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Submission
To Matthew Riley, Director — Energy and Resources Policy,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the NSW Government'’s draft large-scale solar guidelines. | support the guidelines wi h some
improvements that relate to local community needs around solar projects, outlined below.

Land use

It's critical to balance the needs of food produc ion, with the need for clean, cheap energy and with the benefits that large scale renewables bring to
host landholders and regional communities.

Where high-value agricultural land is used by solar developers, the project should be designed for dual use, enabling farming to continue under
panels. For example, growing pollinator habitat or offering agistment to allow solar grazing(p 35).

Community mapping to identify sites of high agricultural, environmental or other value is key to identifying local perceptions of the agricultural value of
the land, in combination with traditional measures of agricultural value. (p 2 Appendix B)

Neighbours
All levels of Agricultural Impact Assessments should include consultation with neighbours of host landholders as a minimum. (p 6-8 Appendix B)

The Guidelines recommend assessing impacts on neighbour properties, however, he impact of insurance on neighbours should be identified in all
Levels of Assessment. An outline of how an increase of premiums will be mitigated by the proponent should be included in the assessment.

Community Enhancement Funds (CEFs)

Community benefit programs should prioritise locally impacted communi ies in the sharing of benefits from renewable energy projects (p.37). All
benefit-sharing programs should be co-designed with the local community to ensure real benefit.

Solar projects should consider three different levels of benefits: neighbour benefits for directly impacted neighbouring properties; local benefits for the
town most impacted by the project, and; regional benefits for the broader region hosting the project

Community representation, including reps from highly impacted areas, should be mandatory on committees for decision making on how CEFs are
spent, no matter who is responsible for administering funds.

Voluntary Planning Agreements (VPAs)
VPAs are not the preferred mechanism to administer CEFs (p 37). CEFs should be separate from VPAs.

While VPAs should be separate from CEFs, there should also be community reps included in early VPA negotiations between developers and
Councils.

Benefits beyond Community Enhancement Funds



There are many types of community benefit programs beyond CEFs and VPAs. These include: local decision-making, in-kind contribu ions, regional
enhancement funds, empowerment of First Nations communities, neighbour benefits schemes, community co-investment and co-ownership, tourism
and education programs, local jobs and procurement.

Ideas and Australian examples of benefits can be found in RE-Alliance’s Community Benefits Handbook: www.re-
alliance.org.au/community_benefits_handbook

Local Engagement
Project proponents and government need to consider the issues of consultation burden which is already being felt in REZs.

Communities need to be valued for the time they are required to put towards contributing to various consultations, Information Days, surveys and
CCCs.

Part of early benefit-sharing arrangements could include providing a fund to cover the costs of people’s time when they attend consultation sessions.

| agree to the above statement
Yes
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Submission
To Matthew Riley, Director — Energy and Resources Policy,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the NSW Government’s draft large-scale solar guidelines. | support the
guidelines with some improvements that relate to local community needs around solar projects, outlined below.

Land Use

It's critical to balance the needs of food production and biodiversity protection, with the need for clean, cheap energy and with the
benefits that large scale renewables bring to host landholders and regional communities.

Where high-value agricultural land is used by solar developers, the project should always be designed for dual use, enabling
farming to continue under panels. For example, offering agistment for sheep grazing, horticulture or growing pollinator habitat(p
35).

While the guidelines should protect the utility of high-value agricultural land, solar farms should be planned on cleared sites and
avoid clearing remnant or high-value vegetation, where possible. The guidelines should protect against land clearing for solar

1



developments, which will be opposed by environmental groups and local communities.

Community consultation including community mapping to identify sites of high agricultural, environmental or cultural value is key to
identifying local perceptions of the agricultural value of the land, in combination with traditional measures of agricultural value. (p 2
Appendix B)

First Nations

The Guidelines must uphold best-practice engagement and benefit-sharing with First Nations peoples, to ensure proponents
embody the principles of free, prior and informed consent of Traditional Owners.

Appropriate care and consultation must be taken with local First Nations groups and restrictions placed on renewable energy
developments impacting First Nations cultural heritage.

Representative local First Nations Working Groups are creating general and region-specific engagement and benefit guidelines for
NSW Renewable Energy Zones. These should be utilised by all developers, including those outside of designated REZs.

Neighbours

All levels of Agricultural Impact Assessments should include consultation with neighbours of host landholders as a minimum. (p 6-8
Appendix B)

The Guidelines recommend assessing impacts on neighbour properties, however, the impact of insurance on neighbours should
be identified in all Levels of Assessment. An outline of how an increase in premiums will be mitigated by the proponent should be
included in the assessment.

Visual Impact Mitigation

RE-Alliance notes the mitigation measures provided for proposals with moderate or high visual impacts on pages 14-15 of
Appendix A. We support options such as:

Re-siting or removing arrays

Re-sizing

Vegetation screening

At-source mitigation and

Negotiated agreements

With regards to vegetation screening, we agree that vegetation screening can take many years to establish and during drought
conditions may not achieve optimal growth or have the desired screening effect. We support the use of appropriate plant species
that are suited to the environmental conditions (for example, drought-tolerant native species if relevant), sufficient irrigation (e.g. six
months) and if possible, of suitable maturity to provide maximum screening effectiveness in the shortest possible time.
Community Enhancement Funds (CEFs)

Community benefit programs should prioritise locally impacted communities in the sharing of benefits from renewable energy
projects (p.37). All benefit-sharing programs should be co-designed with the local community to ensure real benefit.

Solar projects should consider three different levels of benefits: neighbour benefits for directly impacted neighbouring properties;
local benefits for the town most impacted by the project, and; regional benefits for the broader region hosting the project

Community representation, including representatives from highly impacted areas, should be mandatory on committees for decision
making on how CEFs are spent, no matter who is responsible for administering funds.

Voluntary Planning Agreements (VPAs)
VPAs through Councils are not the preferred mechanism to administer CEFs (p 37). CEFs should be separate from VPAs.

While VPAs should be separate from CEFs, there should also be community representatives included in early VPA negotiations
between developers and Councils.

Other Types of Community Benefits
There are many types of community benefit programs beyond CEFs and VPAs. These include: local decision-making, in-kind
contributions, regional enhancement funds, empowerment of First Nations communities, neighbour benefits schemes, community

co-investment and co-ownership, tourism and education programs, local jobs and procurement.

Ideas and Australian examples of benefits can be found in RE-Alliance’s Community Benefits Handbook: www.re-
alliance.org.au/community _benefits_handbook

Local Engagement

Project proponents and government need to consider the issues of consultation burden which is already being felt in REZs.
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Communities need to be valued for the time they are required to put towards contributing to various consultations, Information
Days, surveys and CCCs.

Part of early benefit-sharing arrangements could include providing a fund to cover the costs of people’s time when they attend
particular consultation sessions.

| agree to the above statement
Yes
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We are opposing the SANDY CREEK SOLAR FARM - Lightsource BP

« The proposed country that Lightsource BP are proposing to develop_ is prime
agricultural land, prime land for cropping with he majority being cropped for the past 3 years.

- Both do not reside here on a full-time basis (absentee farmers), they purchased these properties as part of he failed Cobbora
Coal Mine project.

« Huge visual impact from our residences — our main residence is located on a hill looking directly east towards these proposed projects within 300m,
ano her residence is only 100m from one of these boundaries.

« Restricts future growth within our area.

» Fracturing the community — already these projects are impacting relationships within the community. This has not been explored when discussing site
suitability and justification. We have just gone through his with he failed Cobbora Coal Project, and many residents have left the area. If this project
were to be approved, we would also leave the community, taking 3 kids out of the Dunedoo school system, we curren ly contribute locally to the
various committees — we are passionate about protecting his area for our children and for the next generation to retumn to. We want to stay here for
the long term.

« Our business here turns over $3M+ annually, we employ various staff, contractors, services all locally — when will food production take precedence?
These properties are prime agricultural land for intensive livestock production and cropping, these are not suitable solar farm sites.

« Temperature increases and other unknown other risks.

» Land devaluation — these proposals will devalue the surrounding properties and reduce saleability. Feedback from local real estate indicate that the
properties would be wor h significantly less. Devalua ion of land would also restrict the value of further borrowing capacity.

» Tallawonga Road and Sweeneys Lane — we drive 44km each day (11km each way) along these roads to reach the school bus each day — the
maijority of this road is along- property where he solar panels would be facing direc ly towards these roads which would make this already
windy, dangerous road very glary and unsafe. Not to men ion the increased traffic, increased risk to farm biosecurity and weed incursions

» Loss of community members — these properties could have families and permanent residents — producing food and contributing to the community, for
the long term!

= Insurance concemns — significantly increased premiums for public liability.

» Increased bushfire concems.

= Aboriginal artefacts — it is well known within this area of numerous aboriginal artefacts on these properties, as well as other heritage buildings.

» Removal of trees and vegetation — salinity issues due to removal, interference with watercourses and vegetation. Noticed there has already been a
bulldozer clearing vegetation at one of these proposed sites.

« Flooding and erosion.

» Dust and noise impacts — a concem to our Merino Stud with lambing and wool production.

We are not opposed to solar farming however we don’t believe hese properties are suitable areas for the reasons noted above — most importantly
because hese 2 properties are prime cropping country — is there not lower quality country that could be utilised for hese solar farms? When will food

production take precedence?

There are 15 families wi hin this area that are opposed to this solar project, this includes every neighbour that boundaries these properties.

| agree to the above statement
Yes
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Submission
To Matthew Riley, Director — Energy and Resources Policy,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the NSW Government'’s draft large-scale solar guidelines. My family and | currently own and
operate a farming business in Central West NSW (6300 acres). Of late we have been largely impacted by the proposed development of a number of
solar projects that are intended to neighbor our property. Looking at the guidelines there are a number of areas that need improving and clarifying so
that solar projects can function in the agricultural space and vice versa. | also understand that both Solar projects and Agriculture need to work in he
local community.

Land Use

It is critical with todays growing population that food production must take precedence over energy production. The population must eat first and
foremost. Energy production must run alongside this however not impact this requirement.

In our situa ion here (Sandy Creek Solar Farm) we have had two absentee farmers take out op ions for a large scale solar development by BP
Lightsource. The proposed development is to be developed on largely prime agricultural land. The soils on this project are renowned as been some of
the best in the district. There are 15 families opposing this project, this includes almost every neighbour to these properties.

These properties are currently used for intensive agriculture combining improved pastures and cropping systems wi h bo h intensive sheep and cattle
enterprises. It is rude to think that the grazing of sheep under the panels would even come close to the level of production currently been produced on
these properties. Pastures under Solar developments that are used for sheep produc ion will be low quality native pastures that will have minimal
stocking capacity compared to where these places are now.

The guidelines need to identify low grade soils to begin with and there developments need to take place on these soils. The guidelines need to protect
native flora where clearing of vegetation is minimized. These areas need to be identified by a governing body (not by the developers) so that high
grade soils and areas where food production is high are protected.

Community consultation is essential by the governing body. In the situation here with Sandy Creek Solar Farm, we were alerted to the proposed
development by word of mouth! We could not even find out what company was intending on developing the site as both properties owners had signed
confidentiality clauses.

Of late a further neighboring property has been purchased by Origin energy (1800 acres). At present we have had no contact with Origin and have no
idea of there intentions are with the property. We attempted to purchase the property at auction where we were outbid, with the property making well
above market value. Whilst this is great for equity levels of he local community it is not great for a young family looking to expand the existing
business as we were.

Young local families feel as though we are being pushed out of this community, and we are the ones that send our kids to school, use the buses,
contribute to the local community groups, spend 99% of our annual turnovers locally — we wont stay if this project goes ahead. Its so unfair hat 2
people can offer their proper ies for a large scale solar farm when they don’t even reside here to deal, they aren’t dealing with he consequences and
visual impacts etc — the neighbouring owners with young families are left here looking over a project they don’t want.

Neighbours



All levels of Agricultural Impact Assessments should include consultation with neighbors of host landholders as a minimum.

There are a number of issues that we as neighbors have faced. These include
-Reduced Land Salability / Devaluing of neighboring land

- Visual impacts

-Increased bushfire risk and access should a fire occur

-Glare and heat issues

-Increased insurance premiums

-interference of local waterways

The Guidelines need to cover all of the above. Another issue in our current situation is that both the property owners who own the proposed
development site are absentee farmers. These farmers will not be living with any of the impacts that such a project will cause.

It needs to be clear that panels cannot be developed within a certain range of an existing home. For the proposed Sandy Creek project the developed
could put panels 200 m from our family home in direct line of site. Guidelines need to ou line these distances clearly.

Visual Impact Mi igation

Visual impacts of large scale solar developments need to be minimized, neighbouring residents cannot be expected to live and look over large scale
solar farm. Mitigation measures need to be considered as potential methods for avoiding or minimizing visual impacts. BP Lightsource has told local
residents that here is no minimum distance panels need to be from a residence — this needs to be addressed.

In our experience here the guidelines may need to address the worst-case scenario. That been there are no mitigation measures available to address
the visual concerns of those involved. The guidelines need to address this scenario as this is what we have encountered with our family home.

Community Enhancement Funds (CEFs)

Community benefit programs should prioritise locally impacted communi ies in the sharing of benefits from renewable energy projects (p.37). All
benefit-sharing programs should be co-designed with the local community to ensure real benefit.

Solar projects should consider three different levels of benefits: neighbor benefits for directly impacted neighboring properties; local benefits for he
surrounding towns.

Community representation, including representatives from highly impacted areas, should be mandatory on committees for decision making on how
CEFs are spent, no matter who is responsible for administering funds.

Voluntary Planning Agreements (VPAs)

VPAs through Councils are not the preferred mechanism to administer CEFs (p 37). CEFs should be separate from VPAs.

While VPAs should be separate from CEFs, there should also be community representa ives included in early VPA nego ia ions between developers
and Councils.

Local Engagement

Project proponents and government need to consider the issues of consultation burden which is already being felt in REZs.

The local residents neighbouring the Sandy Creek Solar Farm feel like the engagement from BP Lightsource has been minimal, the attitude is that the
surrounding residents are not a priority by any means, even telling us that there will be big visual impacts that cant be minimised. Residents wont want

to stay here looking over a large scale solar farm — we are all wondering if the local community has any say at all in the location of these projects?

We are not opposed to solar farm developments however the communities need to want these projects here, they need to be developed on suitable
land, not prime agricultural land, especially when all neighbours are opposing it.

Communities and neighbors need to be valued for the ime they are required to put towards contributing to various consultations, Information Days,

surveys and CCCs.

Regards,

| agree to the above statement
Yes
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Submission
Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on his policy - we have done so through the eyes of what we experienced and hope our
comments and suggestions will make it better for future communities.

| agree to the above statement
Yes



Submission
draft Large Scale Solar Energy Guidelines

As the New England Region has been decreed a Renewable Energy Zone we have seen the best and the worst,
mainly the worst, of what can be done to our communities to date, by incoming renewable energy proponents
(REP) with one goal — to make as much money as they possibly can, then sell off the project as quickly as possible
to outside investors! As we were involved in one of the first renewable energy projects in the New England area,
the level of support for small communities from local, state and national governments was negligible/zilch. The
REP came in and basically did what they wanted, when they wanted and how they wanted. Community
engagement and consultation from the REP was abysmal, secretive and divisive. Greater awareness in local
communities now, has set in place policies and procedures that will help alleviate much of what occurred in our
area, but the REP must always be held to account in the future to conduct best practice with the community and
the environment.

To drive out past the Metz Solar Farm (disputable use of the word ‘farm’) under construction and look at a sea of
grey steel and solar panels is so sad for someone who loves the New England area and the profitable agricultural
land that is now being covered by these monstrosities. The New England area, in under 25 years, will be left with
these dinosaurs of renewable energy structures, and the REP will have deserted the area decades earlier. From
your Guidelines Item 5.5. Decommissioning and rehabilitation “Land must be rehabilitated and restored to pre-
existing use, including the pre-existing land and soil capability class if previously used for agricultural purposes.” It
is crucially important that appropriate bonds and rehabilitation funds similar to those applied to extractive
industry projects, are applied to renewable energy projects, at the beginning of their planning process, not after
they have finished.

Infrastructure contributions are a very small recompense for what is being allowed to happen to this countryside
and local councils should have every opportunity to do the very best they can for their own communities. Each
council should be encouraged to negotiate additional contributions from the REP via Voluntary Planning
agreements (VPA) because "there is a demonstrated demand for infrastructure and the cost of that infrastructure
would exceed the payable rates." A levy of at least 10% of the capital investment value (CIV) of the project should
be paid into a fund administered by the local council with the help of a community consultative committee. Many
parts of Australia have faced devastating effects of natural disasters — fire, tornadoes, plagues, drought —and
each one of these have impacted on our local area, seriously eroding the financial capacity of council to attend to
the infrastructure that is needed. Our local roads are in dire need of considerable expenditure. The re-
introduction of rail transport from Armidale to the Queensland border would reduce the damage caused to our
roads when all the components of solar or wind projects are transported into our area in many, many, many
hundreds of semi-trailers.

With the New England REZ attracting more than $10 billion worth of investment and generating $30 billion worth
of power, it is also imperative to be mindful of who owns these renewable energy projects and where this money
is being funnelled.

We trust that you will take into account our concerns and suggestions for the draft Large Scale Solar Energy
Guidelines.

25 Feb, 2022
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Please find attached confidential submission, thank you
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