
 
 
Portland 
Vic. 3305. 
 
20 April, 2003. 

MRET Review Secretariat 
GPO Box 621  
Canberra ACT 2601 
 
Dear Panel Members, 
 
Re: MRET Review. 
 
I wish to make comment on the MRET review. 
The areas I would like to address my submission to are as follows: 

• The appropriateness of policy settings including the: 
i. relevant economic and social impacts that have resulted from 

the implementation of the provisions of this Act; and 
ii. interaction with relevant Commonwealth, State and Territory 

energy, environment and industry policies. 
 

• Policy objective [c] to ensure that renewable energy sources are ecologically 
sustainable. 

o ecologically sustainable 
(a)  

decision-making processes should effectively integrate 
both long-term and short-term economic, 
environmental, social and equitable considerations;  

(b)  
if there are threats of serious or irreversible 
environmental damage, lack of full scientific certainty 
should not be used as a reason for postponing 
measures to prevent environmental degradation;  

(c)  
the principle of inter-generational equity, which is that 
the present generation should ensure that the health, 
diversity and productivity of the environment is 
maintained or enhanced for the benefit of future 
generations;  

(d)  
the conservation of biological diversity and ecological 
integrity should be a fundamental consideration in 
decision-making;  

 
 

I presented two hours of verbal evidence, thirty pages of written evidence and over 
one hundred pages of supporting addenda to the Portland Wind Energy Project 
Special Panel and  attended most days of the five weeks of hearings. The 
hearings were very well conducted but the Panel's research and considered findings 



with regard to siting were  comprehensively neglected by the state government, 
cabinet and the Planning Minister, Mary Delahunty. The Victorian Government was 
interested only in creating a callously political but advantageous position for itself in 
the eyes of city voters who by and large haven't a clue about the beauty of the far 
west's coastal features (out of sight, out of mind) but, having been spoon-fed on 
global warming, think that sea levels are rising and windmills will save the world. 
 
In my opinion the Australian Government�s Greenhouse Office is a self-perpetuating, 
monolithic bureaucracy that is infatuated to the point of blindness with the greenhouse 
problems it perceives and promulgates throughout its work. It is apparent that it is not 
in the interests of the office or those who support it to have regard to such matters as 
landscape values which are considered to be outside their purview and a minor irritant 
that can and should be disregarded in some much more important and bigger picture. 
 
At the present time I have to say I have no faith whatsoever that any governmental 
instrumentality or body - local, state or federal - will take up the cudgels for our 
coastal landscapes. I think that past experience from 1997 onward has proved without 
doubt that this is so. It may be that there is support for landscape in some ministries 
(Min. of Planning, Vic. has some good people) but they are run, in the final analysis, 
by heads of ministry who are career bureaucrats who know too well which side of 
their bread is buttered. Their political masters, ignorant themselves, are responsive to 
broad public opinion, however ill-informed, which alone frequently drives their 
actions - and in this regard Portland was politically expendable and was sacrificed 
forthwith. Visiting European wind energy proponents, on the other hand, are aghast 
and bemused at Victoria�s unsympathetic attitude toward its magnificent coastal 
scenery in the far-western region. 
 
The Victorian electorate generally - as with that in the other states - is clueless with 
regard to wind power's effectiveness or, rather, ineffectiveness. But wind farms are 
obvious and make a bold statement to the electorate, saying; "Look at these 
fantastic engineering projects your government is encouraging. They will limit 
greenhouse gas emissions and save the world. Are we not wonderful?" And the 
unknowing, foolish electorate replies, "Yes, Steve. Yes! More please." 
 
I had previously thought that using the VCAT system effectively would provide a 
logical outcome at the end of the process, but I now realise that I was wrong. It has 
become very evident that for short term political gain governments of both colours are 
quite prepared to stomp on VCAT and the panels system and have done so on a 
number of occasions. We now have the heartbreaking situation where nearly all the 
concerns about landscape that were put to the Special Panel hearings in Portland are 
arguments that are being voiced again with regard to coastal regions elsewhere in 
Victoria. The Panel�s evidence, its experience and its conclusions are, of course, being 
ignored again. So is the world�s best practice in planning for wind farms. Australia is 
quite prepared to accept the so-called best practice recommendations promoted by 
overseas wind energy associations, but neglects the fact that they are all pushing the 
one barrow: self-interest. In their countries of origin invariably there is serious 
concern with the inadequacies of their position and this has led governments - most 
notably in the Scandinavian countries - to legislate to protect landscape and amenity. 
Why are we in Australia not seizing this aspect of overseas experience and learning 



from it while we readily accept the spurious �best practice� of the proselytizing wind 
energy associations? 
 
Those of us fighting this fight get a lot of flack from the windfarm proponents and 
their PR firms. However, most of it is mere bluster and has no substance. When one 
gets down to solid ground it is found that the only aim of windfarm companies is to 
make money for their shareholders. And they are prepared to act like barbarians to get 
it. Pacific Hydro Ltd used every trick in the book in their campaign including blatant 
spin, half-truths, deception and, at all levels of government, fierce lobbying. 
 
Finally, here are a few points that should be universally known: 

• Denmark, the country with the world's best wind technology and longest 
experience, does not allow the erection of windmills anywhere within two 
kilometres of any portion of its coastline. In other words, the Danes have an 
exclusion zone two kilometres wide around the whole of the Danish coastline. 
That coastline is substantially longer than Victoria's but the two populations 
are roughly equal. Should we therefore not value our more limited coastline 
more highly? (Victoria's coastline is, in any case, more naturally scenic than 
that of Denmark. I know this from personal experience, having visited 
Denmark several times in the last few years. While in Denmark I have also 
spoken to people in the Danish Ministry of Planning and Energy with regard 
to Danish planning guidelines and practice for windmills.)  

• The Danes have cut back the number of projected wind farms to be built in the 
waters OFF their coast from five to two for 2005-2010 as costs are too high 
and distribution balance problems becoming too acute. On land there is ever-
increasing resistance to the visual intrusion of what are markedly decreased 
numbers of new wind farms being built in the countryside.  (These machines 
are all windmills, NOT turbines. However, the industry likes to use the term 
�turbine� because of its cachet.) 

• Using for the purpose the worst case figures forecast for sea level rise in their 
EES by Pacific Hydro Ltd., the proponent of the PWEP, the company�s forty 
windmills on Cape Bridgewater can be shown to prevent a total theoretical rise 
in world sea level over 100 years  of about 13 microns (which is 13 millionths 
of one metre or, expressed another way, less than the thickness of a human 
hair). But the windmills, of course, have an actual expected lifetime of only 25 
years. Even if it is agreed that anthropomorphic greenhouse gasses are the 
cause of increased global temperatures the significance of the windmill 
savings is nil for all practical purposes. 

• If global warming is presently on the increase, and even the evidence for that 
is still being debated, there is a compelling and growing body of evidence that 
shows any increase really must be due to natural phenomena rather than man-
made greenhouse gasses. See, for instance, the latest reports out of Harvard-
Smithsonian which point to the even quicker warming that occurred 
universally in the Middle Ages, well before any possible anthropomorphic 
effect, and see also the recent Castles-Henderson critique of the IPCC. 

• The VCAT Special Panel into the Portland Wind Energy Project (PWEP) 
concluded that it would provide a nett gain in employment in the Portland area 



ONLY if more than 50% by value of the windmill components were 
manufactured in that area; otherwise, the loss in the tourism industry would 
outweigh any gains in the wind energy industry. But for 50% of the 
components to be manufactured in Portland it would require the towers, 
blades, nacelles and some internal machinery to be manufactured here. There 
is no indication that this will in fact be attempted, let alone achieved. Although 
the towers will be built here, the blades and nacelles are likely to be 
manufactured elsewhere in Australia and the internal machinery component 
imported. In other words, there will be a substantial nett loss of employment in 
this region due to the PWEP wind farms.  

• The Victorian Sustainable Energy Authority's Chairman stated at the Panel 
hearings that there are NO exclusion factors involved with the production of 
wind power - neither landscape nor any other. These people are fanatics.  

• Despite its presentation as a panacea, Victoria�s exclusion of windmills from 
National Parks is no defence against their encroachment on areas of high 
scenic value. Some of the parks in the state�s best coastal landscapes are 50 
metres and less in width. Windmills, 60, 70 and more metres in height and 
sited on the boundaries of National Parks-and such siting is quite acceptable to 
state ministries and local government - may just as well be situated within the 
parks for all the good their exclusion will achieve in protecting the significant 
landscapes inherent in and adjacent to the parks. 

• Each windmill in the PWEP  is rated at 1.6 Mw and is higher than the Statue 
of Liberty in New York. There will be 40 of these on Cape Bridgewater alone, 
120 in total. Presumably those being proposed for the rest of the Victorian 
coastline will be at least as high as those for the PWEP. At 2.25 Mw they will 
be even more visible - indeed, for more than 40 kilometres. With the numbers 
of windmills mooted for erection in Victoria by 2010 and the enthusiasm of 
the industry to maximize its profits by using sites on the coast, there will be no 
section of Victoria�s limited coastline from which it will be possible not to see 
windmills. 

• To the casual observer these windmills appear to rotate slowly but 
mathematics shows that the tip speed of the blades at operating RPM is around 
220 kilometres per hour - a significant speed for birds in flight to take into 
consideration. The relatively small numbers of bird deaths recorded from 
strikes by windmill blades in Australia to date is probably not a true indication 
of avian mortality. The factor that has not been investigated is the rate of 
disposal of the remains of avian kill by the high numbers of foxes known to 
inhabit country a well as city areas. It has not been adequately recognised that 
foxes are keen scavengers particularly partial to the carcasses of birds. Much 
the same also applies to bat mortality. 

 
Yours truly, 
  
Brendon W. Jarrett. 


