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Issues

Misleading clzirs about th2 impes of Tapital 2 on the NSW economy

Misleading clain-s about the potential of Capital 2 to power homes in NSW with
renewable energy

With this maodification the daveloper is continuing to keep the community on hold while
it provides further modifications to its plans

Lapse dates are meaningless if they continue to be extended

Misleading Claims on renewable energy and economic impact

In its ‘assessrent renart’ or Capital 2 WMOD 4, DOPE uncritically repeats claims by the
developer, Infigen, that capital wind farm 2 will have the following benefits:

“* production of enough renewable energy to power more than 60,000 homes;

* creation of up to 120 full time jobs during construction and 6 full time jobs during
operafions; and

* direct capital investment of $24C million into the NSW economy”

Tha reality is that Capital 2 (like il other wind farms) will only be able to contribute
electricity to the national gricdt wha~ wind resources and the national market for
electrizity allow. 'tis factually incaoirrect to state that this project will power more than
60,000 homes  The power for these homes will largely come from coal fired base load
power stations and these stetions will need to keep operating even during periods
when electricity 1s purchased from Capital 2. In the absence of any other changes to
the architecture of the national electricity grid, there will be little impact of Capital 2 on
reductions of greenhouse gas emissions,.

There will also be & rench stialler impact of Capital 2 on the NSW economy than the
amount claimead. Given the aient of iriso ted components for the construction of
Capital 2 imost of the econcmic impact will occur outside of NSW. There are no wind
turbine manufacturars in NSW, which will reed tc be imported from outside Australia.
Even the towers sugporting the wird turbines will likely have to be imported from other
states of Australia. DOPE state that “the project has a capital investment value of
approximately $240 million”. Given tnat $240 million is the total capital investment
then the ciaim of $240 milion invesiment into the NSW economy is grossly
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misleading, and undermines the need for Capital 2 to have been given State
Significant Development status.

- DOPE is highly negligent in repeating these claims uncritically. The community
deserves to know the full truth, not haft truth or public relations spin produced by the
developer.

- There have been tiree previous modiifications to the Capital 2 proposal. DOPE’s
conclusion is that these madifications show a strong commitment by Infigen to the
project. Rather, could they show a totally inadequate approach to planning of this
project by Infigen, given that it couid be longer than 10 years before “there is any
matzarial progress in developing the project™?

- As figen continues to malke modificenons to an ‘unpopular’ proposal, they continue
to k2ep the coTrunity on biid and regUire extia effort ard input by the community to
consider y&’ snother variation to the groject, which may or may not have damaging
effects on the ‘ccal community, througl: 27 instance changes to visual impact, noise,
disturhzrice to the zreny of the area {beyend that resulting from the current Capital
Wind Farm) and further reductions in property prices.

Lapse dates are mearing'es:

- DOPE has cataloqued that there are “other wind tarms in NSW, including Silverton
Wind Farm which was recently granted a 2 year lapse date extension following an
initial request for & years”. ~

- What is the meaning of a lapse date If developers can know that they have a high
certainty of being granted an extension

- On the other nand, the community is left with the uncertainty of a potentially damaging
project hanging over its head iol & decade or more while developers continue to be
granted extensions to the iapse date. | note in this instance that of the 86
submissions from 112 general pubic 85 were objections and only one supported.
What message frem the community wiil it take for DOPE to stand behind the rules that
it sets for developers, incliicirg lapse dstes? Why doces DOPE continue with the farce
of inviting submissions and public comment, when they and the PAC continue to
largely ignore ine contant of these submissions?

- DOPE says tihat it “ackrow's=dges’ issuec rzised kot by the developer and by the
community. The recommeidation for an extenzion of 2 years 1o the lapse date shows
that DOPE has ignored the viaws of the community (based on the assumption that
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DOPE actually read the 85 objections) and decided in favour of the interests of the
developer. What is to stop Infigen from applying for (and being granted) a further
extension of the lapse date in 2 years time? Such a cascading process of extensions
creates a high level of uncertainty in the community as well as keeping the community
on hold.

- Why in this ingtance didd Infize 7 not makes iis 2pplication for an extension of the lapse
date sooner? Were *hay alicady aware af the Department’s view that 2 year
exians'cre arz geeraliy acceptal!le? Are they really seeking to push the boundaries
of the extens o to 2.5 years by waitirg till the last minute to make their application?
Wouicl they seek to work around the department’s rules by establishing some small
facility in an attempt to demonstrate commencement of construction, such as installing
a work shed?

- Planning Minicle - Gtolss hes commentsd that the new Wind Energy Framework will
address problams such ac “delays 1 assagemants for wind energy projects, which on
averzg: have takan more than 000 days o be determined.” In reality, it is
developers who are causing majer delays. For instance, The developer for the
proposed Jupiter wind farm is just starting to review submissions well over 1000 days
after submitting the Preliminary Environmental Assessment and nearly 2000 days
since the first written communication was received by non associated community
members. At the last CCC meeting for Jupiter, the developer refused to give a
timeframe for consideration of these submission, yet the community had a strict
deadline 76 cays to iespond to tha EIS. This period was described as an extended
penod in the lignt of the Christmas break and only reluctantly extended by 14 days in
the light of the major comimuniiy disastar from the Currandooley fire, that originated
near the base of Canital Wind Farm turiines.

- Why doas the commurity ger less than 100 days, when developers can expect
thotisands of cayvs and ecnlinuing extensicns? This process is heavily biased in
favour of davaloners

On the basis of these substanual deficiencies in corsultation, | call for the extension to
the Carital 2 Mod 4 iapse date 10 be rejectad by the PAC.



