
Mt Alexander Community Renewables 
Our Community Engagement Approach 

• We engaged with the shire through street stalls, forums, and use of the media 
over a 6 month period – without having a location in mind 

• We surveyed the community and established support for wind energy 
consistent with national surveys, in the order of 80%. 

• We invited landowners as potential hosts to talk with us. More than 60 did so. 
• We analysed these and arrived at a short list of 6. 
• We had desktop analysis done of these and derived a short list of 3, 2 of which 

were adjacent and in the Bradford / Baringhup area. 
• At this point we had 2 enthusiastic landowners identified on these adjacent 

sites. The desktop wind speed as weak (6.5m/s) but the topography and work 
of mouth suggested better. 

• We investigated the residences  in the area and concluded that there were no 
residences within 2km of one and only a couple of the other. 

• Review of surrounding residences identified that there was a road way with a 
number of lifestyle land holdings in the 3 to 3.5 km . We tried to talk to all those 
within 3.5km and  invited them to a Neighbours meeting. 



Mt Alexander Community Renewables 
Our Experience 

• The Neighbour Forum went reasonably and we were fairly buoyant. 
• We became aware of wider community interest from farmers and townspeople beyond 

this 3.5km radius. We agreed to a wider open Community Meeting. 
• This meeting was a bun fight. We had the anti groups there, along with Senator Madigan 

and others from afar. The tenor of the meeting was so bad that many of the local 
community expressed embarrassment and undertook to host a controlled forum. 

• A local “Concerned Residents Group” was formed. 
• The forum had a panel of experts and advocates with an equal balance of those for and 

against. This meeting achieved little as questions were almost entirely Dorothy Dix style.  
• We were at this time preparing to erect the monitoring mast as we had insisted that this 

was going to tell us if the resource was there and implied no commitment to erect the 
turbines. The CRG obviously did not share this view. 

• The CRG kept up a press campaign and produced their own Newsletter. They also had 
banners erected around the neighbourhood, some personally insulting. 

• Attempts at Listening Post type engagements drew only these people. 
• Residents who we felt supported us were buckling under the argument, essentially that 

the community was being divided by this proposal.  



Mt Alexander Community Renewables 
Our Experience 

• The CRG accepted an offer of a meeting we had made sometime earlier. From a 
promised small meeting of 3 or 4 from each team, this was in fact an ambush by a large 
group. 

• They tabled a poll done of the 3.5km residents which indicated that 80% did not support 
us proceeding with the monitoring. They made the offer of support should we 
undertake any other renewable energy project in the area, but not wind. They also 
promised not to oppose any wind project beyond their immediate locality. 

• We considered our options: 
• Push ahead with the monitoring 
• Try and discredit the poll and do our own 
• Come to some agreement with them and drop the wind plan 

• We chose the latter, the rational being: 
• As a community project we felt we had to have 60% support as a minimum. We felt 

this was impossible coming from a base of 20%. 
• The site was marginal with only 6.5m/s shown from the desktop analysis. We had 

hoped monitoring would show it was better than this. We felt there were better 
sites that could come available, particularly with a change of Vic government. 



Mt Alexander Community Renewables 
Our Conclusions 

• Overall however, we felt that the decisions we took at the time seemed the appropriate 
ones. 

• Perhaps with hindsight: 
• A more 1 on 1 community engagement approach should have been pursued. We too 

soon got into public meetings. 
• We should have developed and used local champions for as much of this as possible. 
• We could have erected the monitoring mast with little fanfare while this was underway. 

This is debatable as it may just raise wider ranging opposition as did our first Neighbour 
meeting. 

• We were too evasive about our plans and raised distrust. For example: 
• We would not quantify what measure of support we were accepting 
• We would not quantify what we considered as the community to be consulted, and 

in fact had not agreed among ourselves. 
• We were non committal about the money we would be able to distribute to the 

community and to the neighbours saying it depended on the monitoring. In fact if 
the monitoring did not measure up to a  minimum level then we would not 
proceed so we did have threshold financial figures to work from.  

• We were evasive about the size, saying 1 to 6 turbines when we new what we were 
targeting financially, 6MW 


