m towers and using 105m diameter blades. The maximum height at 
the blade tip zenith will be up to 135m above ground level. As discussed in a phone call 
on 22 July 2008, Defence has also allowed for 1 wind monitoring mast at each site and 
associated works (including an electrical substation and overhead wiring to connect with 
the National Electricity Grid). 

Defence has assessed the proposal with respect to any impact on the safety of military 
flying operations and possible interference to Defence communications and radars. 

The proposed development will be outside any areas affected by the Defence (Areas 
Control) Regulations (DACR). The DACR control the height of objects (both man-made 
structures and vegetation) and the purpose for which they may be used within 
approximately 15Icm radius of Defence airfields. In addition, the proposal has been 
assessed as unlikely to affect existing Defence communications and radars in the region. 

However, it should be noted that tall structures present a hazard to flight safety for low 
level flying operations. Consequently, there is an ongoing need to obtain and maintain 
accurate information about tall structures so that risks associated with inadvertent collision 
by low flying aircraft can be reduced. RAAF Aeronautical Information Service (RAAF 
AIS) in Melbourne is responsible for recording the location and height of tall structures. 
The information is held in a central database managed by RAAF AIS and relates to the 
erection, extension or dismantling of tall structures the top measurement of which is: 

Defending Australia and its National interests 



a. 30 metres or more above ground level - within 30 kilometres of  an 
aerodrome; or 

b. 45 metres or more above ground level elsewhere. 

The proposed wind farm development will meet the above definition of tall structure. 
RAAF AIS has requested that the developer supply them with final design documentation 
before construction commences. After construction is complete, the Department of  Defence 
requests that the developer provide RAAF AIS with "as constructed" details. 

RAAF AIS has a web site with a Vertical Obstruction Report Form at 
wvvw.raafais.gov.au/obstr_form.htm which can be used to enter the location and height 
details of  tall structures. Any queries in regard to information about tall structures or the 
database should be directed to RAAF AIS. 

The Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) has produced an Advisory Circular, AC 139- 
18(0) Obstacle Marking and Lighting o f  Wind Farms dated July 2007, which provides 
amongst other things, guidance to proponents o f  wind farms. Wind turbines are tall 
structures which can be hazardous objects to aviation and AC 139-18(0) outlines measures 
on how to reduce the hazard including the use of obstacle marking and lighting. In 
accordance with the AC 139-18(0) CASA will need to be consulted on this proposal 
determination. 

Overall, the Depaament of Defence has no concerns with the Coppabella Wind Farm and 
the Marilba Wind Farm at this time. Should you wish to discuss the content of  this advice 
further, please contact Brenin Presswell, Executive Officer, Land Planning on (02) 6266 
8128 or by email at breninzesswell@defence.gov.au. 

Yours sincerely 

John Kerwan 
Director Land Planning & Spatial Information 
Department of  Defence 
BP3-1-A052 
Brindabella Park 
Canberra ACT 2600 

August 2008 

Cc. DSG - ACT/NSW 
RAAF AIS 
CASA 

Defending Australia and its National Interests 
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25 February 2013 
 
 
Dear Mr Osborne 
 

Re: Preferred Project Report for the Yass Valley Wind Farm (MP08_0246) 
 
I refer to your letter of 7 December 2012 forwarding the Preferred Project Report for the proposed Yass 
Valley Wind Farm (MP08_0246) (“the PPR”) and your invitation for the NSW Environment Protection 
Authority (“EPA”) to review the PPR and provide comment. 
 
As you are aware, large scale wind farms that have a capacity for generating more than 30 megawatts of 
electricity or that have been approved under certain provisions of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979 are likely to require a licence from the EPA in the near future. Specifically, the draft 
Protection of the Environment Operations Amendment (Wind Farms) Regulation 2012 proposes to amend 
Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 to require the operators of these 
large-scale wind farms to hold an Environment Protection Licence (“EPL”) for both the construction and 
operational phases. The EPA anticipates that the final Regulation will commence after March 2013. The 
proposed Yass Valley Wind Farm will likely be subject of these new licensing requirements.  If the project is 
approved, the proponent will need to make a separate application to the EPA to obtain an EPL and at this 
time, the EPA will liaise with the proponent regarding proposed licence conditions. 
 
Bearing in mind that the EPA has not historically been responsible for licensing wind farms or imposing 
limits on operational noise, we did not conduct a detailed review of the Noise Impact Assessment (“NIA”) in 
the Environmental Assessment during the public exhibition stage for this proposal during 2009. Our 
comments during the adequacy and public exhibition stages of the planning process (our letters of 10 June 
and 11 December 2009 respectively) related to biodiversity issues and not to the noise associated with the 
construction and operational phase of the proposed Yass Valley Wind Farm.  
 
The EPA has now reviewed the PPR and believes that it adequately addresses the issues raised in the 
public submissions.  We note however, that the NIA states that the final Wind Turbine Generator (“WTG”) 
make and model are to yet be determined. It is usual for conditions of any project approval to a) require 
noise impacts to be confirmed by remodelling once the actual WTG(s) to be constructed have been 
confirmed to confirm predicted levels, and b) require an on-ground compliance assessment once the as 
constructed WTG(s) commence operation. The EPA would support the imposition of these requirements by 
the Department of Planning & Infrastructure for this proposal. 

Neville Osborne 
Manager Energy Infrastructure Projects 
Department of Planning and Infrastructure 
GPO Box 39 
SYDNEY NSW 2001 
 
Attention: Toby Philp 
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The EPA has also conducted a brief review of the NIA dated April 2009 and notes that the NIA identifies 
marginal exceedences of the South Australian EPA Wind Farm Noise Guidelines (2003) background noise 
(LA90, 10 min) + 5dBA criterion for 2 non-involved receivers (by up to 3dBA), and of the World Health 
Organisation (“WHO”) Guidelines 45dBA criteria for 2 involved receivers (of up to 1.7dBA). We note that 
these exceedences were derived from the “worst-case scenario” WTG make and model. The EPA believes 
that the remodelling and on-ground compliance assessment mentioned above should enable the proponent 
to avoid these exceedences with the final WTG selection and turbine layout.   
 
With regard to the deletion, micro-siting and/or relocation of numerous WTGs as detailed in the PPR, the 
EPA is unclear whether the modification to the WTG layout will change noise impacts for receivers to the 
extent that either the SA EPA Guidelines (2003) base criterion of 35dBA, or background noise (LA90, 10 min) + 
5dBA, or the WHO Guidelines 45dBA criterion, are no longer complied with.  While it can be assumed that 
the deletion of certain WTGs will reduce noise impacts in some instances, the EPA is concerned that the 
PPR does not give consideration to potentially increased noise impacts as a result of the addition of viable 
WTG sites, particularly in the area north-west of the Coppabella Hills precinct. In this instance, the EPA 
understands that the distance to the closest WTG for non-involved receiver C37 may be reduced by 
approximately half, but no detail is given in the PPR as to the potential for increased noise impacts at this 
location. The EPA would expect that such a statement could be provided as part of the remodelling of the 
noise data in the NIA referred to above.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on this matter. Should you wish to discuss this matter 
further, please contact me Michael Heinze on 02 6229 7002. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
JULIAN THOMPSON 
Unit Head – South East Region 
NSW Environment Protection Authority 



Catchment Management 
Authority 
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Murrumbidgee 
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Dept. of Planning and Infrastructure 
Attn: Neville Osborne 
GPO Box 39 
Sydney, NSW 2001 

Dear Sir, 

RE: Preferred Project Report for the Yass Valley Wind Farm (MP08_0246) 

Thank you for your letter concerning the Preferred Project Report (PPR) for the Yass Valley 
Wind Farm dated 7 December 2012. 

The Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority (CMA) has reviewed the PPR for the 
Yass Valley Wind Farm, November 2012. 

The Murrumbidgee CMA concurs with the PPR that the revised Environmental Assessment 
will reduce residual impacts of the development on the existing environment. 

If you would like to discuss the process further, please don't hesitate to contact Janelle 
Jenkins in the Wagga office on 02 69323282 or ianelle.jenkinsAcma.nsw.gov.au. 

Yours sincerely 

rECI )hn Francis 
eneral Manager 
urrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority 

1 March 2013 
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Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority 
Level 1, 43-45 Johnston Street, Wagga Wagga NSW 2650 

PO Box 5224, Wagga Wagga, NSW 2650 
Tel: 02 6932 3232 Fax: 02 6932 3269 vvww.murrumbidgee.cma.nsw.gov. 
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NSW GOVERNMENT 

Office of 
Environment 
& Heritage 

Neville Osborne 
Manager Energy 
Infrastructure Projects 
Department of Planning and Infrastructure 
GPO Box 39 
SYDNEY NSW 2001 

Attention: Toby Philip 
4 March 2013 

Dear Mr Osborne 

Your reference : MP08_0246 
Our reference : DOC12/51399 
Contact : Virginia Thomas (02) 6229 7105 or 

Allison Treweek (02) 6229 7082 

II 111111J11 
RE: YASS VALLEY WIND FARM PREFERRED PROJECT REPORT (MP08_0246) 

111 
I refer to your letter dated 7 December 2012 in reference to the Preferred Project Report (PPR) 
for the Yass Valley Wind Farm. The Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) has reviewed the 
documentation available on the Department of Planning and Infrastructure's (DoPI) website. 

OEH notes that the proponent has addressed many of the issues raised in our submission of 
2010, including: recalculation of permanent loss of Box Gum Woodland Endangered Ecological 
Community (BGW EEC), mapping of the proposed transmission easement and provision of 
greater detail on hollow-bearing trees (HBTs) in the areas previously not mapped in the 
Environmental Assessment. 

However OEH continues to have concerns regarding some other issues raised in our 
submission or presented in the PPR and its accompanying Supplementary Ecological Report 
(SER), including the calculation of offset ratios, the clarification of conservation significance, the 
impacts on hollow-bearing trees and surveys for threatened species. Detailed comments are 
provided in Attachment A, together with OEH recommended conditions, for inclusion in the final 
project approval. 
OEH has also reviewed the Proposed Yass Valley Wind Farm Archaeological and Heritage 
Assessment Addendum — Transmission Line" report and provides comments on this report at 
Attachment B 
Please contact Virginia Thomas (02 6229 7105) or Allison Treweek (02 6229 7082) if you have 
any queries in relation to this matter. 

Yours sincerely 

€,& 1-/s //) 
ALLISON TREWEEK 
A/Manager Landscape and Aboriginal Heritage Protection Section 
Conservation and Regulation Division 
Office of Environment and Heritage 

e p a r t m e n t  of Planning 



Attachment A - OEH detailed Biodiversity comments on the PPR 

Turbine Placement and Numbering 
The differences in the numbering of the turbines in the PPR made it difficult to pinpoint individual 
turbines — turbine IDs mapped in the Supplementary Ecological Report (SER) and listed with 
coordinates in the table in Attachment 4 (numbered 1 to 148) were different to all the maps in the 
PPR and original EA (numbered COP 01 - COP 86 and MRL 01-MRL 70). This difference in 
numbering made it difficult to interpret the maps and the information supplied. 

Offset Proposal 
OEH acknowledges that Statement of Commitment (SoC) 21 states that the Offset Plan will be 
prepared in consultation with OEH, prior to construction. OEH fully supports this collaboration, 
and suggests this commitment be formalised in the conditions of consent, as below. However 
SoC 21 also states that the Offset Plan will be prepared in accordance with the offset strategy 
included as Appendix H of the SER. OEH is concerned with the following statements in that 
strategy "For a number of reasons, we propose not to calculate ratios using the Biometric 
Assessment Methodology, but rather to set ratios in advance, based on vegetation type, 
condition and habitat value." and "The proposed ratios below [table 7-3] have been developed 
based on our experience with the Biobanking calculator in similar vegetation types." 

OEH notes that both the BioBanking Assessment methodology and the Property Vegetation 
Plan developer would 'red-light' the EEC vegetation in good condition, meaning that it could not 
be cleared. These tools were developed by the then NSW government to remove ambiguity and 
subjectivity from the assessment process and provide tools that were based on standardised 
calculations. Accordingly, OEH believes that if a BioBanking assessment was completed for the 
site, Box-Gum Woodland with an overstorey would generate a 10:1 offset ratio, and Box-Gum 
Woodland derived grassland would generate a 5:1 offset ratio. OEH would be happy to 
reconsider this requirement if the proponent or their consultant can demonstrate that the use of 
the BioBanking methodology in each of these vegetation types would yield a different offset 
ratio. 

The use of comparisons (in the SER) with ratios derived from BioBanking assessments 
elsewhere is potentially inaccurate, as BioBanking assessments are designed to include site-specific 

condition of the vegetation. Some of the vegetation at the impact site is assessed to be 
in moderate-good or good condition. 

Conservation Values 
OEH seeks clarification of what constitutes the "vegetation of conservation significance" included 
in the calculations in Table 7-4 (Appendix H, p H-IV of SER). In particular, OEH seeks 
clarification of the terms: native pasture, BGW pasture, native grassland, BGW (native pasture), 
BGW (grassland), native dominated grassland and secondary grassland as used in this study — 
there are several inconsistencies in their use within the SER. For example, BGW derived 
grassland is referred to numerous times in the text, tables and maps as native pasture, yet in 
table 2-11 on p28 of the SER (also Table 7-1, Appendix F), native pasture and BGW pasture are 
listed separately (permanent losses of 68 and 23ha respectively). OEH also seeks clarification of 
whether the BGW derived grassland EEC is included in the figures in Table 2-13 on p 30, which 
states that the maximum impact area on BGW EEC vegetation is 37.8ha permanent and 9.3ha 
temporary loss. OEH requests the use of standard terminology in any further documentation 
from the proponent. 

In the original EA (p 137) the proponent states that native pasture equates to BGW derived 
grassland EEC. OEH also notes the statement in the original EA (p 137) that EEC status does 
not necessarily equate to high conservation value. It must be stressed that EEC vegetation is 
protected by legislation, even in low condition. 



OEH notes that the powerline easement has been realigned to avoid site 25 which was mapped 
as high constraint (Constraints Map 8 of 9). The survey details of the proposed realignment must 
also be supplied by the proponent, as it appears to pass through the same vegetation type and 
condition. 

Hollow-bearing trees (HBTs) 
The offset strategy states that the proposed offset ratios in Table 7-3 "apply only to areas of 
moderate and low constraint, as all high constraint areas would be excluded from impact (as per 
SoC 12)". 

The SER states: "Where hollow-bearing trees cannot be avoided, nest boxes would be installed 
to replace this resource. This measure is considered supplementary to offsets that would also 
take into account the removal of hollows." The original Marilba Hills Biodiversity Assessment 
(BA) states that HBT and mature paddock trees are in the high constraint class (Table 7-2, page 
71). However in the new assessment areas, HBT and mature paddock trees are in the moderate 
constraint class (Table 2-8 p24 of the SER). This is despite the following survey results in the 
SER: "Mature trees with Diameter at Breast height (DBH) greater than 60 centimetres are more 
prevalent within the new assessment areas than at those surveyed in the original Marilba 
Biodiversity Assessment. This may be because the majority of the additional development 
envelope consists of electricity transmission line and these are located across a range of 
landscape positions, not just focused on ridge lines and hilltops, as for turbines. Generally, one 
or more HBT was present at most survey sites. At site 19 and 13 (Appendix E.2 Maps 7 and 6; 
HE06 and HE08), the mean DBH was around 90 centimetres while at site 8 (Appendix E.2 Map 
1; HE12) the mean DBH was 80 centimetres. At these sites, trees with hollows bore multiple 
hollows at a range of sizes." 

OEH seeks clarification of why the loss of HBTs in the SER was classified as moderate 
constraint, in comparison to the Marilba Hills BA. OEH considers the removal of HBT to be a 
significant impact and all measures to avoid impacting upon HBT should be explored. 

The offset proposal for mitigating impacts on HBTs has not been stated, despite these findings 
of large mature paddock trees with multiple hollows. The removal of HBTs is considered a direct 
loss which requires approximately a 10:1 offset of equally sized trees with comparable hollows, it 
is not able to be offset by nest boxes. 

Threatened species 
OEH request that the Biodiversity Management Plan, committed to in SoC 23, be developed in 
consultation with OEH, and should incorporate the detailed survey requirements listed in OEH's 
submission to the EA (2010). For example: stag watch surveys of all HBTs with large hollows 
(equal to or greater than 30cm) that are to be removed; and monitoring surveys of Eastern 
Bentwing-bat during the maternity period. 

The Biodiversity Management Plan should be approved by the Director-General prior to the 
Offset Plan being developed for Yass Valley Wind Farm, and prior to commencement of 
construction. 

Recommended Conditions of Approval 
1. The proponent shall prepare a Biodiversity Management Plan in consultation with OEH, 

to the satisfaction of the Director-General. The proponent shall submit the Biodiversity 
Management Plan for approval prior to the preparation of an Offset Plan, and prior to 
commencement of construction. 

2. The proponent shall prepare an Offset Plan, to the satisfaction of the Director-General, to 
offset losses of and impacts to native vegetation including hollow-bearing trees on the 
site. The Offset Plan is to be developed in consultation with OEH, Murrumbidgee CMA, 



and Yass Valley Council. The proponent shall submit the Offset Plan for approval prior to 
the commencement of construction. 

3. Details of the offset package shall be submitted for the approval of the Director General 
prior to the commencement of construction. The package shall 
a) Describe how the offset will be guaranteed and monitored in perpetuity. 
b) Ensure that the vegetation communities, hollow-bearing trees and threatened species 

subject to loss of native vegetation are represented in the offset area 
c) Demonstrate how the offset ratio determined improves or maintains biodiversity 

values. Recommended offset ratios are included in Table 1. 
d) Include requirements for post-construction review to confirm the extent of clearing 

was commensurate with and not greater than predicted. If clearing is greater, then 
the package shall demonstrate how the offset was modified and increased to the 
value of the actual biodiversity loss. 

4. The areas of BGW EEC to be cleared shall be clearly defined. Areas of BGW EEC that 
are expected to be cleared (in the PPR) and recommended offsets are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 — BGW expected to be cleared and recommended offset 

Vegetation Type Area of loss Recommended 
offset ratio* 

Recommended offset 
area* 

Box-Gum Woodland 12.6 ha 10:1 126 ha 
Box-Gum Woodland 
(tree-less) 

22.96 ha (91ha if native pasture 
is also BGW EEC) 

5:1 114.8 ha (455ha if native 
pasture is also BGW EEC) 

Total 35.56 ha 240.8 ha (581 ha) 
*Unless varied in accordance with a BioBanking assessment within each of the vegetation types 



Yass  Valley Wind Farm — addendum report comments: 

OEH has undertaken a review of the report titled "Proposed Yass Valley Wind Farm 
Archaeological and Heritage Assessment Addendum — Transmission Line" (the Addendum 
report) prepared by New South Wales Archaeology Pty Ltd (dated September 2012) and 
provides the following comments: 

Whilst OEH is generally concerned with proposals to undertake further heritage assessment 
after Project design is completed, due to the reduced capacity to consider all Aboriginal heritage 
values up front and thereby allow for appropriate consideration of management measures prior 
to proposed impacts, OEH notes that the majority of the proposed Project area has been 
assessed and on the basis of previous survey information it is predicted that the additional 
turbine ridge would be of low archaeological and heritage significance. 

As such, OEH agrees with the recommendations within the Addendum report and supports the 
conduct of archaeological assessment of any additional areas, including the additional turbine 
ridge, so as to adequately consider the impacts to all Aboriginal heritage values prior to any 
construction activities. If any areas of significant Aboriginal objects or archaeological deposits 
are subsequently located during additional surveys OEH recommends a firm commitment be 
given to considering all available management measures, such as changing the project layout 
and avoiding of these significant areas if warranted. 

OEH notes the Addendum report recommendations also state that significant Aboriginal objects 
can occur anywhere in the landscape and, accordingly, they need to be identified and impact 
mitigation strategies implemented prior to impacts. OEH is therefore concerned as to how any 
new Aboriginal sites, that may be recorded as a result of any additional surveys required, will be 
adequately considered and managed within the Project after Project Approval has been issued. 
As such, OEH recommends clarification of the procedures to be followed be clearly documented 
in a Cultural Heritage Management Plan for the Project with a commitment made to addressing 
any management measures that may be recommended as part of the results of the additional 
surveys. 

With regard to Aboriginal community consultation; OEH notes that it appears only the Buru 
Ngunawal Aboriginal Corporation were involved in the field assessment and consultation for the 
Addendum report. OEH recommends a copy of the Addendum report be forwarded to the other 
Aboriginal stakeholders registered for the overall Yass Valley Wind Farm project for their 
information and comment, if this has not already occurred. 

In relation to the broader Yass Valley Wind Farm project, OEH continues to support the 
incorporation of the recommendations outlined within the report titled "Proposed Yass Valley 
Wind Farm Archaeological and Heritage Assessment" prepared by New South Wales 
Archaeology Pty Ltd (dated February 2009) as conditions of consent. Specifically, OEH 
supports the recommendation for the preparation and implementation of a Cultural Heritage 
Management Plan to document the procedures to be followed for managing impacts to 
Aboriginal cultural heritage values across the project area. 



Toby Philp - Yass Valley Wind Farm 

  
Toby  
 
Comment by Dept of Primary Industries below.  Will follow under formal DPI 
letterhead shortly.  
 
Comment by Agriculture NSW  
Agriculture NSW advise no issues in respect to agriculture matters.  
 
For further information please contact Wendy Goodburn, Resource 
Management Officer (Goulburn office) on 4828 6635 or at 
wendy.goodburn@industry.nsw.gov.au.  
 
 
Comment by Fisheries NSW  
Fisheries NSW advise no issues in respect to fisheries matters.  
 
For further information please contact Trevor Daly, Fisheries Conservation 
Manager (Batemans Bay office) on 4478 9103 or at 
trevor.daly@dpi.nsw.gov.au.  
 
Comment by NSW Office of Water  
NSW Office of Water make the following advices and recommended 
conditions, should the application be approved.  
(i)        Key changes to water legislation related to this project have taken 
place since the exhibition of the original Environmental Assessment in 2009. 
These include:  
o        Commencement of the Water Sharing Plan for the NSW Murray 
Darling Basin Fractured Rock Groundwater Sources  
o        Commencement of the Water Sharing Plan for the Murrumbidgee 
Unregulated and Alluvial Water Sources  
(ii)        The proponent will be required to adhere to the provisions of the above 
2 Water Sharing Plans where groundwater or surface water is being taken or 
intercepted. These plans can be accessed at: 
http://www.water.nsw.gov.au/Water-management/Water-sharing-plans/Plans-
commenced  
(iii)        Water extracted from Harvestable Rights Dams must be used on the 
property that the dam is located on. This needs to be considered when 
confirming any use of existing or new harvestable rights dams.  

From:    <wayne.jones@dpi.nsw.gov.au>
To:    <toby.philp@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date:    6/03/2013 10:36 AM
Subject:   Yass Valley Wind Farm
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The NSW Office of Water requests the following conditions be included in any 
determination issued for the project:  
 
1.        The proponent shall prepare a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan and Operational Water Management Plan in consultation 
with and to the satisfaction of the NSW Office of Water prior to 
commencement of activities.  
2.        The design of waterway crossings for access roads and cable 
installations, and any associated in-stream works is to be included within the 
Construction Environmental Management Plan. These designs are to be 
prepared in accordance with NSW Office of Water Guidelines for Controlled 
Activities on Waterfront Land (2012).  
3.        If rock anchoring is selected for wind tower foundations, a groundwater 
assessment is to be undertaken and endorsed prior to construction. The 
assessment is to assess the risk of impact on existing licensed groundwater 
users and groundwater dependent ecosystems and provide suitable mitigation 
measures. Any necessary licensing requirements under the Water 
Management Act 2000 will also need to be obtained.  
 
For further information please contact Tim Baker, Planning and Assessment 
Coordinator (Dubbo office) on 6841 7403, or at: 
Tim.Baker@water.nsw.gov.au.  
 
Comment by Crown Lands  
It is advised that Crown Lands has responded by separate letter direct to your 
Department.  
 
For further information please contact John Flarrety, Group Leader (Goulburn 
office) on 4824 3714, or at john.flarrety@lands.nsw.gov.au.  
 
 
Regards  
Wayne  
 
Wayne Jones | Administrative Officer 
Department of Primary Industries  
Level 6, 201 Elizabeth Street | Sydney NSW 2000  

T:02 8289 3933 | F:02 9286 3208| E: wayne.jones@industry.nsw.gov.au 

This message is intended for the addressee named and may contain confidential information.
If you are not the intended recipient, please delete it and notify the sender.
Views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender, and are not necessarily the views of their organisation.
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COUNCIL CHAMBERS  Administration (02) 6226 1477 

209 COMUR STREET
 

 Facsimile (02) 6226 2598 

YASS  NSW  2582
 

 Email council@yass.nsw.gov.au 

  Web: www.yassvalley.nsw.gov.au 
 
 
 

Your Reference:  Address all correspondence to: 
Our Reference: L.02.08.00 General Manager 
Document No:  Yass Valley Council 
Contact: Mr D J Rowe PO Box 6 
Phone: (02) 6226 1477 

 

YASS  NSW  2582 
    
21 March 2013 
 
 
Mr Neville Osborne 
Manager, Energy Infrastructure Projects 
Department of Planning and Infrastructure 
GPO Box 39 
Sydney NSW 2001 
 
 
 
Dear Mr Osborne 
 
I refer to your correspondence, dated 7 December 2012, regarding the Preferred Project Report (PPR) 
for the Yass Valley Wind Farm.  I thank you for the invitation to make a submission on the PPR, 
including advice on recommended conditions of approval. 
 
In Council's original submission to the Department on the Environmental Assessment of the Yass Valley 
Wind Farm (22 December 2009), there were three issues which Council considered deficient, namely:  
 
• Traffic and access arrangements; 
• Lack of contribution to a Community Enhancement Fund; and, 
• Community and Council communication. 
 
While the PPR has considered and responded to the issues raised by submissions on the Yass Valley 
Wind Farm Environmental Assessment, Yass Valley Council strongly recommends that the Department 
requires the Proponent to complete a more detailed Traffic Impact Study in consultation with the 
relevant authorities, including Yass Valley Council, prior to commencement of construction.  A more 
detailed Traffic Impact Study would address the following specific issues: 
 
• Assess the potential impacts of traffic on the road network and as a result, ensure that the 

condition of the subject roads and road user safety are not compromised. 
• Undertake a detailed review of safety on all proposed roads to identify potential hazards 

along the length of each road. 
• Undertake a structural assessment of the existing pavements and where these pavements are 

found to be substandard, improvement works should be undertaken to bring them up to the 
required standard.  This should be done using scientific investigative techniques and the 
Austroads Pavement Design Guide to determine an adequate pavement thickness.  Council's 
Road Standards Policy RD-POL-09 (attached) specifies a design traffic loading of 1x105 ESA’s 
for roads with an AADT of 51-200 vehicles per day and this is considered appropriate for these 
roads given the existing and predicted traffic volumes. 

• Review the standard of all unsealed roads planned for use in the proposed development, and 
upgrade in accordance with RD-POL-09. 

• Undertake a structural assessment of all bridges and major drainage structures along the 
proposed routes to be used for construction.  Where the structural capacity of the bridges is 
found to be inadequate, load limits will be put in place unless the developer is willing to 
undertake improvement works to increase the capacity of the bridges.  Any damage cause by 
construction traffic to bridges or drainage structures should be repaired by the developer to 
Council’s satisfaction. 
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• Adequately address the location and standard of the proposed access points off the road 
network, and comply with the sight distance requirements of Table 3.2 of “Austroads Guide to 
Road Design – Part 4A: Unsignalised and Signalised Intersections”, and be designed and 
constructed in accordance with the requirements of Austroads Guide to Road Design. 

• Review the controls for safety and asset protection impacts.  Yass Valley Council recommends 
that significant improvement works are required as the primary safety and asset protection 
control measure, with a Traffic Management Plan used to complement these works to further 
improve safety. 

 
In summary, it is considered that the proposed development will have a detrimental impact on 
Council’s road network.  Given that Council is not the consent authority, it is important that these 
issues are considered and that the developer undertakes all necessary works to ensure that the road 
network is able to cope with the demands of the increased traffic load and public safety is not 
compromised.  
 
Council is also of the opinion that it should not be left with a future liability as a result of the proposed 
development and it is not considered appropriate to merely repair defects that appear during the 
construction period as this will not address the underlying deterioration of the roads. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
David Rowe 
General Manager 
 
Encl: 

• RD-POL-09 – Road Standards Policy 
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