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l-Australian Government

Department of Defence
Defence Support Group

PCUOO1424

¿004t1044160/6
LPSVOUT/2009t240

Mr Neville Osbome
feam Leader- Energy &'Water
NSW Department of Planning
Bridge Street Office
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2OO1

Dear Mr Osborne

RE: YASS WIND FARM (MP08_0246) -ENVIRONÌ\{ENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA) EXHTBITION

Thank you for referring the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Yass Wind Farm to the
Department of Defence (Defence) for comment. Defence understands that the wind farm
project will consist of a total of up to 152 wind turbines, at two sites known as 'Coppabella'
and 'Marilba' located approximately 20-35km west of the town of yass, NSW.

Defence has seen an earlier iteration of 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 EA submission, and orn"rall, the
Department of Defence has no concerns with the proposal at this time.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide input. Should you wish to discuss the content
of this letter further, please contact Jim Ponton, Executive Officer, Land Use Planning on (02)
6266 8186 or by ernail at jim.ponton@defence.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

@,i-^
John Kerwan
Director Land Planning &, Spatial Infonnation
Depadment of Defence
BP3-1-A0s2
Brindabella Park
Canbema ACT 2600

/c' D"""-ber 2009
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ATTACHMENT A

Australian Government

Ðcpartrnent of Defence
Defence Support Group

2004n044160/3
LPSVOUT/2008t110

Mr Anthony Mìcallef
Eupuron Pty Ltd
Level 17,75 Miller St
North Sydney, NSW,2060

Dear Mr Micallef

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

Thank you for refeu-ing the abovementioned wind energy projects to the Deparhnent of
Defence (Defence) for comment. Defence understands that these projects will be located
at two sites known as 'Coppabella' and 'Marilba' Iocated 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 furbines at Coppabella Wind Farm ancl 80 wind nr¡bines at
Marilba Wind Farm.

As per your letter, Defence has perfonned its assessment based upon the wind rurbines
being situated atop 80m towers and using 105m diameter blades. The maximurn height at
the blade tip zenith will be up to 135nr above grouncl level. As discussed in a phone call
ott 22 July 2008, Defènce has also allowecl tbr 1 wind monitoring urast at each site and
associated works (including an electrical substation and overhead wiring to cormect with
the National Electricity Grid).

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

The proposed development will be outside any areas affeotecl by the Defence (Areas

,Control) Regulations (DACR). The DACR control the height of objects þoth man-made
struclures and vegetation) and the purpose for which they may be r¡sed within
approxirnately 15krn radius of Defence airfields. In addition, the proposal has been

assessed as unlikely to affect existing Defence c¡nlmunications 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 infclrmation about tall sfiuctures so that risks associated with inadvettent collision
by low flying aircraft can be reduced. RAAF Aeronautical Information Service (RAAF
AIS) in ¡/slþ¡r.rrne is responsit'le for recording the location and height of tall structures.
The information is held in a cenkal database managed by RAAF AIS and relates to the

erection, extension or disma¡tling of tall structures the top measurement of which is:

Detending Ausltalia and ils Nalional lnleresls



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

b. 45 metres or more above ground level elsewhere.

The proposed wind farm clevelopment 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 conshucted" cletails.

RAAF AIS has a rveb site with a Vertical Obstruction Report Form at
qnura@whichcanbeusedtoerrtertlre1ocationandheight
details of tall structures. Any queries in regard to information abor¡t tall structures or the
database should be directed to RAAF AIS.

The Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) has producecl an Advisory Circular, AC 139-
l8(0) Ob,stacle Marking and Lighting of lYind Farms dated July 2007, which provides
amongst other things, guidance to proponents of wind farrns. 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
cletennination.

Ovetall, the Department of Defence has no concerns with the Coppabella Wind Farm and
the Marilba Wind Farm at this time. Should you rvish to discuss the content of this advice
further, please contact Brenin Pressvøell, Executivc Officer, Land Planning on (02) 6266
8 1 2 8 or by em ail at bren i n. p_re.g $_r_v.ç11(ddgfence,gqj, au.

Yours sincerely

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

¡f Rugust 2008

Cc. DSG - ACT/|¡SW
RAAF AIS
CASA

Defend¡ng Austnl¡a and ¡ts Nal¡onal lnlercsls
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Department of Environment and Conservation NSW

ïeam Leader - Energy and Water
Major I nfrastructu re Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001
Attention: Neville Osborne

Dear Mr Osborne

Re Yass Valley Wind Farm - Yass Valley and Harden Local Government Areas (MP
08*0246)

I refer to the Department of Planning (DoP) letter received 11 November 2009, requestíng
submissions from the Deparlment of Environment, Climate Ghange and Water (DECCW) on the
above major project and associated Environmental Assessment (EA).

DECCW provided an adequacy assessment to DoP on the Yass Valley Wind farm proposal
(DOC09122462) on 10 June 2009. While some significant changes have been made to the
submitted EA, a number of issues that were raised in previous correspondence have not been
addressed. These have therefore been included within this response.

Aborioinal ral Heritaoe

DECCW has reviewed the report titled "Proposed Yass Valley Wind Farm Archaeologicat and
Heritage Assessmenf' prepared by Julie Dibden for NGH Environmental on behalf of Epuron and
agrees with the archaeologist's recommendations and the Statement of Commitments and request
they be a condition of consent,

DECCW has identified that the report does not discuss of any transmission easement that will be
required to link the Copperbella and Marifba Precincts. The proponent should be advised that
these easements will also require Aboriginal Cultural Heritage assessment.

Biodiversitv

ln assessing biodiversity assessments provided with part 3A major projects, DECCW, applies the
NSW Department of Planning Draft Part 34 Assessment Guidelines. These guidelines indicate
that developments should improve or maintain biodiversity values. The following comments are
therefore provided with the aim of achievíng an "improve or maintain" outcome for the proposal.

lmpact on the Endangered Ecological Gommunity, Yellow Box Gum Woodland

The report indicates that approximately 81 hectares of White Box Yellow Box Blakely's Red Gum
Woodland (BGW) (Marilba Envíronmenfal Assessment, p79 and Coppabella Hills Environmental
,Assessment, p126) will be removed or impacted by the development. This level of impact is
considered significant for an Endangered Ecological Community which is State and, in some
cases, Commonwealth listed.

PO Box 733 Queanbeyan NSW 2620
l1 FarrerPlace Queanbeyan NSW
Tel: (o2) 62297000 Far (02) 62297001
ABN 30 841 387 271
www.environment. nsw.gov.au
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DECCW recommends that turbines and associated infrastructure be reduced and/or realigned to
decrease the impact of the development on this community.

DECCW recommends the relocation of disturbance to avoid areas of BGW, especially those in
moderate to good condition in accordance with the NSW Department of Planning Draft Part 3A
Assessment Guidelines. These guidelines indicate that developments should improve or maintain
biodiversity values, ie there is no net impact on threatened species, communities or native
vegetation. lf this level of impact remains, then the offset requirements will be significant as
detailed in the Biodiversity Offsets section below.

Due to the need for clearing and routine vegetation maintenance, transmission easements are
considered to be a permanent habitat loss in Box Gum Woodland, and do not met the criteria of
"rnaintain or improve". The proponent states IhaI 12 hectares of BGW will be permanently
impacted by the proposal, however DECCW considers transmission easements proposed in BGW
(with trees) to be a permanent loss, not a modification as reported. Transmission easements
require total tree removal and regular maintenance and therefore a complete loss of arboreal
habitat. Taking this into consideration, the proponent is advised to re-calculate thê permanent
Ioss of BGW.

Transition easements that traverse Box Gum Woodland derived grassland are likely to met the
criteria of "maintain and improve" (with management), and therefore may not be considered as an
area with permanent habitat loss.

The NSW Department of Planning Draft Part 3A Threatened Species Assessment Guidelines
indicate in Step 4 the requirements for developments to avoid, mitigate, and as a last resort offset
the impacts of the development on biodiversity values. The impacts from the proposed
development are unable to meet an "improve or maintain" outcome. The two NSW government
endorsed tools (the PVP Developer and Biobanking Credit Calculator) used to assess an
"improve" or "maintain" environmental outcome resulting from a development proposal do not
allow BGW in moderate to good condition to be cleared; i.e. they are red flagged. A red flag in
either of these tools indicates that the species or community is unable to withstand further loss of
habitat or individuals. lf the BGW is in low condition, then these tools will allow an offset for this
community at approximately a 10:1 offset ratio.

The EA inappropriately quantifies the revegetation of BGW after decommissioning (30 years) as a
"zero" net loss in BGW. DECCW does not agree with this philosophy, because of the high
potential to lose genetic diversity, limited rehabilitation success and that the time taken to
reproduce current vales from seed will be far greater then 30 years. Also, there is a possibility the
wind farm will be recommissioned rather then decommissioned after the current 30 year cycle.
DECCW consider's the area set out for revegetation after decommissioning to be a direct loss of
BGW.

DECCW has concerns that the EA does not quantify the BGW condition in accordance with the
existing government endorsed tools (PVP Developer and Biobanking Credit Calculator). Low-
condition vegetation is where the native over-storey percentage of foliage cover is less than 25o/o

of the lower value of over-storey percentage of foliage cover benchmark for that vegetation type,
and less than 50% of ground cover vegetation is indigenous species, or more than 90% of ground
cover vegetation is cleared. Vegetation that does not meet Low-condition is considered to be
Moderate-Good. lt is likely that a high percentage of BGW within the DE meets moderate-good
standard and that pasture meets Low-condition BGW. lf the proposal seeks to oflset the impact to
BGW, the vegetation data should comply with endorsed methodology. The vegetation benchmark
database and relevant offset material is available under the Biobanking assessment tools at
www.environment.nsw.qov.au,
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DECCW requests DoP issue a condit¡on of consent for the proponent to classify permanent loss of
trGW in accordance with the above advice and that the community is classified as per the two
DECCW recognised tools (listed above) prior to submitting an offset þroposal.

Eiodiversity Offsets

Linked with the loss of the BGW is the requirement for appropriate offsets to support the principles
of maintain and improve. Offset areas are required to be managed for their conservation values in
perpetuity. As detailed above, the tools DECCW use to calculate offset ratio's calculate that a
l0:1 offset ratio is required for BGW that is in low condition, as defined above. DECCW have
provided this advice so that Epuron can balance the cost of the wind farm options with the
potential requirements for offsetting impacts.

DÈCCW acknowledges the offsets will be based on the net loss of existing habitat caused by the
proposal, for example; turbine footings, new roads, widening existing roads, and transmission
easements. DECCW staff will be happy to review the appropriateness of any offset proposals that
Epuron develop, prior to submitting a final tender.

Habitat Trees

DECCW considers that the level of habitat tree assessment and data provided and the amount of
survey is inadequate as it does not meet the DGEAR's for the Barking Owl, Gang Gang Cockatoo,
Squirrel Glider and threatened microchiropteran bat species that have the potential to occur on the
subject site.

Hollow Bearing Trees (HBTs) on site potentially provide suitable habitat for the specíes listed
above. DECCW recognise that HBTs have been generally mapped however, the EA does not
map HBTs according to hollow size within the proposed development envelope. lt is
recommended that the HBTs, especially those to be removed, are quantified for the potential
habitat they may provide for the above threatened entities and stag-watched, for a period
consistent with the DEccw rhreatened species Assessment Guidelines.

HBT's have not been mapped within the proposed transmission easement linking Copperbella and
Marilba Hills precincts. DECCW requires an assessment of HBTs through this easement. The
assessment should be quantified as explained above and be submitted to DECCW prior to
submitting an offset tender so any previously unidentified threatened species matters can be
considered.

DECCW request the HBT issues mentioned above are included as a condition of consent.

Transmission Easement between Copperbella and Marilba Hills

The EA does not map vegetation type, survey locations, hollow bearing trees or constraints for the
transmission easement between Copperbella and Marilba Hills. Without this data the
environmental impact of the proposal cannot be assessed, nor can offsets be determined. The
environmental impact through this area is considered inadequate and needs to be address in the
soc.

Bush Stone-Gurlew

This species inhabits open forests and woodlands with a sparse grassy ground layer and fallen
tímber in a variety of locations across the state. A high number of inland records exist within BGW
situated along or within close proximity to dry creek beds and drainage lines. This species was
recently recorded within the Burrinjuck area. The subject site is within its known distribution and
therefore, DECCW considers both precincts to contain suitable habitat for this species.
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pECCW requests a SOC to undertake addition nocturnal call playback surveys and diurnal
gearches of habitat for this species immediately prior to clearing. The species protection and
úitigation measures duríng the construction phase are to be implemented via the CEMP.

9tatement of Gommitments

DECCW considers that the wording of some of the Statement of Commitments to be inadequate
for the protection of biodiversity values during construction and operation of the wind farm;

. SOC 12. Despite a commitment to avoid all high constraint areas, the proposal will impact
a number of these across both precincts. The proposal should be avoid turbines and
roads in these areas.

. SOC 14. The removal of HBTs is considered a direct loss and is not able to be offset by
nest boxes.

. SOC - 18. The proposal can not avoid areas of potential habitat for species listed in soc 18
nor will it avoid removing habitat trees within the two precincts, therefore additional survey
will be required.

o SOC 20. A buffer of 30m from the tree drip-line is to be established in sensitive areas
identified in the BA. Ihe buffer should be marked or a temporary fence on the ground to
clearly outline the exclusion zone. For transparency, a definition of sensitive areas should
be added to the statement of commitments.

. SOC 21. DECCW stipulate the offsets wíll be based on the loss of existing habitat caused
by the proposal, for example; turbine footings, new roads, widening existing roads, and
transmission easements. The proponent will need to balance the cost of the wind farm
options with the potential requirements for offsetting impacts with this is mind. DECCW
staff will be happy to review the appropriateness of any offset proposals that Epuron
develop, prior to submitting a final tender.

Coppabella Hills Precinct - Development Layout

DECCW considers the environmental impact within cluster 10 & 7b to be significant. Turbine or
infrastructure that dissects areas of high conservation value should be withdrawn from the
proposal. Commitments to micro-site turbines within these areas are unsatisfactory and do not
provide certainty for avoiding disturbance to intact BGW, known Yass Daisy populations and
threatened woodland bird habítat. The access tracks between cluster 10 and 11 will dissect
biodiversity constrained areas. lt is advised that the proponent remove this from the proposal and
identify alternative access to cluster 1 1.

Two species of Microchiropteran bat have been identified within the EA has being at a high risk to
blade strike, these are Eastern Bentwing Bat and the Yellow-bellied Sheath{ailed Bat. These
species commonly forage along ridge tops, through road ways and around the fringes of remanent
vegetation. lt is considered that the turbines positioned within or close to woodland will encourage
foraging and therefore increase the potential for blade strike. DECCW considers that the
proposal should be modified by reducing turbines in these highly constrained areas.

Squirrel Glider (Petaurus nortolcensis)

Although fragmented and disturbed, the site is considered to contain suitable habitat for the
Squirrel Glider. DECCW consider that the combination of 3 spotlight surveys and 30 trap nights
for arboreal animals across more than 300ha of habita d does not comply to the
DEC 2004 Threatened Species Survey & Assessment e'¡el of arboreal Elliott
trapping is unclear, table (8.1) and survey effod summary 6.1 the report do not match. Ïable 6.1

states 10 traps were set however 8.1 lists only 5 tree Elliott trap locations. ln addition, no
stagwatch surveys have been undertaken to determine if hollow bearing trees proposed for
rernoval contain den sites for this species. Sampling effort per stratification unit must equate to at
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least 100 arboreal trap nights. The DEC 2004Threatened Species Survey & Assessment
Guidelines recommended approach involves 25 traps placed for four nights.

PECCW request a consent condition that requires arboreal Elliott trap surveys prior to submitting
ârr offset proposal.

Earking Owl (/Vinox connivensl

The EA has identified suitable habitat for thís species within the subject site. Although discussed
generally within the text, the EA does not map potential breeding sites as per the DGEARs. No
stag-watching of large hollows has been undertaken within the known breeding season. The EA
does not map hollow bearing trees (HBTs)according to hollow size, and therefore DECCW is
unable to determine if HBTs likely to be impacted by the development contain breeding habitat for
the Barking Owl. DECCW considers that 3 consecutive nights survey in September are

. inadequate for making a determination regarding impact on this species. DEC 2004 Threatened
Species Survey & Assessment Guidelines suggest a mínium of 5 visits per site and recommend
survey within the known breeding period. The DGEARs also suggest 1 nocturnal survey per 100
ha. The survey effort does not comply with the DGEAR's or DECCW survey guidelines.

DECCW request a consent condition to undertake stag watch surveys of all HBTs with large
hollows (equal to or greater then 30cm) to be removed prior to submitting an offset proposal.

Striped Legless Lizard (Delma impar)

The EA describes the habitat for this species as degraded by long term heavy grazing with sites
dominated by exotic forbs and grasses. Striped Legless Lizards are known to occupy habitat of
this quality within the Yass area, and therefore DECCW is concerned that the species has not

, been adequately addressed within the proposal. DGEAR's required pitfall, funnel trap surveys, or
roof tile surveys. DECCW considers that the proponent has not adequately addressed the
potential for this species to be present within the development footprint.

DECCW acknowledges that the majority of impacts on fossorial or semi-fossorial reptiles will occur
during the construction phase of the project. lf the proponent accepts the potential for the species
to be present within the development envelope, then the species could be addressed through
suitable entries in the statement of commitments. DECCW would expect that such a statement
would include a search of habitat immediately prior to clearing, management of open trenches with
regular reptile recovery and a plan of what to do with any individuals recovered.

Eastern Bentw i n g-bat (M i n i o pte r u s s ch rei b e rs i i o cea n e n s i sl

Although this species was not detected during survey, the Coppabella Hills site is considered to
contain suitable foraging habitat for the Eastern Bentwing-bat (EBB). Anabat surveys for this
species were undertaken in March 2007 (2 all night surveys), September 200S (3 all night
surveys) and January 2009 (2 all night surveys). The EA states that cold weather over 2 of the 3
survey nights in September may have reduced bat activity. lt is considered that the sample size is
too small to identify patterns in the species movement or use of the site or quantify the wind farm's
potential impact on EBB that may forage on the site while using the maternity colony at Church
Cave.

DECCW request a consent condition to undertake monitoring surveys during the maternity period
to record the presence of the Eastern Bentwing Bat. Surveys be undertaken prior to and during
construction and should form part of the ongoing monitoring surveys during the operational phase
of the proposal. lt is also requested that the proposed survey methodology is discussed with
DECCW prior to surveys.
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Êtrrrinjuck Orchid

Slrveys undertaken for this species during September and November are considered
þ€cause they are likely to have missed the known flowering period in October. DECCW agrees
with the EA in that, further survey within the DE (Development Envelope) is required during
October.

Marilba Hills Precinct -Development footprint

Cluster 4b

DECCW considers the environmental i 4atobes ignificant. or

cro-site within this area are u
ce to intact BGW, known Yass Daisy and threatened woodland bird habitat.

fwo species of Microchiropteran bat have been identified within the report has being at a high risk
to blade strike, these are Eastern Bentwing Bat and the Yellow-bellied Sheath{ailed Bat. These
species commonly forage along ridge tops, through road ways and around the fringes of remanent
vegetation. lt is considered that the turbines positioned within or close to woodland will encourage
foraging and therefore increase the potential for blade strike.

DECCW considers the above impacts to be significant and therefore requests that turbines and
associated infrastructure are modified to reduce turbines in this highly constrained area.

Barking Owl (lVinox connivens)

The EA has hab for this species within the subject site.
The Fauna methodology states nocturnal surveys were

u ndertaken by 2 people on the l9l2}08 and 181912008for 14 and 20 person minutes (Table 2,
Appendix B, fauna survey data summary). This contradicts the survey effort discussed in Tabfe
6.1 (Fauna survey effort), where Powe¡ful Owl, Masked Owl, Barking Owl and Squirrel glider calls
were played for 2.5-5 minutes followed by an additional ten minute listening period.

Call playback surveys can not be counted in person minutes, they are depended on the number of
broadcasts not people present. Call playback survey periods of 7 minutes and 10 minutes per
night (17 & 181912008) are dreadful and are considered worthless as they provide a fleeting
observation of nocturnal activity. These surveys are unlikely to give a true reflection of this
species' presence.

DEC 2004 Threatened Species Survey & Assessment Guidelines suggest a minium of 5 visits per
site and recommend survey within the known breeding period. The guidelines also suggest; af
each call playback site an initial listening period of 10 to 15 minutes should be undertaken,
followed by a spotlight search for 10 minutes to detect any animal in the immediate vicinity. The
calls of each targef species should then be played intermittently for 5 minutes, followed
by a 1}-minute listening period. After all the calls have been played, another 10 minutes of
spotlighting and listening must be conducted in the vícinity to check for birds that are attracted by
the calls but are not vocalisrng. The DGEARs also suggest 1 nocturnal survey per 100 ha, The
suryey effort does not comply with the DGEAR's or DECCW survey guidelines.

DECCW request a consent conditÍon that requires the proponent to undertake stag watch surveys
of all HBTs with large hollows (equal to or greater then 30cm) to be removed prior to submitting an
offset proposal.

Striped Legless Lizard (Delma impar)
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-The 
EA describes the habitat for this species as degraded by long term heavy grazing with sites

dominated by exotic forbs and grasses. Striped Legless Lizards are known to occupy habitat of
this quality within the Yass area, and therefore DECCW is concerned that the gpecies has not.
been adequately addressed within the proposaP. DGEAR's required pitfall, funnel trap surveys, or
roof tile surveys. DECCW considers that the proponent has not adequately addressed the
potential for this species to be present within the development footprint.

DECCW acknowledges that the majority of impacts on fossorial or semi-fossorial reptiles will occur
during the construction phase of the project. Therefore, should the proponent wish to request a
rnodification of the DGEAR's, that accepts the potential for the species to be present within the
development envelope, then the species could be addressed through suitable entries in the
statement of commitments. DECCW would expect that such a statement would include a search
of habitat immediately prior to clearing, management of open trenches with regular reptile
recovery and a plan of what to do with any individuals recovered.

Easte rn Be ntw i n g-bat (M i n i o pteru s s ch rei b e rsrï oceanensis)

The Marilba Hills site contains foraging habitat for the EBB. This species was recorded on site
during surveys in September 2008. Anabat surveys for this species were undertaken in
September 2008 (3 all níght surveys) and January 20Og (2 nights all night), The EA states that
cold weather over 2 of the 3 survey nights in September may have reduced bat activity. lt is
considered that the sample size is too small to quantify the wind farm's likely impact on the EBB at
this site.

DECCW request a consent condition to undertake monitoring surveys during the maternity period
to record the presence of the Eastern Bentwing Bat. Surveys be undertaken prior to and during
construction and should form part of the ongoing monitoring surveys during the operational phase
of the proposal. The proposed survey methodology should be discussed with DECCW prior to
surveys being undertaken.

Burrinjuck Orchid

Surveys undertaken for this species during September and November are consider dequate¡
because they are likely to have missed the known flowering period in October. DE agrees
with the EA in that, further survey within the DE (Development Envelope) is required during
October.

Yass Daisy

The Yass Daisy is as a State and Commonwealth listed threatened species. Any loss of
threatened species and/or their habitat needs to be assessed against the criteria of improve or
maintain as detailed in the DGEARS. DECCW has therefore assessed the development in areas
known to contain Yass Daisy populations and concluded that the assessment is inadequate
because the proposed access track and underground cabling within cluster 4b does not meet the

- "ilr "maintain" test as applied in NSW. DECCW considers the data within the EA
I ina s the number of individual plants to be removed during construction is not stated.

DECCW requires this specific survey data to accurately assess the proposed impacts to individual
threatened species. DECCW does not support the proposed disturbance that crosses through
core habitat for this species.

ln addition to the SOC made by the proponent, DECCW request DoP make the following points
conditions of consent;

. All proposed impacts are to be submitted and assessed by DECCW prior to submitting an
offset proposal.

. Additional surveys in accordance with DECCW adequacy review and this correspondence.
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Additionalflora, fauna and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage surveys are required within the
transmission easement linking the two precincts prior to submitting an offset proposal.
The proponent to undertake monitoring surveys during the maternity period to record the
presence of the Eastern Bentwing Bat. Surveys be undertaken prior to and during
construction and should form part of the ongoing monitoring surveys during the operational
phase of the proposal. The proposed survey methodology should be discussed with
DECCW prior to surveys being undertaken.
Prior to submitting an offset tender, BGW will be classified in accordance with the two
NSW government endorsed tools (the PVP Developer and Biobanking Credit Calculator)
used to assess an "improve" or "maintain" environmental outcomes.

a

Please contact Mathew Makeham, Biodiversíty Conservation Officer on 62297002 in regard to
obtaining further input on this matter from DECCW.

ards

( Qo.,.o':t tff lz f
JONES

c1
DR SANDRA
Head Operation Unit South-east Region
Environment Protection and Requlation

Reference: DEC, 2004, Threatened Species Survey and Assessment: Guidelines for developments and
aclivities (working draft), New South Wales Deparlment of Environment and Conservation,
Hurstville, NSW.
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Contac!: Sharon Langman
Quote Reference:
Your Reference:

14 December 2009

Mr Neville Osborne
Major lnfrastructure and Assessments
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2OO{

Dear Mr Osborne

YASS WIND FARM PROPOSAL - COPPABELLA HILLS

I refer to tha above development application, which is currently on public exhibition,
On behalf of Council I raise the following issues for consideration and resolution
during the assessment process.

Water Resources

The documentation indicates that the water required for the establishment of the
infrastructure will most 'probably' be drawn from Burrinjuck. Council has sorne
concerns with the uncertainty of this statement as there is no indication that if the
water is not drawn from Burrinjuck Dam where it will in fact be drawn from, lf the
water is to be drawn from other licensed ground watersources, i.e, bores, or drawn
directly from the Murrumbidgee River or Jugiong Creek system, what are the
consequential impacts upon the water availability for agricultúral and potable water
supplies,

Decommissioning

Council would like assurances that conditions and checks are in place to ensure that
when the life of the turbines are exhausted there is sufficient funds and authority for
the towers and turbines to be removed, the area rehabilitated and that the community
of the day does not bear the cost of such removal.

Gommunity Funds

The proponents, Epuron, have had discussions with both Yass and Harden Councils
in relation to the establishment of a Community Fund along a similar vein to the
contributions paid by developers pursuant to Section g4 of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act, 1979. ln discussions to date the proponents have
indicated that they are willing to contribute to the betterrnent of the community that is
likely to be impacted by the proposed Wind Farm; that community within the Harden
Shire being Jugiong. lt is noted however that there are no details in the
documentation regarding the establishment or operation of such a fund, nor is there
any monetary value attached.

G:\Enviro Services\DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS\Yass Wind Farm\Council Submission,doc

PO Box 110
3 East Street

HARDEN NSW 2587

Tel 02 638ô 2305
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Council believes that the most appropriate way to gain actual betterment for the
community and landholders impacted by the proposal is for the proponents to enter
into an agreement with Council and the community regarding the most appropriate
form of operation of such a fund. As the village of Jugiong will be impacted, Council
has several suggestions for projects the proponent may wish to consider:

Upgrading of the Jugiong Swimming Pool facilities and filter system

$350,000;

Greening of Jugiong entrances and surrounds by way of progressive
inappropriate tree removal and replacement ($20,000 per year for 25
years) $500,000;

Recreation ground upgrades to make this facility RV and environmentally
friendly, including interpretative data display for the Wind Farm, black
water dump point, solar power septic system, showers, toilets and BBQ

$325,000

Business incubator centre for the village of Jugiong which may include
purchase of tand and construction of building $500'000;

Greening plan for the Harden Shire consistent with the objectives of the
Murrumbidgee Catchment Action Plan $450,000

Riparian area rehabilitation for Jugiong Creek and the Murrumbidgee
River ($20,000 per year for 15 years) $375,000

Total $2,5oo,ooo

Alternatively Council suggests that the proponent pay 1o/o of the cost of development,
estimated to be $2.58m over the life of the project towards the progressive
betterment of the Jugiong community' ($2.58 calculated on a cost of $3million per

turbine x 86 turbines in the Harden Shire area). Should the proponent accept such a
proposal Council suggests that a model similar to that operating between Harden and
Binalong Landcare Groups and Boral as a result of the lime kiln approval be adopted
in this instance,

Council that this amount is not unreasonable given that it equates to $1,162

a

a

a

a

o

a

per
with

per year of the 25 year life expectancy, This amount is commensurate
amount paid per turbine for the Cullerin Wind Project.

sincerely

Max
GENERAL MANAGER

G:\Enviro Services\DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS\Yass Wind Farm\Council Submission.doc



@

tr1

NSW
C()VERNMENT

lndustry &
lnvestment

ouT09/16262

Ms Dinuka McKenzie
Major I nfrastructure Assessments
NSW Department of Planning
PO Box K220
Haymarket NSW 1240

Dear Ms McKenzie

Re: Yass Wind Farm (MP08_0246) - Environmental Assessment (EA) Exhibition

Thank you for your letter dated 11 November 2009 notifying lndustry & lnvestment NSW (l&l
NSW) of the public exhibition of the Yass Wind Farm Environmental Assessment. l&l NSW
welcome the opportunity to comments on the exhibited documents.

This is a coordinated response from the Mineral Resources, Agriculture and Fisheries divisions of
the former Department of Primary lndustries, now part of lndustry & lnvestment NSW (l&l NSW).
There are no issues relevant to the interests of Forests NSW. The Department offers the following
advice.

lssues Related to Fisheries
l&l NSW is responsible for ensuring that flsh stocks are conserved and that there is "no net loss"
of key fish habitats upon which they depend. To achieve this, the Department ensures that
developments comply with the requirements of the Frsheries Management Act 1994 (namely the
aquatic habitat protection and threatened species conservation provisions in Parts 7 and 7A of the
Act respectively) and the associated Policy and Guidelines for Aquatic Habitat Management and
Fish Conservation (1 999).

It is l&l NSW policy that all developments should aim to achieve no net impacts on receiving
waterways.

l&l NSW have reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA) by NGH Environmental (dated
November 2009) and Appendices provided by the applicant and makes the following comments
and recommendations.

l&l NSW notes that there are 16 creeks within the proposed development area which drain to the
Murrumbidgee River and have the potential to be impacted by the proposed development (Table
B-2of the EA).

l&l NSW concurs with the proposed safeguards and mitigation measures to minimise environment
impacts, in particular those related to surface water and groundwater detailed in section 8.1 and
10.2 of the EA. All the proposed safeguards and mitigation actions listed in the EA and
Appendices should be included in any project approval, and listed in the Construction and
Operation Environmental Management Plans (CEMP and OEMP)and fully implemented by the
proponent and its contractors.

l&l NSW recommends that any project approval require that the design and construction of
access track crossings of on-site waterways must be undertaken in accordance with l&l NSW's
Policy and Guidelines for Fish Friendly Waterway Crossrngs (20041 and Why Do Fish Need to
Cross the Road? Fish Passage Requirements for Waterway Crosslngs (2004). These documents
are available on our website www.dpi.nsw,gov.au, under'Aquatic Habitats' and 'Publications'.

MINERALS & ENERGY DIVISION
PO Box 344 Hunter Region Mail Centre NSW 2310

lel:02 4931 6666 Fax:024931 6726
ABN 72 189 919 072-002
www.industry. nsw. gov.au



The l&l NSW contact for further information related to aquatic habitat and fisheries issues for this
project is:

Dr. Trevor Daly
Fisheries Conservation Manager - South Coast
PO Box 17
BATEMANS BAY NSW 2536
Ph: 02) 44789103
Fax:02) 44727542

lssues Related to Agriculture
l&l NSW consider that the proposed wind farm in the Yass and Harden Shires is compatible with
the existing agricultural activities provided that the impacts of the wind farm are well managed.
The wind farm has the potentialto provide for increased economic security to farmers in the area.

The environmental assessment has covered most issues and provided mitigatory responses to
address those matters.

I have noted, however, that should groundwater be required for use on site that is intended to
engage a qualified geotechnical engineer to ensure unacceptable impacts to groundwater are
avoided. ln considering those impacts there will need to be careful consideration given to
groundwater as a resource by surrounding landowners for stock and domestic purposes. Water
used for agricultural purposes is vital for the continuance of agriculture on site. There should be
no dísturbance to the water resource that farmers are dependant upon.

It is also noted that the only mitigatory response to managing weeds as a result of surface
disturbance ín the environmental assessment is to provide site monitoring (p241). An appropriate
mitigatory response would be to develop a weed management plan for those surfaces that are
likely to be disturbed.

For further information regarding Agriculture issues please contact Wendy Goodburn on 02 4828
6635 or email wendv.qoodburn@industrv.nsw.gov.au.

lssues Related to Minerals
l&l NSW notes that the proponent has liaised with Taronga Mines Ltd, the holder of title EL 7248
which covers portions of both the Coppabella Hills and Marilba Hills precincts.

The proponent has committed to ongoing liaison with Taronga Mines Ltd during both the pre
construction and construction phases of the project and will provide final turbine and infrastructure
layouts to the title holder and l&l NSW. lt is important that the proponent continues its efforts to
minimise constraints on access for mineral exploration.

l&l NSW also note that the proponent has explored opportunities relating to the proposed batching
plant at nearby Bogo Quarry.

For further information regarding Minerals issues please contact Cressida Gilmore on 02 4931
6537 or email cressida.gilmore@industry.nsw.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

¡o fn/a2,Watkins
ng Director Geological Survey of NSW
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ContaÇt: Tim Baker

Phone: 026941 7403

Fax: 02 6884 0096

Email: Tim.Baker@dnr.nsw.gov.au
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Dinuka McKenzie
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2OO1

1 5 December 2009 Our ref: 8R20427

Your ref: 508/01553

Attention: Marek Cholinski

Dear Marek

Subject: YASS WINDFARM (MP08_0246) - ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT EXHIBITION

I refer to your letter dated 11 November 2009 requesting comment from the NSW Otfice of
Water (NOW) on the publicly exhibited environmental assessment (EA) for the proposed Yass
Valley Windfarms. For the proponent's information, the former DWË has been replaced by the
NSW Office Water. NOW appreciates the opportunity to review the documentation and provides
the following comments and recommended approval conditions for consideration in final
determination.

1. WATER SUPPLY

The EA has identified a number of potential options for sourcing water supply for the project
however there is no confirmation to secure this supply, NOW would recommend this be
considered further by the proponent and finalised prior to any approval being issued. lf this
confirmation is not obtained priorto approval, this would represent a cornmercial risk decision,

As detailed in the EA, gaining water supply from a Council would require the authorisation from
Council, Whilst it is recognised that a potential arrangement for water supply between a Council
and the proponent is not the responsibility of NOW it needs to be recognised that the availability
of this water may be subject to an existing Town Water Supply entitlement and specific licence
conditions surrounding its use. The proponent is therefore advised that the availability of this
supply is subject to further consideration.

ln terms of accessing surface weter from existing farm dams and creeks or sourcing
groundwater from bores the following information is provided.

Water Milaqement Act 2000

o lf water is sourced for dust suppression from the Murrumbidgee River or other water source
covered by a Water Sharing Plan, the requirement for a work approval under the Water
Management Act 2000 is considered exempt by NOW under Section 75U of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 if the extraction sites and extraction
methods form part of the environmental assessment and subsequent Ministerial Approval.
To enable the proposal to not require a work approval, further information will be required
including details of the extraction sites and methods of extraction, in addition !o evidence of
permiss-íon to extract from the land owner #9fl'jfå:t"?j.timateÇhansea

ll'. : :.'
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o The requirement for a use approval and access licence for dust suppression however are
exempt under Section 38(1a) and Section 18(1d) of lhe Water Management Act (General)
Regulation (2004).

Water Act 1912

o Water extracted from unregulated rivers, creeks or farm dams will require a permit under
Paft2 of the Water Act 1912.

o Water extracted from groundwater bores will require a licence replacement to authorise the
additional purpose industrial/commercial and a "supply to" condition. Acceptance of any
such application will be subject to any applicable embargo notices.

o Licensing under lhe Water Act 1912 will require assessment in accordance with Part 5 of the
EP&A Act 1979.

1.1 Groundwater Licensing

The proponent has indicated that bores may be utilised to access groundwater to supply the
proposed development either from existing bores or through new bore installation, NOW

advises that the proposed area is covered by the NSW lnland Groundwater Shortage Zones
Order (1& 2) December 2008 shown in Attachment 1. This order is an embargo which restricts
access to additional groundwater entitlement and must be addressed by the proponent in

consideration of accessing groundwater supplies, As detailed in the EA, the proponent would
need to transfer entitlement from an existing licensed groundwater user due to the presence of
the embargo. The guideline on inland transfers at the following link is recommended for the
proponent.

The EA suggested it was possible to install bores under a Part 3A approval, however NOW

advises that this is not an exemption within the embargoed area covered by the Water Act
1912.Ihe embargo provides the ability to make application for a bore to enable the extraction
of a water allocation through the transfer of an entitlement which would require further
assessment within NOW prior to approval. The proponent would need to adhere to the
requirements of the embargo order and the guidelines for inland transfers of groundwater, and it

is recommended the proponent contact NOW to confirm the requirements. lt is also important to
recognise that both Order 1 and 2 are applicable within the project area and that different
exemptions and transfer rules apply. Attachment 2 provides an outline of the relevant
groundwater management areas (GWMAs) associated with this project. The Yass Catchment
(GWMA 806) is within Order 1 and the Lachlan Fold Belt (GWMA 811) is within Order 2.

lf water is proposed to be used from an existing licensed bore, the bore must be licensed with

the appropriate pur:pose eg. commercial/industrial. A proposal to extract water from a licensed

bore for an additional purpose will require further assessment by NOW staff.

1.2 Surface Water Licensing

The proponent has indicated that water supply may be sourced from on-site dams and other
local surface water sources. No details have been supplied in regard to the size, location or
license details of these dams or other local sources. Dams are either licensed under lhe Water
Act 1912 for a specific purpose or are Harvestable Right dams that are not required to be

licensed due to their limitations in terms of size and location,

lf it is intended to use a licensed dam to supply a concrete batching plant then a new license
may be required to replace the existing licence and include the additional purpose, lt is not

possible to be more specific until details of the dam to be used are supplied.



An existing surface water embargo prevents applications for new licences for dams or pumps
on watercourses to supply water for industrial/commercial purposes however it may be possible
to transfer the water from an existing licence holder, subject to NOW policy requirements. The
embargo contains a number of exemptíons but the proposed use of the water does not fit within
these. The use for dust suppression however does fit within the exemptions.

Dams that fall within the harvestable right for a properly can be used to supply water for any
purpose on that properly but cannot supply water to another property,

2. WATERCOURSE CROSSINGS

Now advises that watercourse crossing design and construction in addition to other in-stream
works needs to be in accordance with the relevant "Guidelines for Controlled Activities" which
can be obtained at the following website: http://www.water.nsw,oov.?!¡AA{ater-
Licensinq/Approvals/Controlled-activities/default. aspx

3. GROUNDWATER ASSESSMENT AND BLASTING IMPACTS

As indicated in the EA, if blasting is proposed it will be necessary to conduct an impact
assessment to determine the potential impact on the groundwater resource and existing users
including the environment. The preparation of this impact assessment and the development of
any mitigating measures would need to be in consultation with NOW.

Due to the uncertainty in relation to water licensing for the proposal the proponent is advised to
confÍrm the required process with NOW staff. Recommended condÍtions of approval are
provided in Attachment 3. Should further information be required in relation to the above
comments please do not hesitate to contact myself on telephone (02) 6841 74O3.

Yours sÍncerely

/
"1----

Tim Baker

Senior Planning and Assessment Goordinatoi
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NEW SOUT¡.I WALE.S

Nurnber 159

l.riday, l 9 Dcccr¡rbcr' 200t1

I¡rrblishcti trrrclcr nrLthority by Co\'çTnrììqilt Advellisittß

w\t'lìRÂc'l'1912
C)rd!.r undcr scctiou I l3Â

Ilnrbargo orr urry lurthct' applicatiorrs for P¡tt 5 \\¿atcr Liccnccs

Ncn, South Wrlcs tnlan<t (iloturdl¡tcr Shortagc 7-ortcs Otrlcr No. I 2008

PUIISU^Nl' to scctíon ll3A ol (hc Wítcr 
^ct 

l9lZ, I, Dr¡vid Ilarr rss, having (lclcgatcd atìthority fiont tltc Watcr

Adnìinistrîtion Ministcri¿l (lorporatiorr, uporr bcirrg satisfiod tlrat thc Watcr Shottlrgc Zoncs spccilìc<l in Solrcduls I arc
unlikcly to hav!'uìorc tvâtcr âtâilablc th¿n is sullìcionl to rììcct tlrc'rcqrtir'cnrcrtts rilthc liccnsucs ofthc borcs sitt¡atc<l

rvithin thc Watcr Sholt:rge Zoncs, and ¡hc orhcr rctilrilr:uruuts dc(cnniuud lor rvato¡ lrou lhc Watcr Slrortngc Zoncs, do, by

th is ordr.r, p lacc a n crnbargo lo prcvcn! rn¡, furthcr: applicût ¡ons for liccnccs bcing ntadc unclct' Pnrt 5 of thc Wttcr 
^ct 

It I 2

rvith rcspcct to thù Wíltcr Shortagc 7-oucs s¡>ccilìctl in Schcdulc l, cxccpt as spccilìcd in Schcclttlc 2 oÍ this Ordcr.

^ny 
tonns that arc dcfillccl in Scìlcdrrlc I olthis Ordcr havc lhe'nrcanings sct out irì thot Schc<lttle.

1'his O¡ tlcr takcs cffccr on ¿nd frour thc (lrìtc it ís publislrcd in thc ¡V.91/ Got'cun¡au! (ìilzctl<'a¡d rctnaitrs in lorcc ultil
this Order is ro,okcrl lry a subscqLrcnt Orrlcr publishcd irr thc NSW (ìovcmrùe nt Cazc(tc,

'l'h is O rdcr rcpctrls any ¡l cvious C)rclcr s rn rtlc rrnrlcr scc(ion I I 3 Â of thc S/atcr Âct I 9 I 2 for thosc wirt cr slìol'tngc zôncs

s¡rccilìctl ìn Schcdulc I of this Or'dcr.

Datcd at Sydnoy this Mghtccnth day olDcccntbcr 2008

DAVID IfAIìRISS,
Dcprrty Dilcctor Ocnctal,

NSW Dcpirrlrttcrlt oI Wîtcr alt<t Encrgy

Sigrrcd for lhù Wûtcr Aclnlinist:ltjott ùlinistcrial Cot¡roratiorr
(by tlclcgation).

Nole:

In accord¡ncc rvith s. l l3A ((r) ofthc Watùr'Act 1912 lhís olclcr tlocs not apply to:

(a) an np¡rlicatiorr for a rcnsrval of ¡ liccncc, or
(b) arr applicatiorr lor a liccncc for a borc to rcplacc somc o(hcr Iiccnsccl l¡oro tlrat lhc applicanl ltas ccasctl (o tltlc, or

(c) an applioirtiou fo¡ a licc¡rcc for a bo¡c to llredr¡cc wíltcr to sntisfy a wâlcr Írlloc¡tliorì arising frorn thc ltattsfct'of¡
wltcr allocation urrdcr scction I I 7J.

scHiiDul-lj I

Witter Sltortagc Zoncs

1'his orrlc¡ applics to aDy grorrnclwatc¡ locatcd withi¡ì thc bourrctarics ol'thosc grourrdwal.cr lllanogc¡tìctlt ¡rcîs alld
pirrishcs lisrcd in'lil.¡lc I thtt nlu withilr thosc ¡larts olthc St¿Ìrc of Ncw Sorrth Wnlcs lalling within thc câstct'n bot:ntlary

\4ap l. Itcxchr<lcstirygrortntlrvatorlocatcdrvithintlìcrval.ct'sources(orvlrichlhclollorvirrgrvatersltaringplarrsapply:
l. w.rtcI Shnring I)larr for thc l-.Jppcr antl Lorvcl Nanloi (itottntls'atcl Soulocs 2003

2. Watcr Shariug ltlarr f'ol'Lhc l-orvcl Grvyclir Croturrlrvatc¡ Sot¡rccs 2003
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3. Watcr Shari¡rg l)lan lor thc l_o\\,cr Laclrl¡n Gl.ounthv¡ìtcl. Sourccs 200j
4. Watcr Sbaring Plan lor thc l.o\\,cr Macqrrrrric (:ìrôun(lwatcr Stlrrccs 2003
.5, Wnte.r Sharilg Plarr lbt tl¡c l.orver ìVlurray Gloulrthvarcr Sorr¡ccs 2003(r, watc'sharing Plan ror trrc Lowc¡ ùfu¡¡t¡rnr¡i<rge' (ìrourr<ìrvrtcr Sourccs 2003
7. \\¿atcr slr¿rrjng Plarr for thc NSW (;rrÂt 

^rtcsi¡¡rl 
llasin (j¡ot¡ndrvatcr Sour.ccs 2008.

sc:rlttt)tjl.F 2

lixcnrpt rorrs

Âpplicntions lì:r ticc¡tcr's undlir Ir¡u( 5 of tlìc wr¡tL'r 
^ct 

lg l? Dlr) conri¡ruc ro bc rtlndc for thc follorvin¿4 pull)osç,s:
| , A borc lo silpply wilrcr for st<luk tvatcr irrg.
2' A borc to.strpply rvatct for clotncslic cortsrrurptiou örì âny landlìol(litìg grcatc.r tlr¿tn I 2 hcctarcs th¡( ¡s rvithin thùarca supplicd try a council's rvatcr supply systcnr.

'i' ¡\ boro lo su¡4rly rv¿ìtcr for <lonlcstic consu¡nption orr any larrrlhol<lirlg that is rrot supplictl rvatcr f¡onr ¡r cor¡ncil'srvatcr supply s¡,ste'rn.

4 WatcÍ srrpply firr towlì wiìtct'litFply by a rvater su¡l)ly arrthority, or a courìcil or county c<>rrncil cxcrcisirrg rvatcr.s^trpply ft¡rìctions turdcr l)ivisiorr 2 or'Þarr 3 orChiprér 6 of rhc'i.ocnl coi'.in,ü.nii"ì r9ql.
5 ivforlitoring fltld tcsl borcs l"or glourì(l\v.it0r irrvcstigatiorr ancl/or cnr,írorrnts'rttirl rrrorragcrno¡r plrq)oscs(r B<¡rcs fol c¡ì\'i,onlllclìlill nìflnilgcrììcnt purl)oscs irrclu<lirrg con(rol of.sâlinc rvalcr tnSlc rn1¡untls.7' lvatÙrsupply lorAborigirral crtlltrral pttr'¡:osc.s plcrvídutl th¿rt tlrc înrtuâl cxtractíol rlor-s ngt cxceccl I0 nrcgalirrcspL'r anllt¡tlì.
8' Iloros providing watcr srt¡)ply lor enrcrgcncy sc¡vìccs ile.lrrrti¡¡g, but ltol li¡ritccl to lìrc liglrtir:g.o l1"l::-l:tlil-l fol irrtcgratcd dcvclo¡rtttcnt u4rclc gcrreral rcnrrs ofa¡rprovnl wirh rcs¡rccr ro such bo¡c.s havcbcctl.proVld')(l by tltc f)cporttncltl of Watcr arrd l:ncrgy ¡rriur ttr tlrr' cou¡irclrcclncnt of rlris Orclcr an<t for s,¡if¡ adcvc'ltrpnrcrrt conscllr has bccn grnrrtcrl.
l0' Á dcrvatcrittg actìvity Provi(lcd th¡l( lhù ârrìtritl cxtríìction (loL,s no( cxccc(l l0 rncga)itrcs l)cr iu¡ru¡n.

' ' .li:::^*.î:]:l.llillcr.suPply 
(6 ¡rlorrrhs.or lcss) fbra pcrsorr rvho hirs bccn cxrracrirrg rvirrer laivfìrlt¡, whcrc thc i\4 jriritcr

oclcttìltttcs thírl rì 1Írilur!. to srrpply the. !vîter lvould cflusc a prohibitivul¡,lrigh social, ccouonricl or ltationnl ,*,,,,,iify
co.\it.
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pt¡rPoseri oltttis <lrdcr incltldcs all groundrvatcr'bclos,the groirrr<l srrrfticc rvíthin thcsc rnappr'cl [:ou-xlarir:s;

'l'[urrctt'DarlinS ß¿rsirrr has thc $ilrììL'nrcaniDg as rlclilrc<l irl scction 4 of tltc WîtcrAcr 200? (Cth)i
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'l'hc Ilnrishcs of (ialanlbinc, wilburtrco. lìurundury allcl tlunrbcra in lhc
County of Pbilli¡r, all bcing rvithi¡r thr: l,achlar¡ l;okl Bc'lt.
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Ncrv Sor¡(h Walcs I¡lla¡rrl (irt¡undu,atcr Short..tgo Z-oncs Or<lcr No. 2 200g

Any tcntrs tllnt arc <fcfirrcd in Sclretlulc.J of this ordcl havc rllc rrrcnrrings ñ-ct oUt iil thnt Schcch¡ìç..
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Datcd rt Sydncy rhis liighrccnrh day of Dcccrnbcr 200g,

DAVID II/\RRISS.

N s u, uc parr rïc.cr{ì'ii,?:l.::'ff ,f Ì:iïäl
Signcd for (hc wiì(cr Athtrini.str¡rion Mirrisrcrinl Corporariãí

(by <{clcgrrriorr)
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Notc

In acco|d¡nco rvirh.ç. l r3A(rr) of trrc walcrÀcr lgr2 trìis or.rrcr docs nor appry to:
a) tn applicntion lbr a le¡lcrv¿l oftr liccr¡cc, o¡

b) an applicatio¡l for a liccncc for it borc to lcplnu'c sourc othcr liccrrsccl borc thnt tllc ¿¡pplicant hns cc¡rsccl to t¡sc,ot

c) nn applicntioll for a licc¡lcc.for¡.borc to pro<lrtcc u,alcl to sât¡sly a rvatcr allocatiorr nr-ising fiorrr thc tr¿nsfcr of¡rr,¿tcr allocation undc¡. scc(ion I I 7J,

SCIIDDI,ILE I

Watcr Shortrrgc Zorrcs

., 
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a) \\'trtcr.Sharing Plarr lor tlrc Uppcr antl l-ou,cl N¡¡rrroí (ìrourr4rvatcr So¡r.ccs 2003
b) wrtc' Shn'irrg pran for rrrc r.o*,cr'(ì*,ydir (ìrourrcrrvr¡tc. sour.ccs 2003
c) Watcl.Shar.irrg plan for thc [_owçr t.achlan (iroLurdrvntcl.Sou¡ccs 2003
<l) watr:r shr'irg Pran for thc [.or+,cr Macquaric Grorrrrdrvarcr sourscs 2003
c) w¡tcr Sharing pran fbr the Lorvcr' Mu'ray croururrvntcr sourccs 2003
Q w*tcr sharing Prnn ror thc r-o'cr Munurnbidgcc Grourldwatcr so'¡ccs 200J
g) Watcr Sharing Plart lol rho NSW (ìrcât 

^rtcsiarr 
Ba.çin Gror¡nclrvíllcr Sourccs z00fl.

SCltl:lDULli 2

I')xcrrrpt ions
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6' \À'atcr supply lor Âborigilral cttltttlal purposcs provitlod thut t he. a¡rnu¡ll cx(raction tlocs rot cxccc(l I 0 urcgalitr cs
PCr'íìDt)lnll.

7, lJo rcs. on proPù¡ty tr4tcrc tltcrc is art cxistirr g l ico rrcc un<lcl Parr 5 of rhc Watcr Âct l 9 l 2 al<l thcrc is no í¡rcrcasc
iu r¡ltítlc¡ncnt,

8. Borc'^ provirling s'atct sup¡rly fot cnrcrgcncy scrvicr:s includilg, but not Ii¡ritc<l to firc fìghting.
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l 0 llorcs r'cqrrirctt f'ol intcgratctl dcvcloprncnt rvhcrc gcnr:ral tctns of a¡r¡rroval rvith rcspcct to suoh borcs l¡¿¡r,o
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ptohiìritivcly high social, ccono¡nic or nationíìl sccurity cost rurcl (hc supply of thc ivítcr rv¡lt cfl¡sc rìo nrorc th¿ìn
rnini¡rral cuviron¡trcntal hânt ro íìny aquifcr, or its <lcpcntlcnt o.u*yrt""ui.

l2' Â dcwiltcrirrg aclivi(y providctl (lì¿ìt thc arrrìrràl cxtraction <loc.q rrot cxcccd l0 rlcgírlitrcs pcr.arnulìr.
l3 Watc-r supply lor thc prttposc of dust sup¡lrc.ssiorr i:r thc constluotion of a publir; rolcl pr.ovidcrl llìot thc {nnuaJ

cxtlnctíon <locs lrot cxcccrl l0 urcgalitrcs pcr annurn,
14. llot'cs lor lhc ttsc ofsali¡lc wiltcr whcrc thc salinity lcvcl cxcccrls 14,000 nrilìigranrs pcr litrc (pprn).
l J. Wiltcr strpply lor tcichìllg purÌ]oscs up to 3 rncgalitrcs pùl-annunt.

SCIITJDUI,I¿ 3

Dictiouary
[)at1'¿'lo¡tn¡<tnt con\eùt: has lltc sluttc ntcaning as clcfirrccl i¡¡ thc [¡¡vironnrcntnl I))anning a¡ld Às.scssrrcnt Âcl I g79;
Dotttcsti<: <:onatu¡ttit>tt: hirstlìcsanlcrncanirrgasdclìncdir¡sccliorì52oftllcWatcrMarragcrncntÂct2000;
Gtound¡'oler,ttlttitgctteilt utvt¿s: A,rc¡ <lclìncrt by rnaps hcld by t¡ìù Dcp¿ìrtrììcnr elWatct.nnd Encrgy înd for tlìc

purpos-cs of(his ordct íncltrdcs all groun<hvatcr llclow thc gtoirrrcl surlicc rví(hin thcsc rnappc<l borrirclarics;
Inlcgrutctl devcl<tpmenl: ltts lltc síìtuc nrcarring as dcfìncd in thc lirrviro¡r¡nùntal Ptântìing arrtl Àsscssnlcnt ¿\ct 1979:
Mtil'r'q'Dùliìtgfrrsl¿t. haslhtsatncr)ìùflningusdclìnctlíuscction4ofthcWatcrAct200T(Ct¡);
l)uhlì<: l<ud" has tltc sarttc ¡ì1câning as clcfir¡cd in thc l-oc¿l Covcrrlr¡ront Âct 1993 Diçtionaryl
I'tl¡lic ron¿l: has thc sanrc txcatìiltg as clclìlccl in thc Roads nct I993;
llecrcatiorl .lru:i/ilic,.r..ir¡clu<lcs,butisnottinritc<l topar.ks,playgrouncls,ovals,$portingglour(ls,golfcour.scsand

gyrnrì¿rsiuDrs bt¡t cxcludc"' any cournrclcial opùr¿rtions rclaiirrg lo rhosc activitici;
,gto<'kvotct'it!i: ltaslhcsalncntcaningasdclìrtedi¡tscc:tir¡¡r52ofthcWatcr,MarragclncntÂcr2000;
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ATTACHMENT 2 - Draft Map - GWMA's - Yass Valley
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ATTACHMENT 3

RECOMMENDED COND¡TIONS OF APPROVAL

1. The NOW recommends that the design of waterway crossings, culverts and any instream
works be submitted to NOW in a Sudace Water Management Plan for endorsement to
ensure consistency with NSW Government policy and/or guidelines prior to construction.

2, The NOW requests a groundwater investigation be undertaken prior to blasting activities
in consultation with NOW, to assess the risk of impact on existing licensed groundwater
users and groundwater dependent ecosystems. lf approprÍate, this investigation should
be accompanied by suitable mitigation measures.

3. Before commencing construction of any groundwater work or using any existing works
for the purpose of groundwater extraction, the proponent is to ensure the relevant
licences are obtained under lhe Water Act 1912 from the NSW Otfice of Water.

4, Before commencing any works or using any existing works that capture surface water
the proponent is to ensure the relevant licences are obtained from the NSW Office of
Water under the Water Act 1912 or Water Management Act 2000 whichever is
applicable.
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l6 December 2009

Department of Planning
Major Development Assessment
GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2001

Attn: Marek Cholinski

YASS W|ND FARM (Mp08_024ó) - ENVTRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT EXHTBTTTON.

I refer to your letter (ref 508/01553) regarding the Proposed Yass Valley Wind Farm and the various
assessment reports which were referred to the Roads & Traffic Authority (RTA) seeking comments,
recommendations and/or suggested conditions in regards to the proposal.

I refer to the previous correspondence from the RTA dated 19 December 2008. lt is considered
appropriate that in relation to traffic related issues the development has been considered and addressed
in 2 distinct stages, the Construction phase and Operational phase and that significant traffic generation
will occur during the construction and decommissioning stages of the development. However the
submitted documentation åils to quant¡fy some major traffìc issues relating to the haulage of the wind
curbine components and the related construction activit¡es.

The RTA emphasises the need, in the design and construction of the development, to minimise the
impacts on the existing road network and maintain the safety, efficiency and standard of maintenance
along the existing road network and to minimise the distraction to the road user. To achieve this, the
logistics associated with the transportation of materials and equipment for the development and access

to the site from the Classified Road network is of high importance;

It appears that finalisation of the haulage routes and the proposed access points from the road network
require further clarification. This is subject to the origin of the various components of the wind turbines
and the appointment of a haulage contractor. ln addition the source of other components, such as the
concrete for the base of each wind turbine, is yet to be determined. These issues need to be finalised to
allow for the proper assessment of the impacts on the network. Therefore any consent for this
development will require the preparation of an appropriate Traffic Management Plan in consultation
with the relevant road authorities (RTA and Council).

The proposal intends to gain access to the sites adjacent to Conroys Gap through the nearby truck rest
areas for both the construction and operation phases of the development. The RTA is concerned that
such access, particularly during the construction phase, will interfere with the use of these sites by truck
drivers for fatigue management purposes as these rest areas are regularly used by trucks operating along
the Hume Highway. The impacts of this have not been appropriately addressed and will require further
development of a plan to manage the impacts which is to be agreed to by the RTA or alternative access
points are to be provided.
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The RTA has assessed the development application and the supporting information supplied and notes
the "Draft Statement of Commitments" on pages 278 to 309 of the Environmental Assessment report,
dated November 2009, prepared by NGHEnvironmental.

The RTA has reviewed the Traffic lmpact Study prepared by Bega Duo Designs and particularly notes
section 5 - lmpact Assessment and Associated Safeguards. The RTA considers that the implementat¡on
of these safeguards in respect to the project is essential for the safety and efficiency of the road
network.

Based on compliance with the submitted documentation, particularly as outlined above, the RTA would
raise no objection to the development as proposed subject to the following comments being included as

conditions in the development consent;

A Traffic Management Plan shall be prepared in consultation with the relevant road authorities
(Council and RTA) to outl¡ne measures to manage traffic related issues associated with delivery and

construction of the turbines or ancillary structures, any construction or excavated materials, any

machinery and personnel involved in the construction or decommissioning process. The plan shall

detail the potential impacts associated with the development, the measures to be implemented, and

the procedures to monitor and ensure compliance. This plan shall address, but not necessarily be
limited to;
i) Details of traffic routes to be used by heavy vehicles associated with the project, including

any necessary route or time restriction for oversized vehicles,
ii) Proposed hours for construction activities, as night time construction presents additional

traffic related issues to be considered.
iii) The management and coordination of the movement of construction and workers vehicles

to the site and to limit disruption to other motorists, emertency vehicles and school bus

timetables,
iu) Scheduling of haulage vehicle movement to minimise convoy length or platoons,
v) loads, weights and lengths of haulage and construction related vehicles and the number of

movements of such vehicles,
vi) any required changes to the existing road environment along the proposed routes such as

intersection upgrade, road widehing,, temporary street closures, removal and replacement
of road infrastructure, etc,

vii) Details of measures to be employed to ensure safety of road users and minimise potential
conflict with haulage vehicles such as the use of fencing, lights, barriers, traffic diversions,
changes to speed zones etc,

viii) procedures for informing the public where any road access will be restricted as a result of
the project,

ir) Details of measures to be employed to ensure traffic volumes, acoustic and amenity impacts

along the haulage routes is minimised,
x) the provision of hard stand areas for parking of transport vehicles in the case that unsealed

sections of road are closed due to adverse weather or to allow for loads to be disassembled

for transportat¡on along the remainder of the route. This is not permitted in heavy vehicle
rest areas, and

xi) proposed precautionary measures such as signage to warn road users such as motorists
about the construction activ¡ties for the project.

2. The detailed traffic and transport planning for the project is required to involve the appointed
transport contractor and is to be undertaking in conjunction with the RTA and the Council to
determine the final details of haulage, including exact transport routes, Road-specifìc mitigation
measures, haulage timing.
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3. Prior to the commencement of any work within the classified road reserve, the Proponent must
apply for a Road Occupancy Licence from the RTA's Traffic Operations Unit. The application must
be accompanied by a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) prepared by a person who is certified to' prepare Traffic Control Plans. The Road Occupancy Licence can be obtained by contacting the
Traffìc Operations Manager on 02 69381 I I l.

4. The Proponent must engage an appropriately qualified person to prepare a Road Dilapidation
Report for all road routes to be used during the construction (and decommissioning) activities, in

consultation with the RTA and Council. This report is to address all road related ¡nfrastructure.
Reports must be prepared prior to the commencement of construction (and decommissioning) and
after construction (and decommissioning) is complete. Copies of the reports must be provided to
the RTA and Council. Any damage resulting from the construction (or decommissioning) traffic,
except that resulting from normal wear and tear, must be repaired at the Proponent's cost. Such

work shall be undertaken at a time as agreed upon between the Proponent and relevant road
authorit¡es.

The Proponent shall commit to restore the all relevant roads to a state, described in the original
Road Dilapidation Report where the dilapidation is attributable to construction traffic. The cost of
any restorative work described in the subsequent Report or recommended by the relevant road
authorities after review of the subsequent Report, shall be funded by the Proponent. lt is essential
that the applicant is accountable for this process, rather than the proposed haulage contractor. Such

work shall be undertaken at a time as agreed upon between the Proponent and relevant road
authorities.

5. A full and independent risk analysis and inspection of the route will be required to be undertaken by
an appropriately qualified person and the RTA supplied with the report. Further analysis and

reporting to assess possible damage to, and repair of the route will be required on a regular basis.

6. Prior to the commencement of construction, the Proponent must undertake all works to upgrade
any road, its associated road reserve and any public infrastructure in that road reserve, to a

standard suitable for use by heavy vehicles to meet any reasonable requirements that may be
specified by the relevant roads authority. The design and specifications, and construction, of these
works must be completed and certifìed by an appropriately qualified person to be to a standard to
accommodate the traffìc generating requirements of the proiect. On Classified Roads the geometric
road design must be in accordance with the RTA's Guideline RTA Road Design Guide and the
pavement design must be in accordance with the AUSTROADS Pavement Design Guide for all road
works undertaken within the classified road reserye.

7. Access to the site adjacent to Conroys Gap through the rest areas is subject to the preparat¡on of a
plan of management to address the impacts of this development on the use of the site as a truck
rest area and to provide for safe access. This plan is to be agreed to by the RTA or alternative
access points are to be provided from the surrounding road network at locations agreed to by the
RTA.

8. Lighting should be provided at intersections with Classifìed Roads near and within the area of the
development. Continued lighting maintenance will be the developer's responsibility. Lighting will not
be required should all work associated with the development be undertaken during daytime hours.

9, Shadow flicker arising from the operation of the project must not exceed 30 hours/annum at any

residence not associated with the project. The shadow flicker effects are to be monitored following
commission of the wind farm and any remedial measures to address concerns are to be developed
and implemented in consultation with Council, the RTA and the Department of Planning.
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10. No external lighting at night of any infrastructure associated with the project including wind turbine
generators that may cause distraction to road users is permitted other than low intensity security
lighting.

I l. Vegetation must be cleared and maintained for the duration of construction to provide safe
intersection sight distance (in accordance with the RTA Road Design Guide) at intersections and
proposed access points to private property in all directions.

12. Any specific details for construction of access to and signage associated for any proposed viewing
areas along the classified road network are to be developed to the satisfaction of the RTA.

13. All works associated with the project shall be at no cost to the RTA or the relevant road authority.
The proponent must, prior to construction, liaise with the RTA to determine whether a Works
Authorisation Deed is required.

In addition to the above any existing or proposed connection for vehicular access for this development
onto a Classified Road must be constructed and maintained in accordance with the following criteria for
road safety and network efficiency reasons;

l. Any driveway is to be located and maintained to provide adequate Safe lntersection Sight Distance
(SISD) in either direction in accordance with the RTA's Road Design Guide for the prevailing speed
limit. Compliance with this requirement is to be certified by an appropriately qualified person prior
to construction of the vehicular access.

2. Any driveway is to be constructed as a "Rural Property Access" type treatment in accordance with
the Roads & Traffic Authority's "Road Design Guide" and is to be constructed perpendicular (or at
an angle of not less than 70 degrees) to the carriageway. The driveway is to be constructed with a

minimum width to accommodate the largest size of vehicle likely to access the subject site.
3. As a minimum a sealed Basic Right Turn (BAR) treatment is to be constructed at the intersection of

any driveway access to the site and any Classified Road in accordance with the RTA's "Road Design
Guide" for the prevailing speed limit.

4. Any entry gate to the site shall be located at least 50m from the edge of seal of the carriageway or
at the property boundary whichever is the greater. This is to allow for the standing of large vehicles
when gates are to be opened.

5. Any access driveway shall be sealed for at least lOm from the edge of seal of the carriageway in

accordance with the RTA's Road Design Guide. This is required to prevent deterioration of the
road shoulder and the tracking of gravel onto the roadway. To minimise the ongoing maintenance of
the driveway, which is the responsibility of the landowner, consideration should be given to
extending the seal to the property boundary.

6. Following the construction phase any redundant driveway or gates to the Classified Road network
are to be removed and the site within the road reserye is to be reinstated to match the surrounding
roadside in accordance with Council requirements.

7. The development shall be designed and located and provision made to allow for allvehicles to enter
and exit the development site in a forward direction.

8. Suitable drainage treatment is to be implemented to retard any increased storm water run off
directly from the subject site onto any adjoining roads. Any access driveway is to be designed and
constructed to prevent water from proceeding onto the carriageway.

9. The developer is responsible for all public utility adjustment/relocation works, necessitated by the
proposed works and as required by the various public utility authorit¡es and/or their agents. lt
should be noted that the relocation of any utility service within the road reserye will require RTA's
concurrence under section I 38 of the Roads Act 1993 prior to commencement of works.

10. Detailed design plans of all required works within the road reserye be submitted to the RTA for
approval prior to the commencement of any works as works as such works require the RTA's
concurrence under section I 38 of the Roads Act 1993 prior to commencement of any works.
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I l. The design and construction of the required road works including line marking, signage and lighting
shall be in accordance with the RTA's Road Design Guide for the prevailing speed limit and to cater
for largest size vehicle likely to access the site. The pavement standards are to be in accordance
with the RTA requirements.

It is requested that the applicant be advised of the following;

that the conditions of development consent do not guarantee the RTA's final consent to specific
road work, traffic control facilities and other structures and works on the classified road network.
The developer is required to obtain Section 138 Approval from Council with RTA concurrence for
any works within the Classified Road Reserve. The RTA must provide a final consent for each
specific change to the classified road network prior to the commencement of any work.

The RTA requirements for crossing of Classified Roads for both underground cables and overhead
power lines need to be followed. The related documents can be provided on request.

where any works are required on or adjacent to public roads, parks or drainage reseryes, a Traffic
Control Plan providing details of all warning signs, lights, barriers, etc. to be provided and
maintained in accordance with AS 1742 "Manual of Uniform Traffic control devices" and the RTA's
Guideline Troffic Controlot Work Sites;

A formal agreement in the form of a Works Authorisation Deed (WAD) may be required between
the developer and the RTA should the developer wish to undertake "private financing and

construction" of improvement works on Classified Roads such as the Hume highway or Burley
Griffin Way. This agreement is necessary on works in which the RTA has a statutory interest.

Any work undertaken on the Hume Highway or Burley Griffin Way must be undertaken by a

qualifìed contractor that has been approved by the RTA. A list of pre-qualified contractors may be

found on the RTA's website, currently located at:

a

a

a

a

a

a

The requirements outlined in the RTA Publication "Operating Conditions: Specific permits for
oversize and over mass vehicles and loads" are to be followed. This publication is available online at:

http://www.rta.n sw.gov.au/heavyveh icl es/oversizeovermass. htm I

Where required, the applicant is required to obtain permits for any oversized and over-mass load
from the RTA Special Permits Unit in Glen lnnes, Ph I 300 656 371.

ln accordance with Section 79C(lXb) of the EP&A Act, the Consent Authority, is responsible to
consider any likely impacts on the natural or built environment in the road reserve fronting the
development site. The RTA will not undertake a separate Part 5 environmental assessment of the
environmental impacts in the road reserve for this proposal.

Upon determination of this matter, it is requested that a copy of the notice of determination is

forwarded to the RTA within the appeal period for advice and consideration.

Yours faithfully

S B Warrell
Regional Manager
South West Region
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22 December 2009

Ms Dinuka McKenzie
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2OO1

(i)

(ii)

( ii¡)

a

O

a

1

Dear Ms McKenzie,

RE: ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT EXHIBITION . YASS WIND FARTUI (MPO8 0246)

I refer to your correspondence dated 11 November 2009 regarding the exhibition of the
Environmental Assessment for the Yass Wind Farm. I thank you for the opportunity to comment
on th¡s proposal.

This submission comments specifically on the following issues which Council considers are
deficient in the EnvironmentalAssessment and Statement of Commitments:

Traffic and access arrangements;
Lack of contribution to a Community Enhancement Fund; and
Community and Council communication.

Traffic and Access Arrangements

Yass Valley Council has responsibility for the augmentation and maintenance of approximately
1,000 km of rural and urban roads and a very limited budget to do so. Accordingly, when
development occurs within the Yass Valley Local Government Area (LGA), it is the developer's
responsibility to provide appropriate traffic and access arrangements.

This is generally achieved via the payment of Section 94 development contributions and/or the
upgrade of roads to ensure that the existing community and Council are not unfairly burdened as
a result of the proposed development. lt is with this in mind that the following comments are made
in relation to the proposed traffic and access arrangements.

(a) The traffic study considers the proposed increases to traffic volumes from construction
traffic in terms of vehicle movements and equates this to a "level of service" in accordance
with Austroads Guide to Traffic Engineering Practice. While this method gives a broad
indication of the traffic volume capacity of a road, it does not consider important aspects
such as:

the structural capacity of the road pavement and its ability to withstand increased
traffic and in particular increased heavy vehicle traffic;
road safety issues such as sight distance, proximity of trees to the clear zone, and
the existing horizontal and vertical alignments (design speed) of the road; and
the number of heavy vehicle (both standard and oversized) trips as opposed to
passenger/light vehicle trips which has a very large impact on points (a) and (b)
above.
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209 COMUR STREET
YASS NSW 2582
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For these reasons, the traffic impact study is not considered to adequately address the
potential impacts of traffic on the road network and as a result, there is a high likelihood
that the condition of the subject roads and road user safety will be compromised as a
result.

(bl There is significant concern over the road network's ability to withstand the heavy vehicle
loadings associated with the proposed development. This is particularly a concern on
lllalong Road, Burrinjuck Road and Paynes Road which are all currently sealed. ln
particular, lllalong Road and Burrinjuck Road have pavements which were constructed
many years ago using natural materials and are not suitable for large numbers of hdevy
vehicles.

As you would be aware, road pavements are designed to provide a given life based on the
number of Equivalent Standard Axles (ESA) expected to use the road over the life of the
pavement. Heavy vehicles have numerous axle groups and as such significantly increase
the number of ESA's which in turn increases the rate at which the pavement will
deteriorate. The increase in traffic proposed by the development and in particular the
increase in heavy and oversize loads will not only cause immediate deterioration, but will
have a detrimental effect on the overall life of the road pavements.

The Traffic lmpact Study suggests that a dilapidation report should be undertaken prior to
commencement of work and again at the completion of the construction phase to
determine any deterioration of the pavement so that repairs can be undertaken. The
methodology is not considered appropriate as it does not address the overall reduction in
pavement life caused by the development. lt is likely that there will be deterioration of the
road pavement which is not easily visible from the surface and will result in future costs to
Council as the road deteriorates more rapidly into the future.

To this end, Council has imposed a load limit on lllalong Road to protect the road
pavement from heavy vehicles. You should also note that Burrinjuck Road has significant
failures and deformation along the entire length of the road. The Traffic lmpact Study
undertaken by Bega Duo Designs refers to both these issues however there is no
proposed methodology for dealing with the issues as part of the development,

Accordingly, lt is suggested that as a minimum the developer should undertake a
structural assessment of the existing pavements and where these pavements are found to
be sub-standard, 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-O9 specifies a design traffic loading of 1 x 105
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. This Council
Policy is included with this letter for your information.

(c) Safety is a major concern on the unsealed roads planned for use in the proposed
development. Whitefield Road, Waterview Road and Garry Owen Road are all sub-
standard gravel roads with narrow pavements, tight winding alignments and large trees in
close proximity to the road.

For any proposed rural development, Council would require these roads to be upgraded
by the developer and this should be no different for a large commercial development such
as the proposed wind farm.

These roads are not suitable for the increased traffic volumes, nor are they suitable for
use by large numbers of heavy vehicles and in particular oversized vehicles. As such it is
suggested that they should be upgraded in accordance with Council's Road Standards
Policy RD-POL-O9. For roads with an AADT of 51 - 200 vehicles per day, this would
require a 7 metre wide formation and 6 metre seal, with the road pavement designed in



accordance with the Austroads Pavement Design Guide using a design traffic loading of 1

x 105 ESA's.

A detailed review of safety should also be undertaken on each of these roads to identify
potential hazards along the length of each road which should be addressed as part of the
development.

(d) There are a number of bridges and major drainage structures along the proposed routes
to be used for construction and these are mentioned in the Traffic lmpact Study. These
include a timber bridge and two concrete bridges on lllalong Road and a timber bridge on
Garry Owen Road. The load bearing capacity of all of these bridges is unknown and a
structural assessment should be undertaken prior to any heavy vehicle loads using the
roads. 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.

Other drainage structures should be surveyed prior to the commencement of works and
any damage caused by construction traffic should be repaired to Council's satisfaction.

(e) The Traffic lmpact Study does not adequately address the location and standard of the
proposed access points off the road network. The location of all access points should
comply with the sight distance requirements of Table 6.3 of "Austroads Guide to Traffic
Engineering Practice - Paft 5: lntersections at Grade", and be constructed to the minimum
standard of Layout 1 (AV) as specified in Figure 4.9.6 of the RTA Road Design Guide.

(f) Section 10.2.8 of the Environmental Assessment Report specifies the use of a Traffic
Management Plan as the main control for safety and asset protection impacts. A Traffic
Management Plan would be considered appropriate for short term works but given that the
construction phase of the project is planned to occur over a three year period, 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.

It is of concern that there are a number of mitigation measures detailed in Section 5.2 of
the Traffic lmpact Study which are not explicitly stated in the Environmental Assessment.
Section 10.2.8 of the Environmental Assessment does refer to the relevant section of the
traffic study but should clearly state what works are proposed as a result of the impact of
increased traffic generated by the proposed development.

ln summary, it is clear that the proposed development will have a detrimental impact on Gouncil'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 to ensure that 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.

2. Lack of Gommunity Enhancement Fund

The Conroys Gap Wind Farm was approved by the Minister for Planning in 2007 and was the first
wind farm to be approved in the Yass Valley LGA. This project was for the construction and
operation of 15 turbines with a total generating capacity of 30 megawatts

The project approval for Conroys Gap included the requirement to establish a Community
Enhancement Program with an annual contribution of $25,000 indexed to CPI for the life of the
project for community infrastructure and services for use in the locality of the project.



This requirement to provide a Community lnfrastructure Fund sets a clear precedent for the
€stablishment of Gommunity Enhancement Funds in association with the development of wind
farms in the Yass Valley LGA. lt is certainly the expectation of Council and the community that a
Community Enhancement Fund be provided for this project, commensurate with the number of
turbines to be developed and megawatts to be generated. As a bare minimum, a similar
commitment to that made to Conroys Gap should be provided.

Epuron has briefed Council and met with Council officers on a number of occasions to discuss the
proposed wind farm and the provision of a Community Enhancement Fund has been a key issue
uhich has been raised.

Again, it is reiterated that when development occurs in the Yass Valley LGA, it is both the
Council's and the community's expectation that the development contributes an appropriate
arnount of funding for community infrastructure. lt is therefore not acceptable nor equitable that
this development should not be expected to make a similar contribution.

3, Gommunity and Council Gommunication

Council has had previous experience where major works have commenced without any notice to
Council or the community. So as to avoid confusion and misinformation, it would be appreciated if
it was required that Council is advised of the commencement of construction works so that this
can be effectively communicated when community members call Council regarding this project. lt
would also be beneficial to the developer to provide the community with notice that works are to
þe undertaken.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission on the Environmental Assessment for the
Yass Wind Farm. Should you wish to discuss any of the issues raised in this letter please contact
Councils Director of Planning and Environmental Services Mr Paul De Szell on 6226 1477 or by
ernail to paul.deszell@vass.nsw.qov. au.

Yours Sincerely,

Rowe
General Manager

Encl:
a RD-POL-09 - Road Standards Policy
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Title:

Service:

ROAD STANDARDS POLICY RD-POL.g
Keywords: Access, Parking, Road Standards, Right of l4/ay, Dual Occupancy, 594.

ROADS

Responsible Officer: DIRECTOR OF OPERATTONS

Objective

Policy

To provide guidelines for the minimum standards of roads, private accesses and
parking facilities;

2. To provide guidelines for developers and staff for assessing development
applications.

Definitions

"A room or suite of rooms occupied or used or so
constructed or adapted as to be capable of being
occupied or used as a separate domicile";

"A building containing one but not more than one
dwelling";

Dual Occupancy - "A building or group of buildings on one allotment of
land containing two dwellings";

Planning

1. Right of Carriageway (RoW) Access

1.1. RoW's are not a desirable form of access and will not be permitted
where subdivision to create new allotments with an entitlement to erect
a dwelling house(s) is proposed, irrespective of the fype of access
arrangements currently servicing the land;

1.2. RoW's will only be considered to allow access from a road maintained
by a public authority to a proposed dwelling house on an allotment
where that allotment is either:

1.2.1. a vacant "existing parcel" or "land with a dwelling
entitlement" currently accessed by a 'RO'W';

as defined in Council's Environmental
Instruments.

Date of Issue: 9 April2008
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1.2.2. a. vacant allotment lawfully created by subdivision for the
purpose of a dwelling house under a previous planning
instrument of Council which may be currently accessed by an
existing right of way.

Note: Existing RoW's (or part thereof) that are substandard may
require upgrading to the minimum standard specified in Clause 1.4,
where there is a safety or environmental issue to be.

1.3. Where the demand proposed to be created is in addition to that outlined
in clause 1.2, such as a dual occupancy dwelling house on any
allotment, the RoW shall be upgraded to a public road as per Section 6
of this policy, where the number of dwellings (or equivalent traffic
loading) accessing the RoW is greater than 3.

1.4. Minimum requirements for construction of RoV/'s shall be:

Table 1.0. - RoW Characteristics

Minimum compacted depth of approved roadbase, designed in
accordançe with AUSTROADS "Guide to the Design of New
Pavements for Light Traffic

3.5 m where the length of RoW is <50m and the public road is a low
volume road with <30 vpd and has an existing width of <4.5m.

1.5. Maintenance of RoW's is the responsibility of the beneficiaries and this
shall be included on the relevant title deeds of each property by way of
an 88Il. clause;

1 .6. Any RoW in an urban or rural-residential environment shall be bitumen
sealed.

2. Battle-Axe Handle Access

2.1. Battle-axe allotments will only be approved where it can be
demonstrated that the proposed layout supports the planning and the
environmental objectives of the area;

2.2. Battle-axe handle accesses are not permitted to two adjoining
allotments;

2.3. The maximum length of a battle-axe handle is 300 metres;

2.4. Construction standards for rural and rurallresidential zones

2.4.1. shall be in accordance with Table 1.0.;

2

1 7.5 3.5 100' 5 1x10r
2.3 8.5 4.5" 1s0' 5 5x103

Maximum
¡*o. of

Accesses

Dedicated
widrh

(m)

Pavement
widrh

(nt)

Pavement
Depth
(mm)

Drainage
Design I

in....
Years

Design
Traffic
ESA's
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2.4.2. shall include bitumen sealing with a two coat bitumen seal of
l4mm.l1 mm., where located within 300 m. of an existing
residence or designated building site on an adjacent property;

2.5. In urban zones the construction standard shall be a minimum 100 mm.
thick approved compacted gravel, 3 m. wide, with a two coat bitumen
seal or similar all weather pavement, within a 4 m. wide battle axe
handle;

2.6. Clause 2.4.2. does not apply in subdivisions where allotments are
greater than 6 ha.

3. Urban Property Access

3.1 All property entrances accessing an urban road or village street shall be
constructed to the following minimum specifications from the road
pavement to the property boundary:

minimum 100 mm. thick approved compacted gravel, 3 m. wide;O

two coat bitumen seal or similar all weather pavement where the
driveway accesses a sealed pavement;

concrete vehicle crossing in kerb if applicable, or concrete dish
drain, or concrete culvert beneath the driveway.

3.2 Material for access off Cork Street, in the Heritage Precinct of
Gundaroo, between Faithful Street and Rosamel Street shall be
decomposed granite or other appropriate material.

4. Rural Property Access

Al1 property entrances accessing a rural or rural/residential road shall be
constructed to the following minimum specifications from the road pavement to
the property boundary:

160 m. safe intersection site distance for a 80 km/h speed zone, or
225 m. for a 100 km/h speed zone, measured from a height of 1.15
m. to 1.15 m., subject to the appropriate grade correction factors
being applied;

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

Minimum 4 m. (Max 9m) wide at the property boundary;

Minimum 6 m. wide at the edge of the road pavement;

Minimum of 100 mm. thick approved compacted gravel;

Two coat bitumen seal of 14 mm.l7 mm. where the driveway
accesses onto a sealed pavement;

Gate to be set back 15 metres from the edge of pavement;a

Date of Issue: 9 April 2008 Page 3 of 7 PolicyNo. RD-POL-9
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Reinforced concrete pipes (minimum of 375 mm diameter) and
headwalls are to be provided through the table drain. pipes are to
be designed for a minimum of a 1 in 5 year storm event and
installed in accordance with AS 3725. Design requirements relate
to the 'category' of the road, refer Table 2 of Clause 6.2
Alternately, a reinforced concrete dish drain (minimum of 150
mm. thick) 900 mm. wide by 5 metres in length may be
constructed in the table drain where a pipe culvert would be
unsuitable, due to the cover requirements.

5. Parking for Commerc¡al/lndustrial Use

All parking facilities within a village or urban zone for commercial and light
industrial vehicles, up to 11.5 m. long, shall be constructed to the following
minimum specifications :

150 mm. thick approved compacted gravel;a

a two coat bitumen seal of 14 mm.l7 mm.

Outside the parameters of this clause, a qualif,red engineer shall design parking
facilities to the requirements of AusSpec.

6. New Roads

6.1. General

6.1.1. New roads shall be deemed to be any road created by a
development;

OR

any existing road that is proposed to be utilised by the
development which has not been formally gazetted as a Council
Road or has not had any significant road formation constructed;

6.1.2. All new roads that are created shall be constructed to the
standards specified herein, gazetled as a Shire Road and shall
from thence be maintained by Council (the exception being
roads held in Community Title);

6.1.3. Community Title Roads may be created within any
development, but must be constructed to the standards
applicable if it were to be created as a Shire Road;

6.2. Rural Roads

All rural roads and rural/residential roads shall be constructed in
accordance with the following table:

Date of Issue: 9 April 2008 Page4 of 7 PolicyNo. RD-POL-9
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Table 2.0. - Rural Road Standards

NOTES: AADT - average annual daily traffic.

' ESA - equivalent standard axle.

Pavement - minimum depth of approved roadbase
shall be 150 mm. and constructed in accordance with
AusSpec;

To be sealed 5.5 m. wide if located in:

rural/res i den tial zone;
víl7age zone;
Mumrmbateman Precinct as defined by the
Section 94Plan.

5120 - design shall cater for a 1 in 5 year flow
beneath the road and a 1 in20 year trafficable flow;
20150 - design shall cater for a 1 in 20 year flow
beneath the road and 1 in 50 year trafficable flow.
All bridges or major structures shall be designed to
pass 1 in 100 year flow beneath the structure.

Minimum seal requirements shall be a two coat flush
bitumen seal (14 mm./7 mm.).

Minimum standard of road "Access"
(previouslyknow as a 'Category 1'road).

category

6.3. Village Roads

6.3.1. All new roads are to be sealed;

6.3,2. Standards applicable shall be as per Table 2,0. unless it is
deemed that kerb and gutter is appropriate to the development,
hence Table 3.0. shall apply;

6.3.3. Roads within the 1(e) Rural Village Zone at Binalong shall be
unsealed

4

5

6

7

,A.CCESS 4 <50 5x104 5.5 See Note 4 20 st20
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3 51-200 1x10s 7 6 20 s/20
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6.4. Urban Roads

New streets shall be created in accordance with the following table:

Table 3.0. - Urban Road Standards

NOTES

V/idth for layback kerb is measured between the lips of
the kerb. Width for upright kerb is measured between
the nominal faces of kerb;

Pavement shall be designed in accordance with
AusSpec. Minimum depth of roadbase is 200 mm.;

All roads shall be sealed with a two coat flush bitumen
seal (14 mm.l1 mm.);

Cul-de-sac head to have a 10m radius from the nominal
face ofkerb;

Alternatives to cul-de-sac treatments will be considered
where the length of road is less than 50m;

Minimum road reserve width - this may have to
increased to allow for planned services/facilities in the
particular subdivision.

7. Contribution to Existing Road Network

7.1. Section 94 Contributions

Contributions to the existing road network shall be levied in accordance
with the Section 94 Plan for that zone.

7.2. Murrumbateman Precinct

7.2,1, Where an existing hierarchy 4 or 5 road in the Mumrmbateman
Precinct abuts the proposed subdivision/development, the
existing road shall be brought up to a Category "Access"
standard, along the frontage of the subject land, as detailed in
Table 2.0.

This clause is additional to the requirements of Clause 7.1

2

4

5

6

Cul-de-Sac 6 Lavback 15 lx10'
Local 8 Lavback 18 2x105

Collector ll Uorieht 20 1x100
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I
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7,2.2. The application of Clause 7.2.1. above may be varied by
Council depending on the nature of the development.

7.2.3, For the purposes of this policy, development assessment for
roads in the former areas of Gunning and Yarrowlumla Shire
be applied as if located in the Mumrmbateman Precinct
as defined by the Yass Valley Council Rural Roads Section 94
plan.

8. Legal & Practical Access

Each separate property shall have legal and physical access as required by the
Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979,

This legal and physical access shall be coincident, that is, the physical access
must be located within the boundaries of the defined legal access.

9. Dual Occupancy

Demand for service on an access is created by the number of vehicles that
utilise the access.

Road Standards and developer contributions for upgrading the road network are
applied with respect to demand. The base unit of demand is a single dwelling.

Any dual occupancy is therefore considered to create the same demands for
access as an additional allotment with entitlement to erect a dwelling house. In
practical tems, this means that dual occupancies are assessed similarly to
subdivisions.

Other Relevant Policies/Procedures

Previously known as Policy R.5.
Environmental Planning & Assessmen| AcI1979
Yass Local Environmental Plan 1987
YarrowlumlaLBP 2002
Gunning LEP 1997
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