
1.0 This submission is made without prejudice. 

1.1 This submission is a supplement to my presentation at the VOTW IPCN on 
Thursday 10 April 2025 at Coolah, Attachment A.   This is necessary due to the limited 
presentation time available, and the brevity of information imparted to the 
Commissioners during their meetings with ACEN and DPHI prior. 

1.2 My focus is aviation and aerial firefighting, as these are immediately life-
threatening to pilots and the people who live in the vicinity of Valley of the Winds and 
Liverpool Range wind projects.   I am very concerned that DPHI has relied on the 
consultants paid by the Applicant and an aviation consulting firm that have completed 
desktop modelling only, with their findings limited to airport usage and circuit area 
operations.    

1.3 This submission focuses on the following from the DPHI Assessment document: 
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And this from the interview with the Department: 
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1.4  I will show evidence that  

a. The desktop reports of Aviation Projects and To70 are inadequate and do not 
address more than aerodrome operations and aircraft in the circuit area. They do 
not address operations in the general area, where existing light aircraft undertake 
aerobatic training and VFR flight and do not take into account the local weather 
conditions. 

b. The reference by the Applicant and DPHI to aerial firefighting is based on the 
advice of a minimal reply from the RFS and an inadequate “study” on which 
AFAC created a “national position on wind turbines”. 

c. The tall structures of the turbines are an aviation hazard (as admitted by CASA).   
In the case of aerial firefighting, the Pilot in Command will, after a risk analysis, 
reject flying near the wind project(s).  This will, inevitably, lead to the destruction 
of the Coolah district in the case of a large scale bushfire (which the area has 
experienced before). 
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2.0 My qualifications and experience are particularly suited to the identified 
problems.   It appears I must detail these to support my statements, as thus far my 
warnings appear unheeded by both DPHI and ACEN.   I don't make these assertions 
lightly, just as the problems identified should not be dismissed lightly nor the possible 
catastrophic consequences. 

2.1 As a local I have attended bushfires, large and small, for over 50 years.  When I 
returned to the area 25 years ago, I served as Secretary/Treasurer for the Uarbry Brigade 
for several years and am an active RFS volunteer. 

2.2 The most notable fires in this district were the 1980 Birriwa fire and then the 2017 
Sir Ivan Fire.   During the Sir Ivan fire I had the opportunity to observe at close hand 
aerial firebombing by helicopters, ag aircraft and large aircraft such as the DC-10 and 
C130 Hercules. 

2.3 I have a Bachelor in Aeronautical Engineering from UNSW and worked for 
Hawker de Havilland, Australia as an engineer before joining the RAAF as a Pilot. 

2.4 I have logged 1600 hours in the C130, some of it at low level.   This is also the 
aircraft type that crashed in the Snowy Mountains killing all crew members during the 
2019/2020 fires.   I also deployed to the 1991 Gulf War in this aircraft. 

2.5 I was a Forward Air Controller for 12 years, logging over 1400 hours and finishing 
as Flight Commander and Check and Training.  Forward Air Control entails flying at low 
level in a reconnaissance aircraft, well below 500ft, marking targets before directing 
attack aircraft to bomb the targets.   Thus I know the difficulty of dropping accurately 
and the hazards of low level flight in hilly terrain, sometimes obscured by smoke, cloud 
or rain.    

2.6 I was Unit Flying Safety Officer, responsible for completing the Risk Assessments 
for the flying tasks we had.   Unfortunately in aviation, especially at low level, the 
consequences of most events are catastrophic, so all effort must be made to quantify 
and minimise the likelihood of an unanticipated event occurring.   Failing to identify 
events, or wilfully not acknowledging them, even if presumed 'unlikely', undermines the 
practical value of doing the Risk Assessment, and ultimately Aviation Safety. 

2.7 As a civilian pilot I have held Commercial, Multi-Engine, Instrument Flying, 
Formation, Instructor and Low Flying qualifications.    Most relevant here is an 
Endorsement to conduct aerobatics to ground level (FAE AUNL).   In exercising these 
skills I've placed 2nd twice at the Australian Aerobatic Championships in Unlimited 
Category and am also an internationally listed aerobatic judge.   I was awarded the Paul 
Tissandier Diploma in 2018 by the FAI for my long-term contributions to general 
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aviation. I coach pilots in aerobatics and have also been authorised by CASA to issue 
aerobatic endorsements to ground level.    

2.8 My professional experience at low level and ability to make accurate assessment 
of risk is recognised by the relevant authority, be it RAAF, CASA or the Federation 
Aeronautical Internationale (FAI). 

 

 

3.0 Aviation Projects and To70: Despite my experience, my assessment of the risk to 
light aviation in this matter is disregarded and supposedly countered with desk-top 
studies by Aviation Projects (engaged by the Applicant) and To70 (engaged by DHPI). 

3.1 To70 employees appear to have little or no flying or firefighting experience, the 
Australian agent being a town planner/airport planner who holds a Recreational Aviation 
Association Australia (RAAUS) certificate only.   The author based at Milan Head Office 
has a Masters and Bachelor in Aerospace Engineering, and has worked in flight 
simulators and airport design.   No low flying or firebombing experience is listed.    

3.2 Aviation Projects appears to be led by an experienced pilot with jet and large 
aircraft hours, however no light aircraft or aerial firefighting experience appears.  Most 
employees have no known flying experience of relevance to this matter. 

 

4.0 Collision Hazard for Light Aircraft Operating Under Visual Flight Rules in Poor 
Weather.   The Applicant and DPHI repeatedly fail to explain how light aircraft arriving or 
departing from local airfields in poor weather or low cloud are meant to proceed.   As for 
turbine turbulence, only flight in the circuit areas is considered.   Aircraft do not teleport 
into the circuit, they must transit there from somewhere else.   In good weather avoiding 
the turbines is no problem, if inconvenient.   In poor weather the fact turbines are in the 
area will become a significant consideration and potential danger for the pilot.  

4.1 Delaying or cancelling the flight may be the best option, but in the case of an 
emergency while airborne, the extra hazards may lead to an accident.   If a pilot is 
caught in unexpected bad weather, is running out of daylight or fuel, and needs to land 
with some urgency, he may not have the option of going elsewhere or diverting around a 
turbine area, if he is aware they are there.   In this case the turbines may become a fatal 
inconvenience. 

4.2 As identified by the Applicant, easterly winds dominate this area.   This easterly 
flow brings moisture from the coast, funnelling up the Hunter Valley and over the Great 
Dividing Range at this location.   This lifting of moist air often creates a layer of stratus 
cloud that sits on the hills blanketing the valleys reducing visibility. 

4.3 Aviation Projects and To70 have only considered the circuit area of the airfields, 
not flight outside of these areas.   Unlike large aircraft flying under the Instrument Flight 



 

Page 6 of 23 

 

Rules (IFR), which take off and climb immediately to high altitude well above turbines, 
light aircraft operating in accordance with Visual Flight Rules (VFR) may not.   They are 
constrained by the prevailing weather and usually remain below cloud to remain visual 
with the ground and horizon. 

4.4 The National Airports Safeguarding Framework (NASF) acknowledges that: 

'Wind farms can be hazardous to aviation as they are tall structures with the potential to 
come into conflict with low flying aircraft. Temporary and permanent wind monitoring 
towers can be erected in anticipation of, or in association with, wind farms and can also 
be hazardous to aviation, particularly given their low visibility.' 

4.5 And it further specifies that: 

'25. Consultation with aviation stakeholders is strongly encouraged in the early stages of 
planning for wind turbine developments. This should include: 

...f) consultation with local agricultural pilots and nearby unlicensed airstrip owners; 
and 

..... However, wind farm operators should be conscious of their duty of care to 
communicate this risk to aviation operators in the vicinity of the wind farm. CASA will 
also raise awareness of this risk with representatives of aerial agriculture, sport aviation 
and general aviation ' 

4.6 In May 2022, CASA outline dangers to VFR aircraft where “pilots are permitted to 
fly as low as 500ft AGL and may need to fly lower due to weather, emergency situations 
or aircraft performance issues…may impact VFR aircraft operating in the vicinity…’  They 
also “recommends each strip operator be consulted with regard to potential impacts on 
these strips” .   
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4.7 Nowhere do the NASF limit consideration to only these areas, and in fact states 
'wind farm operators should be conscious of their duty of care'.    

4.8 Nowhere in the NASF does it exclude consideration of normal light aircraft 
operations or small airfields from a valid risk assessment.   Naturally the NASF is more 
specific regarding what needs to be done in proximity of large civil and military airfields, 
but this does not remove a requirement to safeguard all airfields and mitigate light 
aircraft risk as well. 

4.9 It appeared the Applicant did not inform the IPC in their briefing of much detail 
on this topic, despite it being a contentious issue.   The fact they did not know Turee 
airstrip was set up for firebombing, specifically shows a lack of diligence or care about 
our lengthy communications. 

 

5.0 Turbine Turbulence.   The standard is 16 rotor diameters downwind, however this 
is quite old data and was derived from much smaller turbines.   We question the validity 
and request new data be acquired from actual large turbines, representative of the size 
being installed today. 

5.1 Prof. Ivan Kennedy's IPC presentation stated that turbulence can persist much 
farther downstream than commonly accepted.   Further, no mention is made of the 
wake interaction/wave superposition of multiple turbines, possibly creating increased 
turbulence in some locations. 
 
Photo - Visible wake from turbines extending beyond 16 diameters: 
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5.2 If DPHI and wind proponents are serious about continuing to build wind projects, 
they should invest in independently verified wake turbulence and wake interaction 
studies of large turbines.   This would aid in properly informing those affected and the 
mitigation required, rather than trying to minimise the issue and hope it goes away. 
 

 
6.0 I request the Commission consider the above in relation to the aviation impact 
at Tongy and Turee airfields.    

6.1 I request, at a minimum, the removal of the easternmost string of turbines in the 
Girragulang Cluster (GR2,GR3,GR4,GR5,GR6,GR7,GR8,GR9,GR10,GR11 and GR53).  
This would remove most of the concerns of the operators of Tongy and Turee airfields.  It 
would greatly reduce the risk of turbulence and enable a higher degree of safe VFR 
operations within the general vicinity of the Tongy and Turee airfields.    The same 
consideration should be given to the Mt Hope cluster and its impact on Coolah airfield. 
 
6.2 I also request the Conditions of Consent B40 be amended as follows:   
B40. Prior to commencement of constructions, an Aviation Management Plan must be 
developed by an appropriately qualified expert in aviation safety, addressing concerns of 
the operators of the Tongy Aerodrome and Turee Aerodrome.  A draft of the Plan must be 
provided, prior to submitting to the Department for approval, to the operators of Tongy 
Aerodrome and Turee Aerodrome, for their oversight, as identified in the EIS. 

 
 

7.0 Aerial Firefighting: Attachment B - 'Wind Turbines and Aerial Firefighting' detail 
the aerial firefighting problems as provided previously to DPHI and apparently ignored. 

7.1 I am not alone in being critical of placing many large turbines on hills with 
regards aviation safety.   The Aerial Agriculture Association of Australia is never 
referenced in any proponent’s document, despite the impact on their work and their 
expertise in low flying. 

7.2 Many aerial ag operators also contract to the RFS for firebombing.   One would 
think it would be a good idea to ask for their input, but the Applicant has not done so.   
'Eagle Helicopters' a CWO REZ based aviation business that provides aerial firefighting 
services provided the following: 
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7.3 In contrast, the National Council for Fire and Emergency Services (AFAC) is 
referenced by the Applicant, which does acknowledge turbines are a limitation to aerial 
firefighting.   But then goes on to refer to the Waterloo fire “study” and says 'if conditions 
are clear.....turbines are clearly visible to aircraft'.  Like Aviation Projects and To70, no 
consideration is made for poor weather and low visibility conditions, as occurs in a 
bushfire situation.     
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7.3.1 Note that the AFAC policy is based on a “study”.  This is actually an article on the 
Clean Energy Council website https://cleanenergycouncil.org.au/news-resources/in-
case-of-fire-a-real-life-experience-at-a-wind-farm-site and is clearly designated as 
“This opinion piece was originally published by ecogeneration”.   Ecogeneration is a 
renewable industry online magazine and the article was penned by “staff writer”.  Hardly 
a “study” on which to base a policy. 
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7.4 The  'Waterloo Layout'  

 

And  
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'Waterloo View Along Ridge' photo showing the single line of wind turbines pertaining to 
the grass fire event.    Note the Waterloo project’s turbines are far smaller than the 
Applicant’s (at less than half the height).  
 

 
 
 
You can see the Waterloo layout is a single line of turbines on a single low ridge.  This is 
vastly different to the terrain near Coolah and the random turbine layout of Valley of the 
Winds and the adjoining Liverpool Range wind projects.   The Waterloo Fire was also a 
grass fire of 60ha, not a bushfire of thousands of hectares (the Sir Ivan Fire in 2017 
burned 55,000 ha including ground for the proposed project).  The aircraft employed in 
the Waterloo fire were small agricultural aircraft, not large water bombing aircraft.    

7.5 Flight when affected by smoke, cloud, rain and turbulence near turbines is a 
flight hazard, as evidenced by the following two videos:  
'Boeing 737 March 2024'  https://youtu.be/FvPeIvzPT9w  and   
'Cockpit View of Firebombing' https://youtu.be/I9atYDG1X1s 

7.6 The first shows a Boeing 737 firebomber dropping from below 200ft and as you 
can see it is almost totally obscured by smoke for some of its run.   The crew would not 
be able to do this if the smoke was hiding wind turbines or met masts from view, even 
partially. 

7.7 The second video is an in-cockpit view of a Spanish firebomber and you can see 
the large control inputs required to manoeuvre a large heavy aircraft at low level in 
turbulence, as you would encounter around a fire. 

7.8 A significant margin, whether lateral distance or altitude above, needs to be kept 
from turbines for large, ponderous aircraft.   Stopping the turbines in the 'bunny ears' 
position, as mentioned by AFAC, is irrelevant with regard to large firebombers. 
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7.9 Dropping retardant from above the turbine height would be ineffective due to 
dispersion of the retardant by the time it hit the ground, even if it did land on the desired 
area. 
 
 

8.0 Fire Ignition Hazards.   The Warrumbungle and CWOREZ area is a fire prone 
region, and we are very sensitive to fire particularly after the 2017 Sir Ivan bushfire 
which burnt 55,000Ha.   Adding 316 ignition sources/turbines in the vicinity of Coolah, 
and a thousand in the REZ, is inviting disaster. 

8.1 It is unlikely adequate maintenance will be carried out over the full life of the 
turbines.   Ownership changes, difficulty and expense of working at height, aging 
machinery and the overriding motive to make a profit will ensure skimping on 
maintenance.   Mechanical failures and potential fires will become more prevalent. 

8.2 See the slideshow accompanying my IPC address with pictures of turbine fires in 
Australia recently.   As turbine numbers increase, these incidents will increase also. 

8.3 In addition, the installation of large BESS in the project area adds another 
unmitigable fire hazard.   It is incomprehensible to us the reckless carelessness with 
which these proposals are devised with no thought to the potential hazards, and who 
will have to deal with them.   CSIRO Advisory Note AN-004, states that no fire 
extinguisher will extinguish a Lithium Iron battery fire: 
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8.4 Lives will be endangered for an intermittent generation and backup system that 
is grossly technically deficient in its prime role. 

8.5 RFS volunteers, people like me who oppose the project, will be compelled to go 
into the project area and fight the fire from the ground without air support.    

8.6 Blade throw of up to a kilometre increases complexity of dealing with a turbine 
fire.     
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8.7 During fire season we keep RFS tankers and private fire fighting vehicles loaded 
at the ready, and the Applicant should be required to do the same.   It is unfair to rely on 
local RFS volunteers and services, as these are minimal.   Both Dunedoo and Coolah 
have no permanent Fire and Rescue personnel stationed there - the town brigades are 
also wholly manned by volunteers now, like the RFS.    
 

9.0  I request that the Commission accedes that aerial firefighting will be impacted 
by these multiple tall structures, 250m tall, placed randomly on ridges in bushfire prone 
land.  

9.1 I request on behalf of the community the Commission seriously consider the 
safety of the community with two large wind projects, comprising 316 turbines, which 
will severely hinder aerial firefighting as evidenced above and therefore call the 
Commission to reject the project on the grounds of cumulative impact in a bush fire 
prone zone. 

9.2 If approved, the community requests the Conditions of Consent C15(iv) be 
amended to INCLUDE the Fire Safety Study and Emergency Plan as a publicly available 
document. We the public, and RFS volunteers, should not have critical plans hidden 
from us. 

9.3 I request that Condition B54 be amended to include two new conditions: 
B54(i) (ix)  Turbine operations to cease in high fire danger conditions. 
B54(j) The Applicant maintain an equipped and trained fire crew in each project area 
(Mt. Hope, Leadville and Girragulang) during the fire season. 

 
 
 

 

 

Yours sincerely 
Grant Piper AASM, DFSM 
B.E. (Aero), MRAeS 
 
Appendix:  Copies of two documents sent to the Department on these topics. 
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My response to the Applicant’s update on Aviation Problems from February 2025: 
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