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Dear 
 
Thank you for sending this through - confirming we have received your submission for the Hills of
Gold Wind Farm.
 
Best regards
 
Geoff Kwok | A/ Principal Case Manager
Office of the Independent Planning Commission NSW
Level 15 | 135 King Street | Sydney NSW 2000
e: geoff.kwok@ipcn.nsw.gov.au | p: +61 2 9383 2100 | www.ipcn.nsw.gov.au
 

                             FOLLOW US ON:

                    

 P Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.
 
Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for
use by the recipient and others authorised to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby
notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this
information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
 
 
 

From:  
Sent: Monday, 12 February 2024 5:06 PM
To: IPCN Submissions Mailbox <submissions@ipcn.nsw.gov.au>
Cc: Geoff Kwok <geoff.kwok@ipcn.nsw.gov.au>
Subject: Submission for hills of Gold IPC
 
Hi Geoff
I hit my submit at 4.59 however my submission was rejected
I will put in this email for your consideration
 
From Sylvester Cattle Company
We object to the Project
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Transport
Visual
Biodiversity
This project should be rejected as the proponent does not have a viable access is not located in a
REZ and the commissioners should measure this project against Andrew Dywers report and
guidelines December 2023 as it highlights many of the short comings of this projects and actually
uses the Hills of Gold Project as one of their case studies.
 
Many Thanks
 

 
BVSc Post Grad Cert Rur Sci
IVAS

 

 



As directors of Sylvester Cattle Company, we would  like to bring to the attention of the 
commissioners the following issues. 

1. Concerns with the conduct of the proponent not demonstrating they are a model 
proponent and permissibility for Wind energy development. 
 
The wind energy guidelines 2016 and draft guidelines discuss permissibility 
requiring evidence all relevant landowners’ consent to the application. The project 
proposed 97 turbine layout included two non-associated landholders one of these is 
our property and we did not consent to being included. We request any reference to 
a 97 turbine wind farm ceases as it was not permissible in that layout.  
 

Below  is an enquiry posted on the Engie Website and has subsequently been taken down 

Anonymous asked: 

25 Nov 2022 

What are the likely impacts to traffic through Nundle during construction? 
Hide response 
ENGIE team member response: null 
 
Taken directly from Engie Website 
 
We consider this misleading and similar misleading comments have been published in 
newsletters and media releases of the past 5 years. This demonstrates a lack of transparency. 
 
The proponent has continually requested and has been granted extension in all submission  
phases. This has delayed and extended the determination of this project and is detrimental to 
mental health of many community members.  The Engie hub was an uninviting and from 
personal experience an unsafe place to visit to acquire information regarding the project if you 
were not a supporter of the project.  
  
A person associated with the proponent intimidated and made comments to one of our staff after 
seeing they had lodged a submission objecting to the project to the IPC this type of behaviour 
does not align with a Model Proponent and causes more mental health issues and division within 
our community.  
 
 

2. Effect of Hills of Gold Wind Farm on surrounding rural and residential  Land 
Values 

In 2016, the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage commissioned a report into the impact of 
wind farms on property values. The report concluded that across the case studies reviewed in 
NSW and VIC, there was no evidence of negative impacts on property values. Furthermore, the 
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resale values of all the properties examined in the report experienced capital growth in line with 
the property market trends.  

In another study completed in 2013, national property consultants Preston Rowe Paterson 
conducted an assessment of the impact of wind farms on surrounding land values in Australia,  
similarly concluded that there was no ‘quantifiable effect on land values’.  

These studies are 8 to 11 years old and with the renewable roll occurring studies of this age can 
not be considered current. Surrounding land holders and residents need to be protected against 
land devaluation related to projects being approved outside a REZ.  There needs to be a way non 
associated land holders can protect their assets, and this may be through the consent including 
clauses for Voluntary Land Acquisition.  

3. Power Given to the Planning Secretary is too wide ranging especially as the 
Department of Planning has recommended approval of this project when so much important 
detail is missing below is just and one example and the decommissioning sec�on has numerous 
references to the input of the Planning Secretary.   
 
NOISE AND VIBRATION Construc�on Hours B5. Road upgrades, construc�on, commissioning, 
demoli�on, upgrading or decommissioning ac�vi�es (excluding blas�ng) may only be 
undertaken between: (a) 7 am to 6 pm Monday to Friday; (b) 8 am to 1 pm Saturdays; and (c) at 
no �me on Sundays and NSW public holidays; unless the Planning Secretary agrees otherwise.  
 
Other Government Departments need to have authority such as the EPA please reference 
Community Engagement Review Report to the Minister for Climate and Energy December 2023 
 

4. Community engagement Review Report highlights many problems associated with 
the current approval process of renewable energy projects. 

 
• People – mo�vate developers to be on top of their game, led by experienced, respected 
quality engagement staff and management.  
• Places – iden�fy and promote selec�on of the best sites and corridors for loca�ng projects 
going forward.  
• Process – implement efficient and �mely approval processes to reduce the amount of 
engagement required of community members, as well as mobilise and accelerate projects in the 
pipeline.  
• Projects – select only those projects that have all the key ingredients to be successful that will 
materially contribute to the energy transi�on 
 
Recommenda�on 
1. The Minister to ini�ate a process to appoint a suitably qualified and experienced 

independent body or person to design, develop, implement and operate a developer ra�ng 
scheme. The scheme would rate developers/operators of projects within the scope of this 
review. The scheme’s design should be undertaken in consulta�on with the 



Commonwealth, state and territory governments, along with peak bodies for local 
governments, industry, First Na�ons peoples and representa�ve community groups. The 
scheme should provide transparent, periodic ra�ngs of developer engagement performance 
and capability. It should also be designed in such a way to mo�vate ongoing con�nuous 
improvement by the developers. To expedite its launch, it is suggested that the scheme 
operate on a voluntary scheme basis, where developers can opt in or out at any �me. The 
scheme would be open to developers and operators throughout Australia. 

 Recommenda�on 
 2. The Commonwealth, States and Territories to con�nue their deployment of programs to 
beter plan and control development of new genera�on and transmission projects, whereby a 
developer is required to bid or apply to be selected to then prospect and develop a par�cular 
project at a par�cular site or loca�on. The Commonwealth and the Australian Energy 
Infrastructure Commissioner (AEIC) to work with the jurisdic�ons to support the successful 
implementa�on of these programs, promote best prac�ces across the jurisdic�ons and align 
federal programs and reforms, such as the Capacity Investment Scheme (CIS) and Rewiring the 
Na�on (RTN), to further mo�vate adop�on of these programs by developers and other project 
stakeholders. 
 
Hills of Gold is lacking in all these iden�fied areas below is the sec�on from the report that 
reflects the experience  of our community. 
 
• A poor site (or route) selec�on can quickly lead to community opposi�on to a project, causing 
delays and elongated project �melines. Throughout this period, communi�es may be in 
constant engagement with the project, from dealing with requests for land access surveys 
through to project update presenta�ons. The �me commitment alone to par�cipate in 
engagement-related ac�vi�es can be an enormous burden on community members and 
landholders. That, together with the anxiety surrounding the uncertainty of whether or not the 
project will proceed or when it will proceed, make for a poor engagement experience. 
 
 Below is a sec�on from the review using the Hills of Gold Project as a Case study: 
 
 Community concern and project delays from poor site selec�on The Review heard from 
community members concerned about a proposed wind farm at a nearby ridge loca�on. The 
project was ini�ally prospected by an early-stage developer, subsequently selling the project to 
a large mul�-na�onal development and opera�ons company. The proposed project has now 
been in the planning and approvals process for several years, which has created ongoing 
uncertainty for the local community – including poten�al host landholders. Due to its ridge-top 
loca�on, the community has expressed concerns about the inability to use exis�ng roads and/or 
build a new road to transport equipment to the site. Concerns have also been raised about 
poten�al soil erosion, possible changes to hydrology flows and the transmission line connec�on 
to the main grid. The project has faced significant community opposi�on during the planning 
process. Due to the substan�al number of objec�ons received, the project has now been 
referred to the state’s Independent Planning Commission for considera�on. 
 



This project should be assessed against the most recent guidelines and recommenda�ons from 
people such as Andrew Dyer and clearly it does sa�sfy the criteria set out in the Review 
 
People  
Places  
Process 
Project  
 
The Hills of Gold Wind Farm should be rejected.  
 

5. Constructability 
 
Below is a sec�on taken from the Constructability Report Appendix L  
 

 

 
Our concern is the studies were done from desktop modelling and as no site visit 
appears to have been carried out the problems iden�fied may be able to be managed by 
highly specialised engineering but at what cost to the environment and is this and the 
financial cost correctly and transparently reflected in the proponents’ calcula�ons. 
 
The project should be rejected on constructability. 
 
6. Hazard ligh�ng assessment.  
 
From DPE expert report Halloran 
 
2.11 Avia�on Hazard Ligh�ng Assessment The LVIA notes that dependent on DPE 
determina�on, the proposed Avia�on Hazard Ligh�ng has the poten�al to change the 
character of the night-�me environment of the Study Area and adjacent areas up to 



20km distant from the light source in fine condi�ons. Impacts are expected to affect 
residences, towns and public viewpoints at even greater distances than daylight effects 
due to the contrast of the ligh�ng against the exis�ng dark night sky. The rela�vely 
elevated loca�ons of the avia�on hazard ligh�ng compared to most viewing loca�ons 
does provide the opportunity for some downward shielding of the avia�on hazard 
ligh�ng. The shielding is noted at a maximum downward angle of between 5 and 10 
degrees. Residents at greater distances are less likely to be shielded if the shields are set 
at 10  
degrees. 
Table 2 also notes that for residences beyond 4550m, NAD33 has turbines poten�ally 
visible in three sectors and the Project is non-compliant with the Performance 
Objec�ves.  
As we are dwelling is NAD 33 it appears the project is non-compliant.  
 
The project should be rejected on visual noncompliance. 
 
 
 
7. Taken from Na�onal Farmers Federa�on Engagement Guidelines on Farm ac�vi�es 
 
The farmer should have accessible channels of 
communica�on with appropriate personnel to engage in discussions, raise 
ques�ons and resolve issues at every stage of the process. These processes 
should be agreed in wri�ng by both par�es prior to commencement of any 
construc�on work; and 
• Industry must iden�fy all relevant risks associated with the ac�vi�es or 
development and inform the farmer, so far as reasonably possible, of these 
risks and discuss how they can be managed. 
 
Land use agreements 
• Land use agreements should recognise landholder and occupier property 
rights, and nego�a�ons must be respec�ul of farmers’ use and enjoyment of 
the land; 
• Any agreements made in wri�ng with the farmer should be expressed in a 
clear, accurate and transparent manner using plain English. A farmer is 
encouraged to have all agreements in wri�ng, although it may not be legally 
required for some ac�vi�es; 
• Industry must recognise farmers’ concerns associated with large scale projects 
such as impacts on amenity, changes to the microclimate, and poten�al loss 
of produc�ve agricultural land. Proponents should work, as far as prac�cable, 
with the farmer to minimise these impacts and integrate development into the 
broader farm system; ac�vity, access routes, and means of liaising, rehabilita�on or 
compensa�on of any damages; 
• In the design and opera�on of the project or ac�vity, care should be taken to 



avoid and/or minimise damage to agricultural land where feasible. These 
could include areas of high produc�on agricultural land and biodiversity, water 
supplies, maintaining biosecurity etc. and should be agreed through 
consulta�on with the farmer and formalised in a writen agreement before 
commencement; 
• An agreement should be reached before the commencement of the ac�vity or 
development regarding agreed outcomes for restora�on of the site and any 
compensa�on that is determined to be necessary; 
• Industry is strongly encouraged to adopt a ‘benefit sharing’ approach, beyond 
the landowner directly engaged, when engaging with small regional 
communi�es; and 
• Responsible stewardship and management should be demonstrated 
throughout the life of the project. The agreement should detail how this will 
be achieved and compensatory measures if not. 
• Industry must not compromise exis�ng farm prac�ces including: biosecurity, 
animal husbandry and �ming of cropping. Ac�vi�es undertaken on-farm 
should respect these opera�ons and be reflected within the agreement. 
 

This highlights many recommenda�ons that would address the concerns we have with the 
project and why we will not sign a neighbourhood agreement. If the commissioners are 
considering approval of this project, we request that part of the condi�ons of consent include a 
risk assessment plan for all non-associated neighbours of the project footprint and the 
proponent must iden�fy all relevant risks associated with the ac�vi�es or development and 
inform the neighbours, so far as reasonably possible, of these risks and discuss how they can be 
managed.   NSW farmers should be consulted and advice sort on addi�onal condi�ons of 
consent to ensure farmers and their rights to their amenity especially if they are non-associated 
neighbours are protected. 
 
8. Bush Fire risk has been underes�mated due to restric�ons of aerial firefigh�ng capacity and 
the added risk of storage of large quan��es of diesel /petrol on the ridgeline for earth moving 
equipment and batery storage facility and the poten�al for explosion. 
 
9. No evidence of power supply to site prior genera�on of power from turbines 
 
10. Proponent misunderstanding of Voluntary Acquisi�on.  
The proponent has indicated that 47 turbines are not a viable project and request the re 
instatement of 53 -63 by Voluntary Land acquisi�on of NAD 1. 
Please see following as taken from the Voluntary Land Acquisi�on and Mi�ga�on Policy 
September 2018 
 
Voluntary Land Acquisi�on and Mi�ga�on Policy (nsw.gov.au) 
 
This is ac�vated by a landholder and not the proponent and as the land holder is a non-
associated dwelling without any inten�on of signing a neighbourhood agreement how can this 

https://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/2023-03/voluntary-land-acquisition-and-mitigation-policy.pdf


be a condi�on of consent to allow these turbines to be reinstated. Removal of these turbines 
also benefits our dwelling NAD 33 which has poten�al exposure to 3 sectors and considered 
non-compliant even though it is outside the 4.5 km zone. The removal of these turbines has 
visual benefits to other NADs and also our two DA s where the houses are onsite DA lodged and 
we a wai�ng no�fica�on from Tamworth Regional and the two preliminary DA we have 
approved on allotments in the south west corner of our property. 
 

 
 



 
 
Voluntary land acquisi�on should be used as a protec�on mechanism for non associated 
landholders and should be part of the condi�on of consent. 
 



Where any land neighbouring the project development site has dwellings (or 
approved dwelling sites) located on it and the construction, operation or 
maintenance of the approved project works causes any adverse amenity impacts 
and/or results in a diminution in the value of that land by more than 20% as 
assessed by a registered valuer, the holder of the approval for the project shall 
comply with any request by that affected landowner for acquisition of that 
neighbouring land conformably with the Voluntary Land Acquisition Process1 under 
the State Government’s “Voluntary Land Acquisition and Mitigation Policy.” 

11. Reduction of Buffer Zone Ben Halls Nature reserve. 

 By allowing turbine location within 50 m of Ben Halls Nature reserve this sets a 
dangerous precedent for other renewable projects in the approval process. In a 
practical sense it also means there will be disturbance and thus potential negative 
affects very close to the boundary of the Ben Halls Nature reserve as the turbine 
hard stands are 20 -25m and excavation and blasting to create these hard stands 
could extend further out. Turbines should be removed from all locations along the 
boundary of Ben Halls Nature reserve to ensure this area remains a safe haven for 
native �lora and fauna.  

12. Requirement for funding to allow rebuilding of a rural community divided 
and dysfunctional because off this process.  

Government authority should provide �inancial support in the way of grants  to 
repair the damage that has occurred with in the Nundle and Hanging rock 
communities due to 5 years of dealing with this proposed project on all levels. The 
community enhancement fund is very problematic and if the project is not approved, 
which long term will the best outcome for this community, there will be no �inancial 
input by the proponent to repair the damage it has already created. 

To help the community heal we need infrastructure community projects such as a 
Men’s Shed assistance with upgrades of community resources  and assistance to 
reinvigorate the tourist attractions such as Easter Chinese Festival. Over time this 
will hopefully bring a once vibrant dynamic cohesive community back to where it 
was �ive years ago.  

The project should be rejected due to lack of social License. 

 
 

 
1 Voluntary Land Acquisi�on and Mi�ga�on Policy (nsw.gov.au) 

https://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/2023-03/voluntary-land-acquisition-and-mitigation-policy.pdf
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Figure 1 – General approach to decision-making during the assessment process 
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