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Area 4A

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

19 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

70 5 >10 0 0 10 641118 E

6155353 N

20 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

100 15 >8 3 0 11 641112 E

6155365 N

21 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

50 4 >5 1 1 7 641110 E

6155373 N

Area 4B

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo
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Area 4B

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

1 Stag 1 x 30

4 x 20

7 >10 0 0 10 641986 E

6155696 N

2 Stag 30 3 <10 0 0 10 641961 E

6155704 N

3 Stag 20 4 5 0 0 5 642001 E

6155748 N
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Area 4B

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

4 Stag 20 x 10 3 3 0 0 3 641982 E

6155748 N

5 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

5 x 20

60

8 <3 0 0 3 641655 E

6155947 N

6 Stag 50 6 >10 2 0 12 641647 E

6155969 N
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Area 4B

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

7 Stag 70 7 >10 0 0 10 641654 E

6155972 N

8 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

80 8 2 0 0 2 641638 E

61155983 N

9 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

70 7 4 1 0 5 641630 E

6155985 N



19

Area 4B

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

10 Stag 40 5 <10 2 1 13 641664 E

6155993 N

11 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

100 15 7 0 0 7 641678 E

6156005 N

12 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

90 12 6 2 0 8 641709 E

6156008 N
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Area 4B

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

13 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

100 15 3 1 0 4 641718 E

6155989 N

14 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

95 15 2 2 0 4 641720 E

6155982 N

15 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

80 12 3 0 0 3 641724 E

6155978 N
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Area 4B

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

16 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

85 12 2 0 0 2 641734 E

6155975 N

17 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

200 15 >20 <10 4 35 641719 E

6155948 N

18 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

100 10 <5 2 0 7 641718 E

6155930 N

19 Stag 5 X 50 10 <10 0 0 10 641685 E

6155965 N
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Area 4B

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

20 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

80 8 <10 0 0 10 641676 E

6155961 N

Area 7

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

1 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

30 12 1 0 0 1 644513 E

6150562 N

2 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

80 13 2 1 0 3 644487 E

6150528 N
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Area 7

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

3 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

70 10 2 0 0 2 644508 E

6150532 N

4 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

60 12 2 0 0 2 644518 E

6150541 N

5 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

80 12 3 1 0 4 641521 E

6150542 N
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Area 7

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

6 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

80 12 2 2 0 4 644531 E

6150543 N

7 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

30 12 2 3 0 5 644532 E

6150543 N

8 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

50 12 4 2 1 6 644538 E

6150539 N



25

Area 7

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

9 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

40 15 3 2 0 5 644538 E

6150524 N

10 Stag 60 10 >10 0 0 10 644544 E

6150519 N

11 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

50 10 4 2 2 8 64495 E

6150508 N
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Area 7

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

12 Red

Stringybark

Eucalyptus

macrorhynch

a

80 18 >10 1 0 11 644493 E

6150510 N

13 Red

Stringybark

Eucalyptus

macrorhynch

a

80 20 4 2 0 6 644489 E

6150511 N

14 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

4 x 60 15 >15 3 2 20 644468 E

6150518 N



27

Area 7

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

15 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

30 8 1 0 0 1 644465 E

6150541 N

16 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

70 10 5 1 0 6 644463 E

6150545 N

17 Stag 60 8 3 0 0 3 644461 E

6150544 N
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Area 7

No. Tree Species D.B.H Tree

Height

Smal

l

< 10

cm

Medium

10 – 20

cm

Larg

e

> 20

cm

Total of

Hollows

GPS Co

ordinates

Photo

18 White Box

Eucalyptus

microcarpa

1 x 100

2 x 10

1 x 60

10 5 2 0 7 644441 E

6150535 N
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4 CONCLUSION

Additional survey was undertaken for the Squirrel Glider, Barking Owl and Bush Stone Curlew, in areas

identified as containing abundant hollow bearing trees within close proximity of indicative turbine

locations. Survey limitations included cool to cold weather, rain and access difficulties.

These species were not recorded during the survey. The areas contain an array of mature trees

containing hollows of diverse sizes. However, the vegetation structure, specifically the under and mid

story, have been radically modified.

The results confirmed the assumptions of previous work, those being that the degree of modification

from past clearing and heavy grazing have reduced the habitat quality and the likelihood that the sites

provide important resources for the subject species.

It is recommended however, that any hollow removed during site development be offset. This could

involve mounting removed hollows or installing nest boxes at a safe distance from the final turbine

location (for example 100m). This will retain the level of resources currently found onsite for other

hollow dependant species. It will also retain the opportunity that the site could provide better quality

habitat, under less intensive land use in the future.
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6 PHOTOS

Photo 1: Anabat Detection Unit set up at Area 4A. Photo 2: Trap set up in large tree at

Area 4A.

Photo 3: Hollows found at Area 4B . Photo 4: Trap set up in dead stag at

Area 7.
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Area 4 A Turbine Locations

Turbine 1

Turbine 2
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Area 4 B Turbine Locations

Turbine 1

Turbine 2
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Area 7 Turbine Locations

Turbine 1

Turbine 2
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APPENDIX H OFFSET STRATEGY

H.1 REQUIREMENT TO OFFSET

The publically exhibited Yass Valley Wind Farm proposal included as a Statement of Commitment (SoC

21) as follows:

The Proponent would commit to preparing and implementing an Offset Plan, to offset the

quantum and condition of native vegetation to be removed, in order to achieve a positive net

environmental outcome for the proposal. Offset areas would reflect the actual footprint of the

development (ie footing areas and new tracks) not the maximum impact areas included in Table

7.7 and 7.9 (which include easements and existing tracks). The Offset Plan would be prepared in

consultation with DECC, prior to construction.

As part of this revised submission, the following text has been added to SoC 21:

The Offset plan would be prepared in accordance with the offset strategy included as Appendix H

of the SER.

The purpose of this appendix is to outline the offset strategy, providing more certainty around:

How offsets will be identified

How offsets will be secured

How offsets will be managed

H.2 PROPOSED METHODOLOGY

The key components of the methodology are:

a) Calculating the areas to be impacted

b) Determining a suitable offset ratio

c) Selecting the offset site

The proposed methodology for each of these components is detailed below.

H.2.1 Calculating the areas to be impacted (areas requiring offsets)

As part of the biodiversity assessment for the Yass Valley Wind Farm proposal, the impact area for the

proposal has been estimated to both assess the impacts of the habitat loss and habitat modification

associated with construction, but also to inform the commitment to offset that impact. In response to

agency comments, the method for calculating permanent impact areas has been revised. The new

calculation format is shown in Table 2 10 of this SER. Particularly:

a) Permanent habitat loss includes all footings and tracks as well as easements where they

occur in treed areas

b) Habitat modification includes transmission easements where they occurs in pasture only

c) Temporary habitat loss applies to any areas that can be rehabilitated post construction

(not decommissioning).

The proponent commits to offset a) only, that is, permanent habitat loss.
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This area has been estimated for the revised proposal (Appendix F) however, the proponent commits to

offset actual not estimated impact. Therefore, a post construction audit of vegetation impact would be

undertaken to finalise the boundaries of the offset site. In this way, there is a mechanism to ensure the

actual amount of clearing is offset and an incentive throughout construction to minimise impacts and

thereby reduce the offset requirement for the project.

H.2.2 Determining a suitable offset ratio

Agency requirements

In response to agency comments (Appendix B), a condition comparison table has been provided in Table

2 2 of the SER to demonstrate how the 5 class condition categorisation method used in the biodiversity

surveys relates to the Biometric Assessment Guideline definitions. This is restated below:

Table D.1 Vegetation condition classes used at the site and Box Gum Woodland EEC/CEEC and Biometric

condition relationships

Condition class Characteristics
CEEC

1
EEC

2
Biometric

condition
3

Poor
Groundlayer dominated by exotics (native grasses

<50% cover)

No No Low

Poor moderate
Groundlayer dominated by native grasses (>50%),

with <5 native non grass species

No Yes Moderate

Good

Moderate
Groundlayer dominated by native grasses (>50%),

with 5 11 native non grass species

No Yes Moderate

Good

Moderate good
Groundlayer dominated by native grasses (>50%),

with 12 24 native non grass species

Yes Yes Moderate

Good

Good
Groundlayer dominated by native grasses (>50%),

with >25 native non grass species

Yes Yes Moderate

Good

1
potential Commonwealth CEEC status when applied to the Box Gum Woodland community (floristic criteria only)

2
potential NSW EEC status when applied to the Box Gum Woodland community (floristic criteria only)

3
potential NSW Biometric condition status when applied to the Box Gum Woodland community (floristic criteria only)

Agency comments (Appendix B) also require a series of additional threatened species and hollow bearing

tree surveys, to inform the offset site. These surveys have been committed to in the revised SoC 23).

Proposed methodology

Using the information currently available for the site and additional survey data that will be collected, the

proponent commits to determining an offset ratio with reference to:

The conservation status of the vegetation

The condition of the vegetation

Whether the habitat provides actual (not potential) threatened species habitat

Regarding the latter point, additional surveys will be undertaken in consultation with OEH (as per SoC 23)

in areas of habitat to be removed. These will inform whether the habitat is used by threatened species,

increasing the offset ratio where threatened species habitat would be removed. Where the survey effort

is not considered adequate to make a reasonably confident assessment, the precautionary approach will

be employed and the area will be assumed to qualify as threatened species habitat.

Proposed ratios
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For a number of reasons, we propose not to calculate ratios using the Biometric Assessment

Methodology, but rather to set ratios in advance, based on vegetation type, condition and habitat value.

A large amount of biodiversity survey work has been undertaken onsite, as part of several layout

revisions to reduce biodiversity impacts. This has included sampling several seasons over several years,

providing a substantial baseline from which to propose offsets. The work has been targeted to the

specific nature of wind farm impacts – with a focus on birds and bats and to allow the development of

management prescriptions to avoid and minimise impacts in specific areas, such as micrositing tracks and

transmission infrastructure to avoid impacts on high conservation value areas. The intention is to

supplement rather than redo this survey work. Using the Biometric Assessment Methodology at this time

would duplicate survey effort.

The proposed ratios below have been developed based on our experience with the Biobanking calculator

in similar vegetation types. They are a simplification but have the benefit of being transparent to the

proponent and the consent authority. Where multiple factors apply and their ratios are contradictory (ie

threatened species habitat and low condition vegetation) it is proposed that the highest offset ratio

would apply. Hollow bearing tree requirements (HBT) are supplementary to area offsets. The ratios apply

only to areas of moderate and low constraint, as all high constraint areas would be excluded from impact

(as per SoC 12).

Table 7 3 Proposed offset ratios for native vegetation to be permanently removed

Condition class Biometric

condition
3

Vegetation NOT OF

conservation

significance

Vegetation OF

conservation

significance

Threatened species

habitat

HBT removed:

nest box

Poor Low 1 : 1 1 : 2 1 : 2 1 : 1

Poor moderate Moderate Good 1 : 1 1 : 2 1 : 2 1 : 1

Moderate Moderate Good 1 : 1 1 : 5 1 : 5 1 : 1

Moderate good Moderate Good 1 : 1 1 : 10 1 : 10 1 : 1

Good Moderate Good 1 : 1 1 : 20 1 : 20 1 : 1

Based on the preferred layout (tabulated in Table 2 11 and illustrated over the constraints map set,

Appendix H), the proposed offset ratios would result in the following areas being secured in perpetuity,

for the purpose of biodiversity improvement, totalling approximately 211 hectares. The extent of

threatened species habitat (to be determined by supplementary surveys) may increase this ratio, where it

is found to coincide with vegetation NOT of conservation significance.
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Table 7 4 Proposed offset areas

Condition

class

Biometric

condition
3

Vegetation

NOT OF

conservation

significance

Vegetation

OF

conservation

significance

Threatened

species

habitat

HBT

removed:

nest box

Poor Low

70.22

29.15 tbd tbd

Poor

moderate

Moderate

Good
33.96 tbd tbd

Moderate
Moderate

Good
10.25 tbd tbd

Moderate

good

Moderate

Good
39.18 tbd tbd

Good
Moderate

Good
5.57 tbd tbd

Total

(hectares)
70.22 118.11 tbd tbd 188.33

H.2.3 Selecting the offset site

When selecting the offset site (or sites) able to meet the ratios set out above, the proponent will ensure

the selected offset site is:

Of sufficient size to achieve the set ratios above

Of appropriate type to achieve a ‘like for like’ or ‘like for better’ offset

Complying with Principles for the use of biodiversity offsets in NSW guidance document

Any areas of ambiguity will be clearly stated so that a decision can be made about the overall suitability

of the site. For example, it may be that exact ratios and types are not achieved but the overall package is

still considered to achieve an overall neutral or beneficial outcome. If so, this will be identified and

justified.

A specific site has yet to be identified however, there are large amounts of land of suitable type and

condition within the project boundaries to demonstrate that offsets are achievable. The proponent has

identified several sites with a total area in excess of 500 hectares, sufficient to offset the estimation

provided in the table above.

The publically exhibited Environmental Assessment for the Yass Valley Wind Farm (nghenvironmental

November 2009) demonstrates that these areas include vegetation types that would be impacted by the

proposal (both common vegetation types and those of conservation significance) and contains habitat for

threatened fauna, particularly woodland birds. Furthermore, within the originally assessed ‘development

envelope’ there are approximately 792 hectares of high constraint EEC (Coppabella and Marilba

combined). This is the highest value vegetation that would be impacted by the proposal and therefore a

‘like for better’ offset is highly feasible for this project.
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H.3 SECURING AND MANAGING THE OFFSET SITE

It is proposed that the wind farm operator (which may be different to the proponent) would be

responsible for the management of the offset site, during the operational life of the wind farm. The

operator is likely to finance the landowner of the site to undertake management actions (such as fencing

and weed control) but would retain responsibility for the management of the site. This provides surety

that the actions will be undertaken, as the requirement to offset would be a condition of the wind farm

operator’s consent.

At the decommissioning stage, the ongoing management would be the responsibility of the landowner. It

is expected that by this time the majority of the required management actions would have been

undertaken and ongoing management tasks will largely coincide with routine agricultural activities. Land

use restrictions will remain in place on the offset site so that any activities undertaken on the offset site

must be compatible with the site’s overall function: to improve biodiversity values.

The proponent commits to securing a formal vehicle to manage the offset site in perpetuity. A Property

Vegetation Plan is proposed, attached to the land title. The agreement will specify management actions

and restrictions on land use, in accordance with the finalised offset plan for the site.

H.4 CONCLUSION

This Offset Strategy sets out a methodology to calculate, manage and secure an offset site to offset the

impacts of the construction of the proposed Yass Valley Wind Farm. A site has yet to be identified, but

there is ample land of suitable type within the project boundaries to demonstrate that offsets are

achievable. Further, the plan provides clear incentives, in the form of pre set ratios that relate to existing

mapping, for the proponent to further minimise impacts and thereby reduce the offset requirement for

the proposal.
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Appendix L – Relevant Biodiversity 

Assessments 
These include: 

1. Marilba Biodiversity Assessment, nghenvironmental Jul 2009 

2. Coppabella Biodiversity Assessment, nghenvironmental Jul 2009 

3. Supplementary Ecology Report, nghenvironmental Nov 2012 

The reason that the biodiversity assessment is spilt between three reports is as follows: 

nghenvironmental was engaged in 2008 to investigate the development of three wind farms or wind farm precincts west of Yass, 

those being Marilba, Coppabella and Carrolls Ridge. The proposals were envisaged as three separate wind farms and a separate 

biodiversity assessment was commenced for each. Survey work was undertaken throughout 2008 and 2009. Assessment of Carrolls 

Ridge precinct was halted, largely due to biodiversity constraints. 

In 2009, Marilba and Coppabella precincts together were rebranded as the Yass Valley Wind Farm proposal which was submitted to 

the Department of Planning for validation in August 2009 and placed on public exhibition in November 2009.  The submission 

included the final versions (July 2009) of the Marilba and Coppabella Biodiversity Assessments (as two separate appendices to the 

environmental assessment).  

Post-public exhibition, submissions related to the proposal, including agency and community submissions, were provided to the 

proponent in December 2009. Based on a number of considerations, revisions were made to the proposal. These included the: 

1. Removal of specific turbines and their associated access and electricity transmission infrastructure. 

2. Relocation of specific turbines, with minor changes to associated access and electricity transmission line. 

3. Addition of specific turbines, access and electricity transmission line easements and substations.   

Point 3 required that additional assessment be undertaken. The primary aim of the Supplementary Ecology Report (SER) was to 

assess the addition of turbines, access and electricity transmission easements and substations, in areas not previously assessed by 

the Marilba and Coppabella Biodiversity Assessments. The areas of investigation covered by the Marilba and Coppabella 

Biodiversity Assessments and the SER are shown in Figure 2-1 of the SER [now provided below; grey areas west of the central 

transmission line are covered in the Coppabella BA, grey areas east of the central transmission line are covered in the Marilba BA, 

the yellow boxes are the areas covered in the SER]. The SER also provided an updated estimate of the areas of clearing by 

vegetation type and infrastructure component. The SER survey work was undertaken in October 2012. In addition, the SER 

considered: 

· Specific Statements of Commitment (SoCs) included in the Yass Valley Wind Farm proposal that called for further 

survey; where this work had now been undertaken, the conclusions were provided and the SoCs amended. This 

included targeted surveys in October 2009.  

· Agency comments, related to further survey; an approach to the further survey was contained within the 

amended SoCs. 

· Offset requirements for the project; an approach was developed to satisfy NSW offset requirements and was 

included within amended SoCs. 
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Figure 2-1 extracted from the Supplementary Ecology Report, nghenvironmental Nov 2012 

Grey areas west of the central transmission line are covered in the Coppabella BA, grey areas east of the central transmission line 

are covered in the Marilba BA, the yellow boxes are the areas covered in the SER. 
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Appendix M – Bird and bat management 

plan framework  
A monitoring outline has been developed for this proposal, included overleaf. The outline document provides a framework for 

developing and implementing an Operational Bird and Bat monitoring program (OBBMP) for the proposed Yass Valley Wind Farm 

(YVWF). The aim is to provide guidance for implementing the OBBMP for the YVWF site. The finalised OBBMP will require the input 

from relevant stakeholders such as landholders, the operator and government agencies including the Commonwealth Department 

of the Environment (DoE) and the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH). Specific components of the outline are 

summarised below. 

Monitoring to ensure impacts are reversible 

The program includes methods to detect direct and indirect impacts to all bird and bat species - threatened or higher risk 

species would be subject to more detailed analysis to determine if any mitigation responses are required. Issues of 

interest regarding data collection and analysis include have been stated in Section 3.2 Survey types, as: Raw numbers of 

mortalities, Analysis of type of species directly impacted relative to flight behaviour and any avoidance behaviour 

observed, Decline in species presence when compared with pre-operational and early operational occurrence, Effects of 

weather on bird behaviour around turbines, Comparison of bird usage (abundance and richness) before and after 

construction, Comparison of bird usage (abundance and richness) over time since operation commenced, Occurrence of 

avoidance behaviour relative to time since operation commenced, Impact of scavengers and ground visibility on 

monitoring data. 

To generate a population level impact on any species, ongoing collisions would be required so a program that includes regular 

monitoring and a decision matrix for action is considered able to address unacceptable impacts before they occur. Refer to Sections 

3.6 Decision matrix and triggers for action, 3.7 Adaptive management principles. 

Proposed monitoring including timing, method and reporting 

Three survey stages are proposed, in Section 3.4: 

1. Pre-construction base line data collection, required to compare before and after effects 

2. High intensity surveys, immediately after commissioning, to gauge acclimation effects 

3. Low intensity surveys, once  monitoring data suggest reduced intensity is warranted 

Five survey types are detailed in Section 3.2: 

1. Bird utilisation surveys 

2. Passive microbat surveys 

3. Carcass search surveys 

4. Opportunistic surveys 

5. Scavenger surveys 

Reporting 

Section 3.8 details reporting. Two types of reporting are proposed: 

1. Evaluation and Adaptive Management reports (EAM report) 

2. Annual reports. 

Response actions 

A decision making framework would be developed to: 

1. To assist the Expert in determining the ecological significance of an event, using a risk assessment 

approach. 

2. To provide a clear framework for the adaptive management approach. 

A range of reasonable and feasible management actions would be developed. This will provide assistance during the 

implementation of the program, however it is noted that appropriate management actions will depend on the precise 

circumstances of the issue to be addressed. 
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This is a key point because the circumstances surrounding a trigger event may be critical to mitigating ongoing collisions of the 

same type. Investigation of the issue should inform the response. Consider the following scenario: Two superb parrots are detected 

in carcass searches. A range of possible responses could be considered to mitigate future collisions however not all be appropriate. 

The main cause of the collisions would be investigated considering utilisation data, weather data, discussion with turbine operators 

and land owners. Possible causes for the event (necessitating quite different responses) could include: 

· Inclement weather, strong winds increasing collision risk (it is noted that turbines shut down in strong winds over 22 m/s 

to prevent mechanical damage). A one off event that was weather related may not require an action. 

· Breeding behaviour close to turbines. Shut down of specific turbines for the breeding period could be considered in the 

following year. An analysis of other breeding sites onsite may be undertaken to inform the actions. 

· Local movements close to a turbine due to grain spills or cropping. Modifications to land use / land management 

practices may be required. 

· Local movements close to a turbine due to movement between local resources. Shut down of specific turbines for the 

defined risk period could be considered immediately. 

Development of a detailed operational plan 

In our experience, the provision of a range of mitigation measures that may be required to be implemented rapidly is an essential 

component of the detailed plan. It allows all stakeholders (including land owners and turbine operators) to understand actions that 

may affect them. The detailing of every response measure that may be required for every species however, is not seen as practical. 

Furthermore, it may reduce event-specific considerations of the collision which are more likely to get to the root of the problem.  

It is noted that the methods and expectations regarding these programs is changing rapidly. The use of traditional survey 

approaches versus statistical modelling in determining survey effort is a decision that should be made in consultation with consent 

authorities. Hence, the outline does not provide this level of detail at this stage. 
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