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INTRODUCTION 

 
I hold a Bachelors degree in Agricultural Science, a Masters degree in Economics, 
and am a Fellow of the Australian Institute of Agricultural Science and Technology. 
In my 33 years professional experience I have spent 17 years as a farm business 
consultant, consulting to farmers and agribusiness.  A significant part of this business 
involved assessing the capital and income losses inflicted on farmers by infrastructure 
developments such as freeways, and from natural disasters such as flooding and 
bushfires.  For some years I also undertook, for the World Bank, economic and 
financial evaluation of major infrastructure projects, including hydropower 
installations in Indonesia and Thailand.  Most of this work required data collection by 
rigorously structured surveys and much of it has involved detailed community 
consultation. 

 
I have for the last 35 years camped, walked, fished and dived along much of 
Victoria’s coast.  My family camped under canvass each year for some 15 years at 
Wilsons Promontory, Sandy Point and Inverloch.  Eighteen years ago we bought a 
block at Inverloch with sweeping views across Point Smyth and along Venus Bay to 
Cape Liptrap and 10 years ago built a house there.  From my boat I have for many 
years fished and dived at most points along the coast from Wreck Beach west of Cape 
Patterson (towards Kilcunda) right through to Cape Liptrap, with my favourite diving 
spot being off Arch Rock.  I have also for many years trailed my boat to Port 
Welshpool to sail down the eastern side of Wilsons Prom, camp at Refuge Cove and 
fish and dive from there. While I am joint owner of a 200ha grazing property located 
5km from the nearest part of the proposed Bald Hills Power Station, my interest in 
matters before this Panel is much broader than ownership of an affected property. 
 
I wish to make clear my starting position on this issue.  I have long recognised the 
need to curb greenhouse gas emissions. At a superficial level it seemed that wind 
energy must be good – after all, wind costs nothing and wind energy generation emits 
no greenhouse gases. That view on wind energy is probably in line with the majority 
of Australians.  I had not considered that wind energy may have negative 
environmental, social and economic impacts.  After I retired from my business in 
August last year I was able to undertake a considerable amount of research on wind 
energy.  Based on that research I now consider that my above-stated view on wind 
energy was at best simplistic and in a number of areas quite wrong. 
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During my research I found that the many people I contacted in the industry and in 
government agencies related to the industry were, with a few notable exceptions, 
helpful and cooperative.  However many who cooperated did so on condition that 
they weren’t cited as the source of information.  This was particularly the case in the 
Victorian and Federal agencies, as well as in the broader power generation industry.  
There seems to be a fear of openly providing information which does not support the 
State Government ‘line’, or the wind industry’s propaganda. 
 

 
ISSUES WITH WIND ENERGY 
 
Meeting MRET Targets 
 
Much has been made by the proponent of what they would have us believe is a desperate 
need to meet MRET targets.  Mr White stated that without Bald Hills going ahead the 
MRET target will not be met.  At best the issue is not clear cut, at worst it is just a 
diversion. 
 
Research by Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics (ABARE) has 
concluded that estimates of the likely contribution of wind energy to total energy 
production by 2010 under government subsidy arrangements have been overstated (The 
Age, 10 July 2003). 
 
An investigation by the Australian EcoGeneration Association (AEA) (RECs, Baselines 
and Industry Development) reports that existing large-scale hydro generators will be able 
to earn a significant number of Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs) for existing 
capacity without undertaking any new generation investment.  They conclude that ‘if all 
the RECs that could be produced from pre-existing projects were produced, no new 
renewable power projects would be required until 2008’. 
 
The AEA research clearly suggests that the government and the wind industry have 
plenty of time to ‘get it right’, and the proposition that we must proceed with haste to 
meet a target is a ‘furphy’.  The ABARE research concludes that government, and hence 
wind industry, targets for wind energy are not realistic in any event. 
 
We appreciate that the window of opportunity for developers to access the MRET-driven 
subsidy is time limited, someone else might get to the cash register before they do and the 
‘investment opportunity’ might evaporate.  But it is completely unacceptable to try to 
camouflage this objective behind a supposed need to reach a target, a target which may 
be met by other energy sources (AEA) and is unrealistic for wind anyway (ABARE). 
 
There has been some debate about how much projected installed capacity for wind energy 
is in the pipeline.  A review of Environment Australia referrals indicates there are some 
34 projects in the pipeline, comprising 2,424MW.  Of these only seven are deemed to be 
controlled actions under the EPBC Act 1999, ie ones where there are site selection issues. 
Two of these controlled action projects are from Wind Power Pty Ltd. 
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Can Wind Energy Provide Base Load Power? 
 
A joint study by CSIRO and the Australian Greenhouse Office (AGO) (publication 
imminent) has shown that even if wind power stations are distributed across States and 
across regions within States, wind generation is well short of having the capacity of a 
baseload generator.  However when commenting on the same study, Dr Karl Mallon from 
the wind industry lobby group the Australian Wind Energy Association (AusWEA) 
claimed that CSIRO/AGO were saying that with a strong network and the ability to 
project what wind farms are going to produce, ‘then we can start to see a system where 
the wind becomes the equivalent of a baseload producer’ (‘Whipping up the Wind’, 
National Radio, 6 December, 2003).  Industry contacts close to this study confirm that the 
capacity of baseload generators is normally 95%+ and when they operate they are at full 
power, in contrast to wind generators which have 30-35% capacity with poor 
predictability.  They have also told me categorically that to say wind energy can ever 
become the equivalent of baseload is ‘twisting the facts’, and that the spin that AusWEA 
are putting on information is doing them more harm than good. 
 
Greenhouse Gas Abatement With Wind Energy 
 
Mr White for Wind Power Pty Ltd has stated that the Bald Hills Power Station, if 
installed, would reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 435,000 metric tonnes (MT) per 
year, thereby providing ‘a considerable contribution to the country’s Greenhouse Gas 
Emission reduction’.  I also note that Wind Power has itself stated at a public 
information meeting in Venus Bay that ‘you could build a line of turbines from here to 
Perth and it won’t make any difference to greenhouse gas emissions’. 
 
Based on information developed by the Sustainable Energy Authority of Victoria 
(SEAV), the Policy and Planning Guidelines for Development of Wind Energy Facilities 
in Victoria assumes that every MWh of wind generated electricity ‘will displace 
approximately 1.3MT of CO2 coming from coal fired electricity generation’.  SEAV has 
now submitted to this Panel that the CO2 displaced by wind generated electricity is the 
pool coefficient of 1.39MT/MWh (the average production of CO2 per MWh of electricity 
consumed in Victoria).  This figure apparently avoids calculation of the total National 
Grid emissions profile. 
 
Information provided to me by AGO, the National Electricity Market Management 
Company (NEMMCO), the Electricity Supply Industry Planning Council (ESIPC) of 
South Australia and the electricity generators in the La Trobe Valley is very consistent on 
emissions reduction and does not support SEAV’s position.  Wind generators cannot 
control the timing and amount of generation.  When the wind blows the first electricity 
source displaced is usually hydropower (achieving no reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions) followed by gas fired (the lowest greenhouse gas emitter of fossil fuel burning 
generators).  Coal generators can be wound back but they’re slower, they’re much less 
responsive.  No matter what the type of electricity generation, moving electricity output 
from generators up and down causes quite significant reductions in efficiency.  Coal fired 
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suffer the greatest efficiency reductions, they burn a greater amount of coal per unit of 
electricity output as output reduces.  This offsets the potential emissions savings from 
reducing the electricity output of a coal-fired generator.  When on 4 September, 2003 I 
put this to SEAV’s Manager Renewables, Megan Wheatley, she said that she was 
unaware of such displacement at the margin but was sure that their figures on emissions 
savings were correct. 
 
ESIPC has investigated the impact of wind generation on the NEM including reductions 
in greenhouse gas emissions in the NEM (South Australian Wind Power Study, March 
2003).  The study developed a full chronological model of the national electricity market.  
Every generator in the national market was modelled and included.  The study concluded 
that wind generated electricity displaced CO2 at a rate of 0.5MT/MWh generated, or 36% 
of the emissions reduction claimed by SEAV.  A subsequent joint AGO/ESIPC study 
(unpublished) suggests that the displacement rate may be closer to 0.6MT/MWh of wind 
generated electricity, or 43% of the emissions reduction claimed by SEAV.  Put another 
way, the emissions savings claimed for wind energy by SEAV is some 250% more than 
what appears to be substantiated by Australian research. 
 
On 15 September 2003 I requested clarification from AusWEA, who were at that time 
using similar displacement rates to SEAV, and was promised a response.  Despite a 
number of reminders no response was ever received.  I note that in more recent 
statements (eg ‘Whipping up the Wind’, National Radio, 6 December, 2003) AusWEA 
have begun using a displacement rate of 0.55MT/MWh, without publicly explaining their 
changed stance.  This lower displacement rate cuts back their claimed emissions 
reduction from wind energy by 60%. 
 
The stated key objective of wind energy is greenhouse gas abatement.  Mr White’s 
projection that the Bald Hills Power Station would, if installed, reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions by 435,000MT/year.  At this level of abatement he considered that the Power 
Station should proceed.  This greenhouse gas reduction is equivalent to an emissions 
reduction of 1.326MT/MWh at the assumed 36% capacity.  Australian evidence which 
I’ve cited suggests that the emissions reduction from the Bald Hills Power Station would 
(at a displacement rate of 0.55MT/MWh) be around 180,000MT/year, or 
255,000MT/year less than projected – at level of abatement at which the Power Station 
should not proceed. 
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The studies that I have cited on levels of abatement are well known in the industry, yet 
SEAV and developers like Wind Power insist on overstating emissions reduction from 
wind by 250%.  Such deliberately misleading and deceptive claims would, in the 
corporate world, lead to ACCC attention, possibly leading to multimillion dollar fines or 
imprisonment for the offending parties. 
 
SEAV’s stance on this issue is described in the industry as ‘baffling’.  Their approach to 
calculating CO2 abatement from wind would only have validity if generators each 
undertook an immediate and proportionate reduction in electricity output every time the 
wind blows.  This would mean that all types of generator would need to be equally 
responsive, but they’re not and SEAV’s submission to this Panel says they’re not - refer 
table on generator characteristics which states that responsiveness of different types of 
generators varies quite markedly, with coal fired generators being much slower than 
hydro or gas. 
 
I stress that the above is based on available Australian evidence.  Perhaps it could be that 
Wind Power Pty Ltd is more knowledgeable than anyone when it stated that wind towers 
installed from Venus Bay to Perth would make absolutely no difference to greenhouse 
gas emissions.  On the other hand it could simply mean that Wind Power doesn’t really 
care whether or not greenhouse gas emissions are reduced. 
 
Cost of Wind Energy Relative to Competing Energy Sources 
 
It is generally agreed that new coal fired plants generate electricity at an all up cost of 
around $40/MWh.  Existing coal fired plants are costed in the range $28-34/MWh but 
have higher emission levels than newer plants.  Wind generated electricity costs in the 
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range of $80-100/MWh.  Mr White has stated that wind generation costs twice as much 
as coal fired. 
 
These cost estimates include neither the cost of CO2 emissions from coal nor the cost of 
standby generation required for wind power.  As an economist I believe that both should 
be included if the costings are to be on a like-for-like basis. 
 
A recent study for the UK by the Royal Academy of Engineering (The Costs of 
Generating Electricity, March 2004) evaluated the costs for a range of different electricity 
generation technologies and fuels.  In order to compare directly the costs of intermittent 
generation, such as wind, with more dependable sources of generation on a like-for-like 
basis, they estimated the cost of the standby generation required to support wind 
generation.  RAE estimates that standby generation adds 46% to wind generation costs 
and, once included, comprises 31% of the total cost of wind generation.  The 46% 
estimate supports the previous 50% estimate by the Institution of Chemical Engineers 
which was based on Danish experience. 
 
The wind industry claims that the cost of emissions should be included in fossil fuel 
generation costs.  Professor Warwick McKibbin of ANU, and Board Member of the 
Reserve Bank, has estimated effective emissions reduction could be achieved at a cost in 
the range $7-15/MT of CO2.  The Parer Report comes to a figure of $15/MT.  Using 
SEAV’s latest (and higher) emssions reduction figures for wind energy, MRET at 
$40/MWh equates to an emissions reduction cost of $28.77/MT of CO2.  However using 
the more realistic figures of ESIPC/AGO the emissions reduction cost rises to $72.70/MT 
of CO2.
 
In their submission to the Panel, SEAV stated that, based on projections by the Australian 
Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics (ABARE), the cost of wind energy 
would by 2010 fall to $40/MWh or roughly a 50% reduction in six years.  Subsequently 
industry sources advised me that this seemed highly unlikely because the reduction would 
have to come largely from technology advances.  I then checked with ABARE who 
advised that the figures came from a study by the wind industry lobby group AusWEA 
and did not include the cost of backup generation.  However ABARE qualifies the 
estimate by saying that ‘if assessment of changes in the cost of wind energy proves to be 
optimistic, it will be significantly more expensive to meet a larger mandatory renewable 
target’. 
 
 
Problems of Managing Wind Generated Electricity in the NEM 
 
NEMMCO state that wind is the only ‘uncontrollable’ energy source – this contrasts with 
coal, gas, diesel and hydro which are all controllable.  The management system 
NEMMCO devises for handling greater volumes of wind energy as it comes on stream 
will have to look more closely at demand projections, and require wind generators to 
project their supply based on weather forecasts.  Notwithstanding the supply projections 
provided by wind generators, a major challenge in managing the NEM as wind energy 
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increases is the fact that output from a wind generator can vary by up to 50% of its 
installed capacity in a 5 minute period due to normal speed variations (gustiness) of the 
forecast wind.  The challenges of managing wind energy in the NEM have been well 
documented by NEMMCO (Intermittent Generation in the National Electricity Market, 
February, 2004). 
 
A recent AGO-commissioned study (National Wind Power Study, by Assoc Prof Hugh 
Outhred, November 2003) developed an estimate of wind energy that could be handled 
by the NEM using ‘technical solutions to any associated problems that are not 
prohibitively expensive’.  The report proposes a figure of 8,000MW of ‘readily 
acceptable’ wind energy capacity (‘readily acceptable’ is defined as including economic 
feasibility yet the report doesn’t discuss the economics of wind power).  But the caveats 
on the projections are considerable – eg 
 

• Advanced wind forecasting techniques would need to be developed to predict the 
future behaviour of wind power stations and groups of wind power stations, and 
in particular to accurately predict changes in output of regional groups of wind 
power stations up to two days in advance. 

• Wind power stations would need to be widely and evenly dispersed in the NEM 
and local voltage and network flow constraints would need to be overcome. 

 
The study states that current arrangements under the National Electricity Code (NEC) and 
in the NEM are not adequate to ensure such an outcome.  It also says that indications are 
that wind power stations may not be being installed in a sufficiently dispersed manner to 
avoid network constraints.  It also says it’s not clear whether developers are installing 
turbines of sufficient sophistication, and wind power station control and protection 
schemes of adequate performance. 
 
Yet again we see that current developments and projections in the wind industry are, in 
many areas, quite experimental.  Let’s undertake the experiments to decide the way 
forward before we commit to further wind energy installations.  A power station should 
not be erected at Bald Hills as part of an experiment. 
 
Mr White recognised the difficulties of managing wind generation in the NEM when he 
said the gradual MRET target build-up will ‘allow NEM operators time to address the 
technical challenges associated with increased grid connection of renewable energy, 
including the intermittent nature of resources such as wind power’.  However Mr White 
did not mention the challenges, outlined by Professor Outhred which face developers and 
operators of wind power stations, and how the proposed Power Station would be 
addressing them.  I submit that, as a pre-condition, the developer should have to 
demonstrate that it will be able comply with the requirements under NEMMCO’s new 
forecasting regime (as outlined in their Intermittent Generation Report). 
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LOCATING WIND TOWERS NEAR THE COAST 
 
Coastal Protection by the Victorian Government 

 
The Policy and Planning Guidelines for Development of Wind Energy Facilities in 
Victoria states that ‘commercial wind energy developments will not be permitted on any 
land reserved under the National Parks Act (1975)’, thus excluding them from 
approximately 43% of the length of Victoria’s coastline and approximately 32% of the 
area within 1 km of the coast.  Wind Power’s promotional material makes similar claims 
and Mr Gobbo in his opening submission stated that “43% of the coastline and a further 
32% of the area within 1km of the coast are ‘no-go’ areas, being included in National 
Parks”.  This claim that 75% of the Victorian coastline is afforded some measure of 
protection from industrial developments such as wind power stations warrants closer 
examination. 
 
After checking maps obtained from Parks Victoria, the responsible authority, I concluded 
that the claimed extent of national parks along the coast and level of protection provided 
by those parks was grossly overstated.  I then asked Parks Victoria to substantiate both 
the figures and the level of protection claimed.  After reviewing the situation they 
advised (not surprisingly) that the coastal reserves, often only as wide as the foreshore 
dunes, would provide no protection from a 35 storey structure located behind the coastal 
reserve. They also advised that, even if they took in the length of the perimeter of French 
Island (which is partly national park) and some of the offshore islands (eg those off 
Wilson’s Promontory), they still could not come up with the percentages stated.  They 
also advised that they did not know how those figures, conclusions and propositions had 
been arrived at, nor could they recall giving such information to SEAV. 
 
Dr Juliet Bird from the National Trust also came to the same conclusion.  She submitted 
to the Panel that the 43% figure includes national parks in Northern Victoria that are 
remote and have a lesser wind resource, and she pointed out that suggesting a thin coastal 
reserve would protect coastal values was not credible.  And, regrettably, material 
submitted to the Panel by SEAV on this issue raises more questions than it answers. 
 
The figures used by the proponent and SEAV to claim protection for the coast is just yet 
more ‘spin’.  It is both misleading and deceptive, and it is information should be 
dismissed by the Panel. 
 
 
Wind Mapping to Identify Viable Areas for Wind Power 

 
I have already pointed out that, at the very least, there are serious doubts about the merits 
of chasing the MRET target.  I now turn to the developers claim that MRET means being 
on the coast. 
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Mr Gobbo has stated that there are insufficient inland sites to meet MRET targets for 
wind energy.  This patently untrue.  As noted by many others, the CSIRO wind map for 
Victoria identifies sufficient viable inland wind energy sites to meet the State’s wind 
energy targets.  It has been suggested that this is a ‘coastal dependent’ industry – it 
clearly can’t be coastal dependent in this State if over half the Victorian municipalities 
with viable wind are inland. 
 
It is not sufficient for developers to claim that wind power stations should be located on 
the coast ‘because that is where they are more profitable’ – the Panel need not and must 
not allow desecration of our coastline and associated wetlands and reserves to be traded 
off so as to ensure greater profits to developers. 
 
 
IMPACT OF WIND TOWERS ON LOCAL COMMUNITIES 
 
Community Consultation 
 
It is almost two years since we contracted to purchase our 200ha Morgan’s Beach farm, 
which is located about 4.8km from the Box property.  In that time Wind Power Pty Ltd 
has not sought to discuss our views and concerns regarding the proposed Bald Hills 
Power Station, nor to assess its likely impact on us.  We attended one of ‘information 
meetings’ but the information provided by Wind Power contained many inaccuracies, 
was of a generic nature, and Wind Power made no effort to seek feedback from us.   
 
In most of the work undertaken by expert witnesses, community consultation was very 
poorly handled or not undertaken.  Several expert witnesses claimed that you can consult 
effectively with the community simply by reading their written submissions.  Reading 
such material is good groundwork for community consultation but cannot substitute for it.  
True consultation with communities adds important information and perspectives that 
you can’t get from written submissions, and it provides members of the community with 
a feeling of involvement and a sense of worth.  Community consultation processes have 
been well tried and tested over many years.  To do it well requires good planning and 
sensitive execution.  To engage in tokenism, as I believe was the case here, can alienate 
the community. 
 
Mr Gobbo in his opening submission said that submitters concerns that they ‘had not 
been fully and adequately informed about the proposal’ had since been resolved through a 
re-advertising process.  Placing an advertisement in a newspaper is absolutely no 
substitute for meeting with affected persons to discuss and understand their concerns and 
to convey to them information specific to their particular situation.  To think that it may 
be a substitute is symptomatic of the proponent’s problem – they just don’t understand 
what’s required and have made no attempt to understand.  Mr Gobbo concluded that ‘the 
public consultation process for this project has been exhaustive – no stone has been left 
unturned and no issue uncovered’.  Sadly these are just hollow words.  Since virtually all 
affected persons have been ignored by the developer, it would be much closer to the truth 
to say that ‘no stone has been touched and few issues have been covered’. 
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Mr Offor has stated in evidence that community consultation for the Bald Hills Power 
Station was mismanaged by Wind Power.  A similar point was also made about Wind 
Power in the Panel Report for the Wonthaggi facility – it seems we have a serial offender 
here.  In reality there was no effective community consultation.  When the directions 
hearing instructed Wind Power to undertake community consultation, the subsequent 
consultation was extremely limited and we, like most of those affected, were not 
included.  They simply didn’t try. 
 
To overcome the information vacuum imposed by Wind Power the community sought 
Wind Power’s agreement to visit the proposed sites to make our own assessment of likely 
turbine heights and locations.  We were refused.  It was only during site inspections, as 
part of the current Panel Hearing, that most affected landholders were able for the first 
time to make a reasonably accurate assessment of the visual impact that would be 
imposed on them by the proposed Power Station.  By that time it was too late for 
individual landholders to obtain any independent expert assistance with their case against 
the Power Station and many feel that, by their actions, Wind Power has denied us natural 
justice. 
 
While I have worked in numerous rural communities over the past 30+ years, I am a 
relative newcomer to the Tarwin community.  Notwithstanding the community’s anguish 
and trauma over this issue, I have been impressed at how objective and comparatively 
understated the Tarwin community has been in their objection to the Bald Hills Power 
Station.  Material they have circulated has been in the main well argued and has sought to 
maintain a sense of balance.  It has been asserted that there has been a Chinese 
whispering campaign by the community which led to community mistrust of Wind Power 
Pty Ltd.  I do not believe that there is any basis for this assertion.  The very strong 
community distrust of, and antagonism towards, Wind Power is something the developer 
has brought on itself.  In my observation Wind Power has made little or no effort to build 
trust with the community and worse, seems to have lost few opportunities to get the 
community offside.  By its lack of preparedness to consult meaningfully with the 
community, and through many inappropriate statements and actions, it appears to have 
deliberately sought to grind down and disempower the Tarwin community.  The 
community is deeply divided and traumatised.  I believe the situation with Wind Power is 
beyond repair. 
 
 
Land Values 
 
A registered valuer, Mr John Jess, acting as an expert witness for four affected 
landholders has assessed that the value of the four properties will fall by between 15% to 
20% if the power station is constructed.  The importance of such losses in land values has 
been well covered by other submitters.  I would just reinforce that such permanent capital 
losses significantly impact key areas such as a farmers capacity to borrow, the cost of 
borrowing and their capacity to provide adequately for themselves in retirement. 
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Values for rural land can be split into two broad components: 
 

• Agricultural value – that value which is paid for the current and potential 
agricultural earning capacity of the land, plus its rural amenity (being able to 
enjoy living in a rural area). 

• Locational value unrelated to its agricultural value – this relates to its value from 
being located in an area of high visual or other amenity, and its proximity to 
major towns and cities.  People wish to ‘get away from it all’ (built up areas, 
including industrial areas), and to enjoy unspoiled coastlines, alps, wetlands and 
other areas of natural beauty.  Factors such as these are very important in setting 
the locational value that buyers are prepared to pay over and above agricultural 
value. 

 
Challicum Hills is located in extensive (as opposed to intensive) farming country near 
Ararat where land has agricultural but little or no locational value.  The extensive nature 
of the farming involves larger sized properties so that population and housing density is 
low and it is possible to site a power station away from houses, stock handling facilities 
and the general workplace of neighbours.  The comparatively flat terrain also helps to 
reduce the visual impact of the wind towers.  Because agricultural productivity and the 
rural amenity of neighbours are not greatly altered, the power station has little impact on 
land values. 
 
This may be contrasted with the Tarwin/Walkerville area where land has considerable 
locational value by reason of its location in a pristine coastal area within two hours drive 
of Melbourne.  Property sizes are also on average considerably smaller and the 
population density higher.  In evidence Mr Jess stated that, compared to areas in the 
region where property values were largely or totally based on their agricultural value, he 
estimated there was a 40% premium paid in this area for non-agricultural (locational) 
factors. 
 
Portland and Toora also have significant locational value. Reduction in property values 
has occurred at Toora and is beginning to occur at Portland (even though that power 
station has yet to be built). 
 
It has been suggested that the reduction in land values will be short lived and that, after a 
time, land values will begin to increase again as though nothing had happened – in other 
words the reduction in total farm value by reason of proximity to a wind power station 
will be shortlived.  This is most unlikely to be the case.  After a period the value of the 
affected properties will again begin to rise but they are likely to always sell at a discount 
compared to the situation where the Power Station had not been built.  This is most easily 
explained graphically:  
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Impact of Power Station on Property Values
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The graph is illustrative only.  Factors such as the starting valuation, the rate of growth in 
valuation, etc are irrelevant to the point being made.  The area between the lines 
represents the land value which is permanently lost if the power station is built in the 
area. 
 
I believe that evidence from Mr Offor, on the impact of wind power stations on farm 
values, is consistent with the above.  He concluded that ‘land primarily used for 
agricultural production appears to have been least affected’ and that wind power stations 
‘do not adversely affect property values once they have been erected’.  This second point 
is consistent with my submission that farm values do increase after wind towers are 
installed, but that it only occurs after values have fallen by reason of the installation. 
 
Mr Jess was criticised by Wind Power’s counsel for not explicitly identifying what part 
of total farm value is made up by farm improvements.  Mr Jess stated that the value of 
improvements was irrelevant for this type of valuation.  In my experience Mr Jess is 
correct.  Improvements on farm land, being as they are for the purposes of farming, 
comprise part of the agricultural value.  Farm improvements normally have little or no 
impact on the locational value premium paid for farm land, and it is this premium that 
would be eroded by the power station. 
 
With the power station, tens of millions of dollars of land value would lost in this district.  
Token compensation from the developer, such as the $65,000 donation from Stanwell 
Corporation to the Toora community, is no answer. 
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Social Equity & Justice 
 
The developer’s wind energy specialist, Mr White, describes wind towers as a cash crop 
for participating farmers.  Two things are unarguable:  (i) the towers will provide 
participating farmers with levels of income not previously thought possible from their 
land; and  (ii) this will be achieved at the expense of their neighbours and other affected 
farmers who will suffer a fall in land values and adverse impacts on their living and 
working conditions.  The few will experience great benefits but many will suffer as a 
result – on grounds of social equity and justice this is totally unacceptable. 
 
There will a number imposts and losses that can’t be measured in financial terms.  These 
have been well documented by submitters from this community and others less directly 
affected.  That a development such as this can inflict such disproportionate non-financial 
and financial burdens on a significant number of people is a major social issue.  The 
developer’s submission has ignored the issues of social equity and social justice. 
 
The Tarwin community is close knit community and covers both rural and township 
areas.  The Panel has seen first hand the fracturing that has occurred in this community.  
It has already caused major stress within families, and in sporting, volunteer and other 
community groups.  I believe the situation will only worsen if the power station proposal 
is approved. 
 
 
Impact on Visual Amenity 
 
The developer has downplayed the rural amenity of the area.  It has ignored the fact that 
the area would be changed from a pastoral landscape to a rural industrial landscape, as 
well as the associated loss of amenity, and the public sensitivity to that loss.  Scenic 
quality, and the changes to scenic quality, for both rural and coastal areas, has not been 
evaluated. 
 
There has been evidence that there will be considerable impact on the surrounding 
reserves and coastal parks (Bald Hills Wetlands Reserve, Cape Liptrap Coastal Park, 
Kings Flat Flora and Fauna Reserve).  From advice we have received we believe that the 
extent of the adverse impact on fauna will be considerable.  Consideration must also be 
given to the adverse impact that these confronting industrial towers will have on the 
amenity that the reserves and parks currently provide for both local residents and visitors. 
 
I submit that the proposed Power Station would lead directly and indirectly to desecration 
of one of our most scenic and pristine coastlines.  Construction of a 35 storey building 
would, quite rightly, not be permitted anywhere on or close to the Victorian coastline.  
For the same reason, construction of a number of wind towers of similar height along the 
coast also should not be permitted.  Apart from their confronting visual impact, these 
industrial towers have other visual impacts such as shadow flicker on the surrounding 
area, and a glaring ‘strobe light’ effect that occurs when their massive blades are turning 
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with sunlight on them.  The strobe light effect will not only be local.  Strobing from the 
12 Toora turbines is very visible from Samman Road on Mt Hoddle, a distance of about 
20km (despite the paintwork efforts of the manufacturer).  Based on this, the effect on 
Inverloch beaches and residents, situated to the west of the Bald Hills site, will be 
significant. 
 
 
Impact on Tourism 
 
A key attraction of the area for tourists is its unspoiled nature.  Is probably the only 
coastal area within two hours drive of Melbourne which is so comparatively unspoiled.  
The Cape Liptrap Walk along Morgans Beach and Venus Bay is a well recognised walk 
with increasing popularity, as evidenced by Parks Victoria’s program to upgrade access 
and signage along the walk.  The walk passes the coastal frontage of our Morgans Beach 
property and we often see walkers on the beach and walking around the cliffs as the walk 
requires at Arch Rock.  Each walker will have to pass or view a number of turbines if the 
power station is allowed to proceed.  More broadly, wind power stations will significantly 
industrialise the scenic views of the surrounding coastal landscapes.  These power 
stations are also highly problematic for tourism in terms of their potential for expansion 
and growing cumulative impacts over time. 
 
Proponents claim that wind power stations will themselves be a tourist attraction.  Mr 
Cotterill was more guarded when he stated that ‘they are certainly not turning people 
away in droves, but they are not a major attraction to an area’.  He also said they don’t 
encourage revisitation.  Mr Cotterill’s assessment, like so many of the other expert 
witnesses, assumed incorrectly that the tourist experience occurs mostly while travelling 
along main roads in a car. 
 
The visitors centre for Toora Power Station is to close after just one year, reflecting brief 
initial interest followed by a steady decline.  A tour bus company reported quite early a 
fall off in demand, noting that the novelty factor didn’t last long.  The visitor centre at 
Bald Hills would seem likely to have only a short life.  Given information presented by 
Ms Svenson and Ms Wills on the likely negative impact to existing tourism, it seems 
certain that the power station would be a significant net negative for tourism in the area. 
 
The Bass Coast, Prom Coast and near coastal hinterlands are the fastest growing rural 
areas in Victoria, based mainly on people visiting the area for its uncluttered and ‘away 
from it all’ recreation, unique scenic amenity, and food and wine.  Bunurong has been 
described as a mini Great Ocean Road.  If the Bald Hills Power Station is approved (on 
the heels of approval of the Wonthaggi Power Station) the attractiveness of the Coast to 
tourists will wane, causing significant social and economic loss to the region. 
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Impact on Employment 
 
Mr White stated that, once established, the power station should lead to creation of 8.8 
Equivalent Full Time jobs per annum in South Gippsland and Bass Coast Shires.  It 
seems certain that those two shires will lose considerably more employment than this 
from reduced growth of tourism. 
 
It should also be noted that experience to date is the wind industry consistently and 
significantly overstates likely employment generation, and other benefits to the local 
community.  Likely long term jobs at Portland have virtually evaporated and construction 
of the Power Station is still some way off.  In November 2003, at the opening of 
Challicum Hills Power Station, the Mayor of Ararat was enthusiastically welcoming 
Pacific Hydro for what they promised to bring to the district.  Last week, barely six 
months later, she made a public statement condemning Pacific Hydro for contributing 
nothing to the local community.  Challicum Hills provides only one Equivalent Full Time 
job in that district. 
 
 
SUBMISSIONS OF EXPERT WITNESSES 
 
Matters to do with the developer’s evidence on noise and flora and fauna have been well 
covered by others.  I will however comment briefly on noise issues and then concentrate 
mainly on evidence of the other expert witnesses. 
 
 
Noise 
 
At a meeting at Foster in February, Meridian Energy’s Wind Project Manager when 
discussing the noise from wind turbines said that ‘the NZ standards, flawed as they are, 
are the ones the State government has adopted and we have to use them’.  It is refreshing 
to have a developer’s representative being honest about the NZ standard, and Meridian 
are a NZ company so they ought to know!  However on social and humanitarian grounds 
it is totally unacceptable that a flawed standard would be used, a standard whose 
inadequacies are causing people living near other wind power stations distress and 
suffering.  That stance cannot be justified by anyone or on any grounds – in my view it 
would be amoral. 
 
It is not good enough to say that Wind Power will provide tape recorders to residents in 
‘the noise zone’ so that they can record uncomfortable or stressful noise.  What will be 
done about it?  Will it be guaranteed that action taken will remove the discomfort and 
stress?  Who will be entrusted to enforce it?  What sanctions will apply if agreed 
procedures are not followed (as they haven’t been at Toora) and who will ensure that the 
sanctions are actually applied.  Such an approach by Wind Power would effectively be 
using the residents as subjects in an experiment.  I submit in the strongest terms that it 
must not be contemplated.  If noise is such an unknown, the project should not proceed, 
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Mr Graham White, Wind Energy Engineer 
 
Apart from overstating the emissions abatement from wind energy by 250%, there are a 
number of issues raised by Mr White that I wish to challenge: 
 

• ‘Total wind generation costs are in the range of other technologies’.  This 
statement is quite misleading.  Under cross examination by Mr Finn, Mr White 
admitted that wind energy was about twice the cost of coal generation. 

• ‘The Bald Hills site was identified through a selection process in accordance with 
the Victorian Government’s policy and planning guidelines for development of 
wind energy facilities in Victoria’.  This is simply untrue.  The policy and 
planning guidelines require the developer in pre-application discussions to ‘talk to 
surrounding land owners about the proposal and issues of importance to them’.  
Wind Power did not hold such discussions with surrounding land owners. The 
guidelines also require that expert advice be sought on ‘ecological, visual, noise 
and other environmental impacts’ to inform the site selection process.  However 
most of the expert witnesses under cross examination stated that the site was 
selected before, not after, Wind Power received their expert advice. This is in 
serious breach of the guidelines. 

• Decommissioning – I consider decommissioning a crucial issue.  SEAV has 
acknowledged that wind turbines are somewhat experimental. Mr Young, when 
questioned about key aspects of turbine operation, said ‘we won’t know if they’ll 
work until we build them’.  Also, some months ago when I put my concerns about 
the viability of wind power to their Manager Renewables, Megan Wheatley, she 
responded ‘a great thing about wind turbines is that they’re very easy to 
decommission’.  SEAV has made similar comments to other submitters.  
Too often derelict industrial structures are left as permanent scars on landscapes.  
That the mining industry has enforceable decommissioning programs, including 
all necessary rehabilitation, shows it can be done.  However nothing I’ve read or 
heard at this hearing gives me confidence that decommissioning of wind power 
stations will or can be enforced.  Mr White’s submission was very unconvincing, 
in particular (i) his statement on decommissioning costs was vague and depended 
on there being a second hand market for turbines;  (ii)  there was no clear 
statement on how decommissioning (including who would pay) is to be enforced;  
(iii) covering the concrete bases with ‘indigenous material’, rather than removing 
them, smacks of environmental tokenism and shouldn’t be permitted;  and (iv) it 
relied heavily on so-called ‘Best Practice Guidelines’ published by the wind 
industry lobby group AusWEA, where decommissioning is covered in four brief 
paragraphs which set no compliance standards, and which are best described as 
motherhood statements.  

• ‘Wind farming is an additional cash crop for farmers’ – I consider this to be a 
very insensitive comment.  There are several hundred farmers in the area, only 
seven get any benefit, and only two of them live on their farms.  The much larger 
number suffer a capital loss from decline in land value, as well as loss of general 
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amenity, problems of noise, shadow flicker, etc.  Effectively there is a value 
transfer from a large number to the few stakeholder farmers and the developers.  It 
could be argued that it is the large number of unfortunate farmers that have been 
made the cash crop of their stakeholder neighbours. 

 
 
Mr John Cleary, Landscape & Visual Assessment 
 
In addition to material presented by Mr Dennis Williamson for TVCG, there are a 
number of issues raised by Mr Cleary that I wish to challenge: 
 

• Mr Cleary emphasised the importance of views and said that viewing gives people 
85% of their environmental information.  His landscape assessment for residents 
(which he did not visit) placed undue emphasis on views from dwellings and, with 
respect, I consider that the same applies to assessment by the Panel during field 
visits.  This overlooks the high value that the affected people place on enjoyment 
of outdoor and scenic experiences in their workplace.  As many submitters have 
said ‘we’re not just a house shown on the map’ (or in the case of many of us 
‘we’re not just a house which Wind Power has yet to show on the map’). 

• The Key Views he identified in the area were roadside viewing points where 
viewing could occur from a vehicle or after a very short walk.  On this basis 
Wilson’s Promontory would have few Key Views.  Some of the best views in this 
area and ones therefore which should be considered Key Views, do require 
walking. Despite the beach being described by Mr Cleary as having ‘a 
concentration of important aesthetic features’, views along Morgans Beach and 
around Arch Rock and beyond have been excluded from Key Views. 

• Mr Cleary stated that the turbines were not visible from the beach except from 
one low point and, while the turbines would be seen from the tops of the dunes, 
‘there are no tracks to facilitate this movement’.  He did not appear to be aware of 
the popular Cape Liptrap Walk, nor that turbines on the Box property would be in 
full view from the cliff top part of the walk.  Also, on days of strong south and 
south-westerly weather, walkers can be seen from our property walking inside the 
dunes from where the turbines would also be clearly visible. 

• Mr Cleary indicated that turbines will be clearly visible from the sea but he did 
not discuss its impact.  This is a popular fishing and diving area - enjoyment of 
the area will be seriously affected by imposing industrial turbines on the pristine 
viewscape from the sea. 

• There was no assessment of the impact of the turbines on the longer viewscapes 
such as those from Eagles Nest and other parts of the Bunurong Marine Park, or 
Inverloch or Venus Bay.  But then again if you deem a 33 storey tower on one’s 
doorstep as having ‘little effect on views’ (p5 supplementary report) you’re not 
going to be concerned about the longer viewscapes – no matter what their value to 
others. 

• Extreme subjectivity in comments – notwithstanding that assessments such as this 
are necessarily subjective, in his presentation Mr Cleary repeatedly made 
judgements which seemed always to downplay substantially the visual impacts of 
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turbines.  I have discussed this part of Mr Cleary’s evidence with a number of 
others present and all have that concern, a number already having voiced it in 
submissions.  An example is when Mr Cleary was discussing a range of views 
from longer range to close range: 

1. View of a large number of turbines at about 6-7km where in my view the 
turbines were quite imposing on the rural viewscape – Mr Cleary said ‘the 
visual magnitude of the turbines is quite small, it would be hard to say it 
has lost its rural character’. 

2. View of a large number of turbines at about 4km where in my view the 
turbines were very distracting and quite deleterious to the viewscape – Mr 
Cleary said ‘the magnitude and contrast of the turbines is increased but it’s 
not like putting Altona on Bald Hills’. 

3. View of a large number of turbines at less than 2km but not all towers 
were visible for their full height because the furthest were located over a 
ridgeline.  In my view the turbines were very dominating – Mr Cleary said 
‘a good site because the turbines curve out of view’. 

4. Close up view of a large number of turbines but again not all towers were 
visible for their full height because of a ridgeline.  In my view the turbines 
were quite overpowering and destroyed any joy of the viewscape.  Mr 
Cleary said ‘once again you see the turbines dipping out of view, a really 
positive thing for the people using this road’.  None of the regular road 
users I have spoken to would agree. 

The key issue is not the exact distance involved or that peoples perceptions should 
vary, but that Mr Cleary’s views are so very far away from those of the local 
community and that they border on being promotional for wind towers. 

• The photo montages used were in my judgement quite distorted, appearing to 
artificially reduce the vertical scale (height) of the turbines.  Material in the 
Mittag family’s submission confirms this and indicates yet again that we are not 
being given accurate information – why weren’t these montages put through a 
simple verification process similar to the Mittags? 

• All visual material presented was static and there was no acknowledgement that 
the movement of the blades increases the impact on the viewer – the visual impact 
of blade has not been addressed. 

• Cumulative effect – Mr Cleary says that, if Bald Hills were constructed, there 
would be only three wind farms in more than 950km of Victorian coastline east of 
Melbourne and hence the cumulative impact would be low. This is highly 
misleading, three wind power stations would occur within 100km and as Mr 
Wischer and Mr Le Roy demonstrated in their submissions the regional 
cumulative impact would be significant. 

• Community consultation – Mr Cleary did no community consultation and relied 
on a survey of 16 persons selected from the phone book.  Given the size and 
variability of the population being assessed, this sample size is completely 
inadequate, does not allow any meaningful conclusions to be drawn and therefore 
the conclusions cannot be relied upon.  I would submit that this is why Mr 
Cleary’s opinions and conclusions have been so widely challenged by the 
community. 
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Virginia Jackson, Planning 
 

• Ms Jackson undertook no community consultation, not even with families that 
would be most affected by the proposed Power Station.  Reading written 
submissions of objectors at best provides a background for conducting community 
consultation, but it is no substitute for it.  She claimed a good local knowledge 
based on having lived in Leongatha as a child – I understand she left the area at 
primary school age.  

• Ms Jackson said that Venus Bay and Walkerville have insufficient infrastructure 
to support greater tourism which is at variance with the information provided by 
Mrs Svenson and with recent and current upgrades to infrastructure in this area. It 
also ignores the major role that Inverloch and the rest of the Bass Coast plays as a 
source of day and drive-through visitors for the Tarwin Lower, Cape Liptrap and 
Walkerville areas. 

• On other tourism matters Ms Jackson stated, without supporting justification, that 
the Tarwin-Walkerville Road was just a country road and shouldn’t be regarded 
as a tourist road, the route to Wilson’s Promontory via Tarwin Lower is not 
particularly convenient and therefore of minor importance, there is very limited 
and declining access to local beach areas (citing the five mile track which in fact 
has recently been upgraded) and the Cape Liptrap to Venus Bay Beach changed 
very little along its length.  These propositions would be laughable if they were 
not so important. 

• Ms Jackson stated that the wind power station would help maintain viable farming 
in the area because the seven stakeholder properties would benefit from increased 
income.  She did not recognise or acknowledge the additional costs that will have 
to be borne by the majority of the farming community to improve the ‘viability’ 
of these seven farmers. 

• Without visiting any of the houses or speaking with any residents Ms Jackson was 
prepared to state that none of the houses or residents would be unreasonably 
affected by the wind towers.  In making that judgement she made no attempt to 
define ‘reasonability’ or describe how it had been assessed.  When shown she had 
been substantially in error on the impact of towers on the Fairbrother home she 
was unmoved and still maintained the Fairbrothers would not be unreasonably 
affected.  It seemed she was prepared to work without information and nothing 
would be deemed unreasonable. 

• It is a pleasant contrast in openness that, at the February meeting with Meridian 
Energy (another wind power developer), Meridian’s Wind Project Manager stated 
that she would not like a wind tower next to her home. 
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Tim Offor, Social & Economic 
 

• Mr Offer stated that ‘perceptions’ of poor consultation were due to suspicion and 
mistrust among the community.  I have already covered the true reasons for the 
suspicion and mistrust of Wind Power – it was entirely of their own making. 

• He stated that the red dot map was a means for community members to voice a 
protest rather than indicating they were against wind towers.  The Panel is aware 
of the rigorous manner in which the map was compiled, and the passionate 
opposition to wind towers that it represents. 

• Mr Offor expressed his surprise that in their work only one community member 
raised greenhouse impacts as a benefit of wind power stations.  To me this shows 
that members of this community are better informed and much less easily misled 
than most people.   

• He mentioned the considerable amount of local media coverage given to wind 
towers, and that most of it was negative.  He implied that the media coverage was 
therefore biased and not well based.  The reality is that the media took 
considerable effort to by fully informed and saw the project for what it is. 

• Economic analysis – under cross examination Mr Offor acknowledged that his 
report didn’t  consider the full range of disbenefits when analysing the economic 
costs of the wind power station. The disbenefits are considerable – his reason for 
not considering them is that ‘a line has to be drawn somewhere (on effort and 
client cost)’. 

 
 
David Cotterill, Tourism 
 

• Mrs Svenson has already indicated to the Panel the many areas where Mr 
Cotterill’s information is defective. 

• Mr Cotterill stated that Tourism Victoria data showed that tourism for the area 
had been fairly static for several years.  He was asked how he reconciled this with 
Bass Coast, Prom Coast and near coastal hinterlands being among the fastest 
growing areas outside Melbourne. He replied that there were problems with 
Tourism Victoria data but they were developing a white paper to data upgrade 
collection and hence quality.  It would be unwise to place reliance on that data. 

• Detailed tourism data presented by Mr Cotterill did not cover trends in available 
accommodation in major ‘feeder’ centres for day visitors to the area.  Inverloch, 
for example, has experienced major growth, available rental accommodation has 
trebled in the last five years, and construction of new rental accommodation 
remains buoyant.  

• Mr Cotterill’s report did not address the future growth in tourism in this area.  A 
number of submitters have discussed recent tourism growth and projected 
ongoing growth.  The growth of rental accommodation, other infrastructure and 
visitor numbers supports those projections. 
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Overview of Expert Witness Statements 
 
A number of submitters have stated that the expert witnesses for Wind Power seemed to 
have looked only at how they can guarantee the project proceeds.  After hearing and 
reading all submissions I strongly support that view. 
 
A number of the expert witnesses understated the true population density of the area 
(rating it as low).  Perhaps they were misled by the inadequate and sloppy attention that 
Wind Power gave to the simple task of documenting affected dwellings (as required 
under the EES Assessment Guidelines).  Several Sundays ago this ‘sparsely’ populated 
area held their annual coastal walk and barbecue to raise funds for the Waratah Red 
Cross.  Over 300 people attended and raised more than $5,000 – so much for ‘low’ 
population density!  The attendance and enthusiasm also reflects the attachment that local 
people have to their pristine coastline. 
 
Wind Power’s reluctance to rectify the inadequacies of their ‘dwelling count’ is 
symptomatic of their approach.  To claim that the request for corrections had come at the 
eleventh hour seeks to distract from the fact that it is a mandated requirement under the 
EES process and should have been done early in that process.  It is neither a major nor a 
complex task – specialist interpretation of airphoto or satellite imagery with necessary in-
field validation can be done comparatively quickly and inexpensively.  This would have 
given adequate time for title searches and any other activities required in that 
documentation process. 
 
A number of expert witnesses, when asked about complaints from residents living close 
to existing wind power stations, were quick to label them as people who had always 
objected to the power station, even in the planning stage.  The imputation appears to be 
that, once an objector always be a trouble maker.  There was no acknowledgement that 
the person with the complaint could have been correct all along, and that they might have 
had better foresight and intuition than the experts.  An example would be Stephen 
Goretto, although other persons were also cast in this light. 
 
 
THE PRECEDENT THAT WOULD BE CREATED 
 
The issue of precedent is very real and must be given very serious consideration by the 
Panel.   
 
Meridian Energy have announced their selection of sites at Dollar (North Foster) and 
Welshpool for wind power stations, with the Dollar site about to go through the planning 
process.  At a meeting in Foster on 25 February 2004, Meridian Energy stated that a key 
reason for choosing the sites at North Foster and Welshpool was the precedent provided 
by the installation by Stanwell Corporation of the Power Station at nearby Toora.  They 
consider that, because the wind towers at Toora passed environmental and other hurdles, 
there will be no basis for withholding approval of (larger) installations at nearby 
locations. 

   



 Page 22 
  
  
 
The wind industry has shown keen interest in locating sites for possible wind power 
stations right along the coastal stretch from Phillip Island to Cape Liptrap.  There are a 
number of wind monitoring towers that I’m aware of in the area (in addition to those used 
for the Bald Hills Power Station) but, because these towers may be erected without 
permit, there are certain to be other towers I’m not aware of.  It is farcical to claim, as Mr 
Gobbo has, that it is very unlikely there will be other wind power stations proposed in 
this area. 
 
Every decision to grant a permit for a wind power station creates a precedent, and more 
likely a number of precedents.  The Panel’s decision on the Bald Hills Power Station 
must take account of the precedent that granting a permit might have for power stations 
proposed but yet to go through the approval process.  This decision will be a major 
determining factor as to the future viewscape and general amenity of this coast from 
Phillip Island to Cape Liptrap. 
 
The proponent has gone to great lengths to use the precedent of the approval for the 
Portland project.  The Panel will be aware that the decision on Portland was driven by 
strong economic argument put by Pacific Hydro.  However Pacific Hydro have failed to 
deliver on the economic benefits and accordingly the Panel should consider the VCAT 
decision which determined that turbines at Cape Bridgewater would set an unacceptable 
precedent along our coast.  The precedent in approving Portland has been used here by 
the proponent, but the determination by VCAT regarding an unacceptable precedent for 
our coastline has not been mentioned. 
 
 
CLOSING STATEMENT 
 

• From the information provided at information meetings right through to the EES 
and SEES, documentation provided by Wind Power Pty Ltd has been riddled with 
inaccuracies and omissions.  Too much of the documentation before this Panel 
remains inaccurate or incomplete.  Approach and methodology for field work has 
also had serious shortcomings and flaws.  To list just a few examples: 

1. Noise loggers being placed in unsuitable locations, the loggers themselves 
being unreliable and when therefore there was insufficient data recorded at 
that site, data was used from another site. 

2. Monitoring of birds only during office hours and for an inadequate period 
which took no account of seasonality. 

3. Inadequate monitoring of the bat population and incomplete research on 
their local habitat. 

4. Maps being wrong with: houses being omitted  and at the time of this 
Panel hearing some remaining omitted;  sheds being confused for houses 
and vice versa; etc. 

5. Photo montages were inaccurate and not representative of the likely visual 
impact.  The height of wind towers has been understated and the extensive 
network of tracks on each site has been omitted. 
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There were also too many simple errors that should never occur in a 
professionally prepared and presented set of documents 

• Mr Gobbo has asserted that the completeness and accuracy of their documentation 
must have met the necessary standards because it has been assessed and approved 
by the Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE).  However DSE 
advise that it is the responsibility of the proponent to ensure that the information 
submitted is complete and correct and with each report proponents submit to the 
Department they sign a declaration to this effect.  DSE’s role is to ensure that 
information of the type required by the statutory Guidelines for the EES is 
provided, but they are not required to assess it for accuracy or completeness - that 
is something for which the developer is held accountable.  Contrary to Mr 
Gobbo’s assertion, the buck stops with Wind Power. 

• The Policy and Planning Guidelines for Development of Wind Energy Facilities 
in Victoria have not been complied with.  The approach taken and documentation 
provided also do not comply with the Assessment Guidelines for the EES 
specifically provided for the Bald Hill proposal as mandated by the Department of 
Sustainability and Environment (DSE). 

• The Policy and Planning Guidelines require that the developer, in pre-application 
discussions, ‘talk to surrounding land owners about the proposal and issues of 
importance to them’.  The Minister for Planning, Ms Delahunty, in a letter to 
Prom Coast Guardians dated 10 September 2003 (copy already provided to the 
Panel) has reinforced the need for consultation with surrounding landholders and 
stated that ‘prudent wind energy proponents would follow this advice, allowing 
them to address issues in their planning permit application’. Wind Power Pty Ltd 
has manifestly not complied with the Guidelines.  It did not undertake the 
required consultation with surrounding landholders and therefore the EES and 
SEES have not been able to document, let alone address, the issues of importance 
to surrounding landholders.  Most surrounding landholders (including ourselves) 
have had no contact whatsoever from Wind Power – we have been treated with 
contempt. 

• The Assessment Guidelines for the EES require that the developer undertake 
during project formulation and preparation of the EES a public consultation 
process.  They also require that the maps and plans produced to describe project 
siting and design show ‘the locations of dwellings that could be potentially 
affected by the development’.  The public consultation process was totally 
inadequate and alienated key sections of the community.  The shortcomings of 
maps and plans that show locations of dwellings have already been addressed. 

• Wind Power has been given a number of opportunities to develop complete and 
accurate documentation for the proposed project, yet has failed to do so.  It is not 
appropriate to allow the proposed Power Station to proceed based on the 
incomplete and misleading information presented by the developer.  It is also not 
appropriate to give the developer yet another chance to make good the many 
shortcomings and correct the large number of inaccuracies.  The document must 
stand as it is, and must be ruled as substandard and non-complying. 

• What will it say about the integrity of the EES system in Victoria if you approve 
this proposal, either in whole or in part?   It will say clearly to wind power 
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companies that:  (i) you don’t have to follow policy, guidelines and other key 
elements of due process;  (ii) you don’t need to consult with the community, and 
if you treat them with disdain that doesn’t matter;  and (iii) you don’t need to get 
your information right, you can have a high and recurring error rate in the 
information you put to the Planning Panel and that will be okay. 

•   All other industry is located on the basis of planned zones to ensure that 
communities and environments are affected minimally.  Wind power stations 
should be no different – planning should come first.  A coordinated approach to 
wind power developments is the only sensible strategic long term solution for 
Victoria. The current hotch-potch is a mere excuse for a planning system. It 
allows a developer to seek a permit for a wind power station without reference to 
the bigger picture, riding roughshod over unprotected communities in the process. 

• Balancing the costs and benefits – this listing is not exhaustive but is provide as a 
starting point for use by the Panel as they see fit. 

 
Benefits 
Reduced greenhouse gas emissions (but only 40% of those claimed) 
 
Costs
Costs of construction 
Consumer subsidy (@$40/MWh for 335,000MWh/yr = $13.4m/yr) 
Shire rates subsidy to the Power Station 
Loss of land value for impacted farmers 
Loss of visual amenity including loss of rural amenity 
Loss of personal and workplace enjoyment through noise, shadow flicker, 
living in an industrial environment, etc 
Reduced tourism (whether an absolute reduction or reduced growth) 
 

• What do we leave for future generations? 
 
 

   


