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1. Introduction

APP Corporation Pty Ltd (APP) has prepared this Preferred Project Report (PPR) and 
response to submissions for the proposed Collector Wind Farm. The proposal is described 
in an Environmental Assessment (EA) submitted with a Project Application under Part 3A of 
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act). The EA was prepared 
in accordance with the Department of Planning and Infrastructure (DoPI) Director-General’s 
Requirements (DGRs). Part 3A of the EP&A Act was repealed on 1 October 2011 and the 
proposal is subject to the transitional provisions under Schedule 6A of the EP&A Act. 
The Proponent is RATCH-Australia Wind Developments Pty Limited (previously Transfield 
Services Wind Developments Pty Ltd), a subsidiary of RATCH-Australia Corporation Limited 
(RAC).

The EA was publicly exhibited from 26 July to 24 September 2012 in accordance with Section 
75H of the EP&A Act, with submissions invited from the public and Government stakeholders. In 
accordance with Section 75H (5) the Director-General provided to the Proponent copies of 140 
submissions received during the exhibition period.

1.1. Purpose of this Report
This report addresses the requirements of section 75H (6) of the EP&A Act and includes:
•	 A response to the submissions made by members of the public and Government agencies 

(Chapter 2);
•	  Details of the preferred project outlining the proposed amendments to the Proposal, made 

following consideration of public and government submissions to minimise its potential 
environmental impact (Chapter 3); and

•	  A revised Statement of Commitments (Chapter 4).

1.2. Summary of the Preferred Project
Following consideration of public and government submissions the Proposal has been amended 
to minimise the potential environmental impact. The preferred project would involve the 
construction and operation of a wind farm with the following components:
•	  Up to 63 wind turbine generators (WTGs) with a maximum height of 150 m;
•	  Hardstand areas adjacent to each WTG site for crane operations during the construction, 

operation and decommissioning phases;
•	  A substation and overhead connection to the existing 330 kV transmission network;
•	  Underground electrical connections between each wind turbine and the substation/control 

room;
•	  Access roads to each wind turbine site and the substation;
•	  Control room and maintenance facilities; and
•	  Up to four wind monitoring masts.
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The key differences between the original proposal described in the EA and the preferred project 
are:
•	 a reduction in the number of WTGs from 68 to 63. Five WTGs located in the north east 

of the Project site have been removed from the proposal (Refer Figure 5.1). The positive 
consequences of this include a reduction in impacts relating to removal of EEC in that 
area as well as reduced potential noise impacts, visual impacts and construction traffic 
movements; and 

•	 the relocation of the substation approximately 250 metres north and the inclusion of the grid 
connection to the 330 kV transmission line (TL) that is located approximately 200 metres 
to the north of the nearest WTG. The close proximity of the WTGs and substation to the 
existing TL provides the opportunity for minimising any potential impacts during construction 
including construction traffic vehicle movements, noise, visual and ecological impacts. 

A detailed description of the preferred project is included in Chapter 5. 

The following key terms used throughout the EA have been used in this report to describe the 
preferred project:

Project Site:
The land within the cadastral boundaries of all properties involved with the Proposal, comprising 
an area of 6,215 ha.

Development Envelope: 
The area of the project site in which the wind farm infrastructure (turbines, hardstands, access 
roads, electrical cables and substation) would potentially be sited, comprising an area of 
approximately 800 ha. The development envelope was the subject of detailed environmental 
investigations, including flora and fauna and indigenous heritage.

Development Footprint: 
The final locations of the wind farm infrastructure. This includes the infrastructure footprint, that 
is the area occupied by turbines, access tracks, substation and associated facilities during the 
operational phase (approximately 29 ha), and other areas that will be affected by construction 
(approximately 45 ha) (for example, cable trench easements, construction phase access track 
width, construction compound, crane pads) that can be rehabilitated post-construction.

1.3. Proposal Benefits
The preferred project is consistent with the State’s priorities to secure a reliable electricity supply 
with an increased renewable energy component, and would make a significant contribution 
towards achieving the State’s renewable energy target of 20% renewable energy by 2020. It 
would also provide the following benefits:

Efficient and reliable electricity supply
•	 Capacity to supply up to approximately 214 MW from renewable energy source;
•	 Generation of approximately 600 GWh of electricity per annum for the life of the project, a 

total of 15,000 GWh over 25 years;
•	 Production of enough electricity to power approximately 80,000 homes annually assuming 

an average household consumption of 7.3 MWh annually.
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Reduced greenhouse gases
•	  Savings of approximately 2.9 million tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 based on 

a 214 MW wind farm;
•	  Potential abatement of greenhouse gases between 150 kilo tonnes (kt) CO2e to 450 kt 

CO2e per annum (based on a 150 MW wind farm) depending on whether the wind farm was 
replacing gas-fired or coal-fired electricity generation.

Local social and economic benefits
•	  Provision of local employment opportunities and community enhancement fund of 

approximately $200,000 per annum for the life of the project;
•	 Opportunities for improvement in the local tourism, infrastructure and ecology.
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2. Consideration of Submissions

2.1. Public Exhibition
The Collector Wind Farm Environmental Assessment was on public exhibition from 26 July 2012 
to 24 September 2012 at the following locations:
•	  NSW Department of Planning, Information Centre, 23-33 Bridge Street, Sydney;
•	  Collector Café, 5-7 Murray Street, Collector;
•	  Upper Lachlan Shire Council Crookwell Office, 44 Spring Street, Crookwell;
•	  Upper Lachlan Shire Council Gunning Office, 123 Yass Street, Gunning;
•	  Gunning Library, 92 Yass Street, Gunning
•	  Nature Conservation Council, Level 2/5 Wilson Street, Newtown;
•	  Bushranger Hotel, 24 Church Street, Collector; and 
•	  Upper Lachlan Shire Council Taralga Office, 29 Orchard Street, Taralga.

The Collector community was also notified of the exhibition period through advertisements 
placed in three local newspapers, the Goulburn Post, Crookwell Gazette and Yass Tribune, 
as well as the Crookwell Lions newsletter, by the proponent / DoPI. A newsletter was sent by 
the Proponent to residents within five kilometres of the project and those who had registered 
their interest in the project. In addition, the newsletter was distributed in the Collector village to 
residents and businesses via a letterbox.

2.2. Submissions Summary
The DoPI received a total of 140 submissions on the EA during the exhibition period. DoPI 
classified the submissions as follows: 68 objecting to the proposal, 58 supporting the proposal, 
and 14 providing comment. The objecting submissions included 40 submissions comprising a 
standard form letter. A summary table and matrix of submission details is provided in Appendix 
A. Each submission has a reference number that was allocated by the DoPI upon receipt of the 
submission. The reference number has been used to identify issues within the body of the report.

2.3. Commentary on supporting submissions
There were 58 submissions received from the public in response to the public exhibition that 
provided support for the Proposal and the development of renewable energy. Some of the main 
points presented included the following:
•	  Developing the renewable energy industry will help to reduce carbon dioxide emissions and 

assist the process of reducing the effects of man-made climate change. 
•	  The Proposal will assist in meeting the ‘20 per cent by 2020’ goal.
•	  The Upper Lachlan Shire Council’s Development Control Plan 2010 (ULDCP, 2010) is not 

scientifically based. The 2 km setback proposed in the DCP is an arbitrary figure based on 
visual amenity and has no relevance to wind farms.

•	  The economic benefit to the community of Collector, including providing job opportunities 
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during construction and operation. The Proposal provides potential opportunities for local 
people to stay in the local area for work rather than having to leave to find work in larger 
regional areas or major cities and provides additional income for host farmers to help them 
drought proof their farms. The Proposal will help boost local businesses.

•	  The Proposal will provide a potential tourist attraction. 
•	  The additional income from the wind farm will allow the creation of a Property Vegetation 

Plan (PVP) that will be used to create remnant vegetation offsets and protect riparian 
systems on one of the host farms.

•	  The Proponent’s financial contribution to the local community will provide much needed 
financial assistance for items such as long needed renovations to the Collector Memorial 
Hall. The Proponent has sponsored local events including the Collector Pumpkin Festival. 

•	  The Proposal is a culmination of over 10 years of planning and research and the Proponent 
has carefully prepared the project and supporting documents to minimise the effect on the 
environment and local residents.

These comments are noted but are not relied upon or further addressed in this Preferred Project 
and Submissions Report.

2.4. Commentary on opposing, commenting and  
 Government Submissions
There were 68 submissions received from the public in response to the public exhibition 
that opposed the Proposal, and submissions received from 13 Government agencies. Each 
submission is listed in Table A1, and each submission is given an identification number as 
listed in the table. The view of submissions in this PPR refers to individual submissions by their 
identification number. 

Several submissions were comprehensive, including that from The Friends of Collector (FoC) 
(42294), which incorporated a number of technical reports (FoC, 2012a & 2012b). The matters 
raised in the FoC submission are common to many other submissions; however given the 
comprehensive discussion in the FoC document, extracts from this submission are quoted in 
preference to repeating all common issues. Discrete issues from other submissions are quoted 
and discussed separately.

A number of submissions raised concerns over the appropriateness and relevance of current 
Government policy relating to noise regulation and other matters. While these submissions have 
been reviewed in the preparation of this report a direct response is not presented where the 
issue relates to the principles of and behind adopted government policy. The EA and this PPR 
has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of the EP&A Act, directions of DoPI and 
the adopted and published government policy. It is not a matter for this report to look behind the 
government’s policy position rather it is to demonstrate compliance. The matters will however be 
considered by DoPI in the assessment and reporting of the preferred project presented in this 
report. 

Several submissions, including from The Waubra Foundation (42077), Friends of Collector 
(42294) and Alan and Colleen Watts (42104), have provided detailed comment on health matters. 
Health impacts of wind farms are currently being reviewed/further investigated by the National 
Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC). The results of the NHMRC review are expected 
to be published in March 2013. It is expected that the outcomes of this review will be considered 
by the NSW Ministry of Health and the DoPI in the context of the Draft NSW Planning Guidelines: 
Wind Farm (DoPI, 2011). The issues of health impacts are responded to in the context of the 
published documentation.

Government and public submissions are addressed in detail in section 3 and 4 of this PPR. 
Discussion is structured around sections entitled as they are in the EA. Where the submission 
refers to matters already covered in the EA, the relevant section reference is provided. Hence, 
this PPR should be considered with reference to the EA.
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3. Response to Government    
 Submissions

The following Government agencies submitted a response to the Proposal:
•	  Upper Lachlan Shire Council (ULSC) - 42027
•	  Goulburn Mulwaree Shire Council (GMSC) - 39810
•	  NSW Office of Environment & Heritage (OEH) - 41889
•	  Department of Defence - 39390
•	  NSW Environment Protection Agency (EPA) - 41433
•	  Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) - 39596
•	  Airservices Australia - 39104
•	  NSW Trade & Investment - Division of Resources & Energy (Resources & Energy) - 41275
•	  Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority (Murrumbidgee CMA) - 42127
•	  NSW Department of Primary Industries - Division of Catchments & Lands (Catchments & 

Lands) - 42025
•	  NSW Trade & Investment - Department of Primary Industries (Division of NSW Fisheries 

(Fisheries)) and (Division of NSW Office of Water (NOW)) - 42290
•	  NSW Roads and Maritime Services (RMS) - 42292
•	  NSW Health – 42202

Each of these submissions will be discussed in the following sections/discussion.

3.1. Upper Lachlan Shire Council Submission
The Upper Lachlan Shire Council (ULSC) undertook an assessment of the Proposal against the 
controls listed under Section 9.5 – Wind Farms of the Upper Lachlan Development Control Plan 
2010 (ULDCP 2010). ULSC provided a submission, 42027, on the Proposal. Submission detail is 
provided in Table 1. 

The ULSC request the NSW State Government not to approve the proposed Collector wind farm 
for the following reasons:

1. The proposed Collector wind farm fails to comply with clause 9.5 of the ULDCP 2010,   
 which had significant community input and support, in a number of aspects.
2. That Council wishes to express its opposition to the Collector wind farm proposal due to   
 its addition to the cumulative effect of wind farms within the shire.

General response
The Proponent took the ULDCP 2010 (Vol 1 EA, Section 3.5.4) (APP, 2012a) into consideration, 
as well as the Draft NSW Planning Guidelines: Wind Farms (DoPI, 2011) during the preparation of 
the EA. It was concluded that the potential risks in regard to turbine location would be extremely 
low.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue - noise

In the event that noise levels are 
expected or found to exceed the 
stated level, Council would require 
the following options:
•	Deletion	of	relevant	turbines,	and	
or;
•	Written	agreement	from	
the affected land owner(s) of 
appropriate noise mitigation 
measures.

Response: Noise mitigation measures are included 
in the Statement of Commitments (SoCs) to ensure 
potential noise issues will be addressed throughout the 
various project phases. We undertook a revised noise 
assessment forthe preferred project and concluded it 
would comply with the noise criteria applicable to the 
development for all three WTG types assessed. (Refer to 
Appendix D).

Submission issue – Turbine location

It has been stated in the EA that 
three (3) non-involved dwellings 
are situated within 2 km of wind 
turbines.
•	Council	has	consistently	required	
a minimum 2 km setback of 
turbines from dwellings not involved 
with the project. Therefore, Council 
considers that all turbines located 
within 2 km of any dwellings not-
involved with the development shall 
be deleted and or;
•	Written	consent	from	all	existing	
landowner(s) with residences within 
2 km of proposed turbines.
•	Turbines	proposed	to	be	located	
within a distance two times the 
height of a turbine (including the tip 
of the blade) from a formed road 
shall be deleted.
•	Turbines	proposed	to	be	located	
within a distance two times the 
height of a turbine (including the 
tip of the blade) from a non-related 
property boundary shall be deleted.
•	In	the	event	of	a	complaint	
regarding television/radio 
transmission during the 
operation of the Development, 
from a receptor located within 
5 km of a wind turbine, the 
Applicant shall investigate the 
quality of transmission at the 
receptor compared to the pre-
commissioning situation and where 
any transmission problems can 
be reasonably attributed to the 
Development, rectify the problems 
with two months of the receipt 
of the complaint. The applicant 
shall be responsible for all costs 
associated with the mitigation 
measures. 

Response: There were previously three non-involved 
dwellings situated within 2km of wind turbines, however 
the preferred project has reduced this to one. This 
dwelling has been considered in accordance with the 
DoPI advice (Vol 2 - Appendix A) (APP, 2012b) on the 
application of the Draft NSW Planning Guidelines: Wind 
Farms (DoPI, 2011). There is no statutory basis for the 
Proponent to obtain owner’s consent for the application, 
as there is no work proposed on this property.
The Draft NSW Planning Guidelines: Wind Farms do not 
adopt the 2km setback requirement as nominated in 
clause 9.5 of the ULDCP 2010. So, although there is no 
technical basis for the Council imposed setbacks, the 
EA examined the safety implications of the proposal in 
relation to the non-involved residences and concluded 
the risk of potential impacts would be extremely low.
The Draft NSW Planning Guidelines: Wind Farm (DoPI, 
2011) require consideration of the risk of blade throw 
including:
•	The	probability	of	blade	throw;
•	Whether	the	proposed	turbines	are	certified	against	
relevant standards;
•	Overspeed	protection	mechanisms	including	‘fail	safe’	
mechanisms (e.g. back up (battery) power in the event of 
a power failure);
•	Operational	management	and	maintenance	procedures	
including any regular maintenance inspections;
•	Provisions	for	blade	replacement;	and
•	The	separation	distance	between	turbines,	
neighbouring dwellings and property boundaries. 
The risk of blade throw has been considered as 
extremely low as discussed in Vol 1 EA, Section 11.4.4 
(APP, 2012a).
The largest turbine under consideration is 150 m tall. Five 
proposed wind turbine sites are within 300 m of Lerida 
Road South, a public road. The ULDCP 2010 calls for 
a setback to roads of a distance two times the height 
of a turbine (including the tip of the blade), in this case 
300m. While this is inconsistent with the ULDCP 2010 
controls, it is considered acceptable given the very low 
traffic volumes on Lerida Road South and the extremely 
low risk of blade throw (refer EA, Section 11.4.4 – Blade 
Throw) (APP, 2012a).

Table 1. ULSC submission issues and Proponent response
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Issue and Response
Submission issue - roads

Council requires that only the Hume 
Highway and the northern end of 
Lerida South Road (approximately 
300 m) will be used for access 
to the site for all vehicles. The 
applicant has not advised of any 
access considerations that have 
been made for light vehicles. As 
Lerida South Road is only a narrow, 
unfenced gravel track for most of 
its length, it is unsuited for higher 
levels of traffic than those currently 
being experienced. Any increase in 
traffic will create an unacceptable 
reduction in safety for existing 
users; therefore, the applicant will 
not be able to use Lerida South 
Road beyond the wind farm 
access for any purpose. Council 
also requires that the applicant put 
mechanisms in place to ensure 
that Lerida South Road is not used 
by its employees, contractors, 
subcontractors and suppliers.
Council will require the applicant to 
carry out the following works:
•	Upgrade	the	intersection	of	Hume	
Highway and Lerida South Road to 
allow for unimpeded, safe egress 
from the highway onto Lerida South 
Road.
•	Upgrade,	reconstruct	and	seal	
Lerida South Road from the Hume 
Highway to the entrance of the 
development to the satisfaction 
of the Director of Works and 
Operations of the Upper Lachlan 
Shire Council.
•	Construct	an	access	to	the	
development (From Lerida South 
Road) that allows for unimpeded 
access for all vehicles accessing the 
development.

Response: In Section 3.5.4 (m) of the EA we propose 
that the main access to the project site will be via the 
Hume Highway and Lerida South Road. We will obtain 
relevant approvals under the EP&A Act and Roads Act 
1993 (Roads Act) from the Roads and Maritime Services 
and Upper Lachlan Shire Council for works to upgrade 
the roads. Designs will be undertaken to the relevant 
Australian Standards.
Section10.4 of the EA nominates mitigation measures to 
be implemented to reduce the impact of traffic during the 
construction/operation phase including: 
•	Assessment	of	the	condition	of	existing	pavements	to	
ascertain pavement upgrade or construction works are 
required; and
•	Field	surveys	and	regular	site	inspections	to	establish	
the road and intersection conditions. When required, 
rehabilitation of the pavement and/or edges of seal, 
shoulders and verges would be carried out. At the 
completion of the project the access roads would 
be in the same or superior condition than at the 
commencement of the project.
An approval under Part 5 of the EP&A Act together 
with a review of environmental factors (REF) would be 
prepared for any works within access roads as identified 
in the EA. Project associated road works would be 
undertaken post EA approval and would address these 
issues separately and in more detail at that point.
A full copy of the traffic and transport assessment is 
provided in Appendix I of Volume 2 of the EA (APP, 
2012b). 

Submission issue – decommissioning

Should DoPI deem the 
Decommissioning and Rehabilitation 
Plan to be inadequate, but 
development consent is 
granted, Council requires that a 
condition of consent be imposed 
requiring the Proponent to pay a 
decommissioning bond.

Response: This is a matter for consideration by DoPI. 
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Issue and Response
Submission issue –electricity grid connection

A condition that imposes a realistic 
time frame on the proponent, 
should development consent be 
granted, as to obtaining approval 
for the wind farm connection to the 
electricity grid.

Response: The preferred project presented in this report 
incorporates the electricity grid connection (refer Section 
5). The Proponent is currently involved in detailed 
discussions with Transgrid in order to obtain an offer to 
connect.

Submission issue – planning agreement

The proponent shall enter into a 
Planning Agreement with Council 
in accordance with Division 6 of 
Part 4 of the EP&A Act to provide 
contributions to Council for a 
Community Enhancement Fund in 
accordance with clause 3.17 of the 
ULDCP 2010.

Response: As stated in the EA, section 13.7.3, the 
Proponent will establish a Community Enhancement 
Fund (or similar mechanism) to provide services and 
facilities to benefit the Collector community. We propose 
a Committee will administer the allocation of funds with 
representation from the Proponent, the community and 
ULSC. However the call for the imposition of a condition 
requiring the Proponent to enter into a Voluntary Planning 
Agreement under Division 6 of Part 4 of the EP&A Act 
is contrary to the intent of the planning agreement 
provisions. It is open to the Minister to impose a 
condition calling for the establishment of the fund and we 
support this on the basis that the Committee established 
to administer the fund includes representatives of the 
Proponent and the local community.

3.2. Goulburn Mulwaree Shire Council
The Goulburn Mulwaree Shire Council (GMSC) provided a submission, 39810, on the Proposal. 
GMSC’s submission issues and Proponent response is provided in Table 2.

Table 2. GMSC Submission issues and Proponent response

Issue and Response
Submission issue – No objection to the proposal

Goulburn Mulwaree Council has no 
objections to the Proposal provided 
the commitments as detailed in the 
EA are adhered to (in particular the 
traffic movements). 
Goulburn Mulwaree Council has no 
requirements for the Proposal.

Response: It is noted that Goulburn Mulwaree Council 
has no objection to the Proposal. The SoCs will be 
implemented including traffic and transport management 
measures (refer SoCs 5.01 to 5.04).
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Issue and Response
Submission issue – Development footprint and Turbine Layout

Development Footprint and Turbine 
Layout:  
OEH noted that the proponent 
has not demonstrated the first 
principle of avoidance has not been 
applied to the location of turbines. It 
considers that avoidance of EECs is 
not evident in the Proposal.

Response: During the proponent’s assessment and 
design of the proposal the WTG layout was refined 
taking into account biodiversity constraints. The proposal 
now has: 
•	initially	incorporated	up	to	80	turbines;	the	proposal	
submitted with the EA had a final layout comprising 68 
turbines and the preferred project now incorporates 
63 turbines. Were being considered; the final layout 
comprises 68 turbines).  
•	In	redesigning	the	turbine	layout	presented	as	the	
preferred project turbines in sensitive areas were 
moved or removed (four fewer turbines in forest to 
avoid threatened species habitat, four fewer turbines in 
woodland, three fewer turbines in EEC). 
•	No	turbines	are	proposed	along	Lake	George	
escarpment in the preferred project, earlier sites were 
removed to avoid raptor habitat. 
•	The	use	of	micrositing	of	WTG	as	proposed	in	the	
PPR will minimise the removal of hollow-bearing trees 
and positioning of associated layout features away from 
paddock trees and outside of forest as much as possible 
is consistent with the principles of avoidance. 
This preferred project is based on the principles of 
avoidance and impact on EECs other vegetation has 
been minimised by the redesigned proposal.

Submission issue – Impact area on EECs

The area of impact of the proposal 
on EECs is referred to numerous 
times in the text and various tables 
in the EA, Biodiversity Assessment 
(BA) and Offset Strategy. The figures 
vary and it is unclear exactly how 
much of each will be impacted. 
OEH requires a single figure for how 
much of each EEC in all conditions 
will be impacted by the proposal, 
both permanently and temporarily.

Response: Iterative design changes during the 
preparation of the EA resulted in many updates to 
the proposed layout and subsequent variations in the 
area of the development footprint. This led to some 
discrepancies in the final figures across documents. 
The total area of potentially permanently impacted EEC 
for the preferred project is 20.48 ha. This compares with 
the total area of potentially permanently impacted EEC 
for the EA of 24.62 ha. 

3.3. NSW Office of Environment & Heritage
The NSW Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) provided a submission, 41889, on 
the Proposal raising concern about the impact of the Proposal on Endangered Ecological 
Communities (EECs) and the adequacy of the proposed offset. 
Proponent representatives met with OEH at the project site on 12 November 2012 to discuss the 
matters raised in OEH’s submission dated 20 September 2012. The site inspection focused on 
the potential impacts on EEC from wind turbine generator (WTG) siting and the adequacy of the 
offset site. OEH noted its concern that the clearance of overstorey vegetation should be avoided 
as far as possible.
OEH’s submission issues and our response are provided in Table 3.

Table 3. NSW OEH submission issues and Proponent response
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Issue and Response
Submission issue – Temporary and permanent loss

OEH does not support the 
separation of the impacts on 
Box-Gum Woodland (BGW) EEC 
into categories of temporary or 
permanent loss. OEH considers that 
there are considerable difficulties 
in reinstating BGW EEC; although 
some rehabilitation of disturbed 
patches is likely to constitute a 
reinstatement of habitat. OEH 
therefore requires that impacts 
and subsequent offsets be simply 
calculated as permanent loss.

Response: We recognised that there are inherent 
difficulties in reinstating woodland vegetation. However, 
the definition of the BGW EEC also includes grassland 
derived from the clearing of this community. It is 
considered reasonable and appropriate that grassland 
vegetation could be re-established in areas of temporary 
impact such as crane hardstands and cable trenches
The differences between re-establishing woodland and 
grassland vegetation were discussed with OEH at the 
onsite meeting held on the 27 July 2011 and it was 
decided that areas temporarily impacted during the 
construction phase in woodland would be considered 
permanent (given the inherent difficulties in  
re-establishing woodland vegetation). However, we could 
reasonably expect to rehabilitated grassland vegetation 
and so these areas would be considered temporary. This 
approach is supported in the OEH letter dated 5 August 
2011, in which it stated: 
“OEH believes the EA and biodiversity assessment must 
include all areas of native vegetation with an overstorey 
component that require clearing, as a long term impact, 
rather than the current, “temporary” impact. These 
areas will also require offsetting (as they are currently not 
proposed to be offset).”
Following further communications with OEH, these areas 
(including BGW with an overstorey component) are now 
included within the area to be permanently impacted and 
in the offset calculations. There was no requirement by 
OEH to include areas without an overstorey component.

Submission issue – Property Vegetation Plan Developer and BioBanking Credit Calculator

OEH noted that 28 of the 68 WTGs 
would be ‘red flagged’ by the two 
NSW government endorsed tools 
(Property Vegetation Plan (PVP) 
Developer and BioBanking Credit 
Calculator) used to assess ‘improve’ 
or ‘maintain’. In order to meet the 
‘maintain or improve’ principle of 
offsetting, high conservation value 
BGW should not be cleared and low 
conservation value BGW should be 
offset at approximately 10:1 ratio.

Response: High conservation value BGW would be “red 
flagged” by the PVP Developer and BioBanking Credit 
Calculators. However, the Biodiversity Assessment (BA) 
does not employ these methodologies. NGH Environmental 
carried out the flora and fauna assessment as part of the EA 
(Chapter 8).

The Proponent has proposed an offset that addresses the 
requirement to meet a “maintain or improve” outcome for 
areas of high conservation BGW and is consistent with 
ratios NGH Environmental has achieved in similar vegetation 
types. Similar BioBanking assessment methodologies were 
employed by NGH Environmental in BGW at Bungendore 
and Queanbeyan, where ratios of around 5:1 to 6:1 were 
consistently returned.

In previous correspondence from OEH, we were advised 
that while “OEH has indicated a preference for using bio-
metric methodology to calculate appropriate offsets, NGH 
proposes a ‘maintain or improve biodiversity’ standard. 
Both options are open to be followed in a Part 3A process.” 
(Email from Julian Thompson, 9 June 2011) 

In accordance with OEH needs for offsets to be secured 
in perpetuity, as impacts are likely to be in perpetuity, the 
preferred project allows an increased proportion of offset 
lands for EECs at a ratio of 6:1. This is 123.1 ha to offset 
the potential permanent removal of approximately 20.48 ha 
of EECs. The previous EA ratio of 5:1 was considered to 
be suitable given the condition of the site and the ability to 
achieve a ‘like for better’ offset in terms of vegetation type. 
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Issue and Response
Submission issue – principles of avoid, mitigate, offset 

OEH is unsure why turbines are 
located in high quality areas of EEC 
and considers this does not meet the 
principles of avoid, mitigate, offset, as 
per the threatened species guidelines.

Accordingly, OEH considers the 
following WGTs should be either 
removed or relocated to reduce 
the impact on the EECs and the 
threatened species know to occur 
within these communities:

•	Turbines	located	within	cluster	
4 in the north eastern part of the 
development footprint occur in intact, 
moderate to good quality BGW, 
where three threatened bat and 
one threatened bird species were 
recorded. This cluster may affect the 
Eastern Bentwing-bat’s migratory 
path from the Mt Fairy staging cave to 
the Wee Jasper maternity cave as this 
species is more likely to travel through 
vegetated landscapes.

•	Turbines	located	in	cluster	6	appear	
to be located within a large area of 
high quality BGW as it is mapped as 
being of EPBC Act quality, this cluster 
also provides habitat for the Diamond 
Firetail.

•	Turbines	in	the	southern	section	of	
cluster 5 should be relocated to the 
exotic pasture adjacent to avoid the 
area of Tablelands Snow Gum EEC.

Response: We acknowledge the value of this area and 
have removed five WTGs from the north east of the 
Project site (Cluster 4) which has resulted in a reduced 
impact to EECs by approximately 3.8 ha.(Refer Section 
5). The WTGs in clusters 5 and 6 will be micro-sited prior 
to installation to ensure avoidance of high quality EECs.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue - Offsetting

OEH advised that with a stated 
permanent habitat loss of 28.63 
ha in the EA (or 24.62 ha in the 
BA), would mean that at least 286 
ha (or 246 ha) of offset is required, 
assuming it is all in low condition. 
The proposed offset is 200 ha. OEH 
advise the areas of “temporary loss” 
should be taken into consideration, 
resulting in a combined loss of 
approximately 35 to 38.7 ha, 
requiring an offset of over 350 ha. 
The BioBanking methodology is 
the NSW Government’s recognised 
methodology for calculating and 
securing offsets. OEH believes the 
offset strategy must clearly propose 
a suitable biodiversity offset to 
be set aside for conservation in 
perpetuity in accordance with 
that mechanism. It must be 
clearly stated the offset area will 
be managed in perpetuity with 
allocated funds for management.

Response: As discussed above, the proposed offset 
area for the preferred project is 123.1 ha, for the 
potential permanent removal of approximately 20.48 ha. 
As noted above, this would equate to an improved ratio 
of approximately 6:1.
Page 14 of the Offset Strategy clearly states that 
the offset will be secured in perpetuity with funding 
for management and maintenance of the offset area 
provided by the wind farm operator for management:
The operator is likely to finance the owner of the site to 
undertake management actions (such as fencing and 
weed control) and retain responsibility for the site. The 
Proponent is willing to accept a condition of consent 
requiring the establishment and maintenance of the 
offset area. 
At the decommissioning stage, the ongoing 
management would be the responsibility of the 
landowner. It is expected that by this time the majority 
of the required management actions would have been 
undertaken and ongoing management tasks will largely 
coincide with routine agricultural activities.
A PVP is the most appropriate vehicle to manage 
the offset site in perpetuity. This plan can specify 
management recommendations and restrictions on land 
use, in accordance with the finalised offset plan for the 
site.

Submission issue – Offsetting

OEH has concerns that the EA does 
not quantify the BGW condition 
in accordance with the existing 
government endorsed tools (PVP 
Developer and BioBanking Credit 
Calculator). 

Response: While there is no requirement to classify BGW 
condition according to these two tools, pages 12 and 
13 of the Biodiversity Assessment clearly define how 
vegetation condition is defined within the assessment. It 
states that:
“All of the above vegetation classes, excluding the 
‘exotic’ class, would equate to the ‘moderate to good’ 
definition specified within the biometric guidelines. 
This is due to the dominance of native vegetation in 
the groundlayer, or having a native overstorey with 
a percentage foliage cover greater than 25% of the 
lower value of the overstorey percentage foliage cover 
benchmark of that vegetation type. The exotic class 
would equate to ‘low’ condition vegetation.”
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Issue and Response
Submission issue – Offsetting

The site is constrained by high 
conservation values which have 
been identified in Appendix B of 
the EA. OEH recommends that 
the project avoids these areas as 
they are important in fragmented 
landscapes. 
The EA makes reference to the 
BGW and Frost Hollow Grassy 
Woodland (FHGW) in Figures 3.5 to 
3.8 as being in moderate to good 
condition (i.e. red-flagged), but this 
is not supported in the Biometric 
Status (chapter 3.5, page 38). The 
EA needs to clarify the position 
taken on vegetation condition, as 
this has major impacts upon the 
offsets required.

Response: The Biodiversity Assessment (BA) 
acknowledges that areas of moderate to good condition 
BGW and FHGW would be red-flagged under the OEH 
Biometric guidelines, and although the Assessment does 
not follow this methodology we have taken the biometric 
guidelines into account. 
We clarify our position on vegetation condition (and how 
this relates to the biometric condition) in section 3.5 of 
the BA (APP, 2012b), which states:
Under the OEH Biometric guidelines (DECC, 2008a), ‘red 
flag’ areas are important for biodiversity conservation 
and cannot easily be replaced. They include:
•	Over-cleared	vegetation	(>70%)	in	moderate	to	good	
condition.
•	EEC	in	moderate	to	good	condition.
•	Threatened	species	records	(where	species	cannot	
withstand further loss in the catchment management 
area (CMA)).
Treeless native pasture derived from an EEC and 
dominated by native grasses and trees in woodland 
formation satisfying the overstorey per cent foliage cover 
over exotic pasture, are considered ‘moderate to good’ 
Biometric condition and are red flag areas. However, it 
should be noted that: 
•	Only	patches	of	>0.25ha	are	assessed	separately	(as	
distinct zones) from surrounding vegetation (so a patch 
of vegetation with benchmark overstorey cover that is 
<0.25ha is not assessed separately from surrounding 
vegetation with a sparser overstorey cover).
As such small isolated patches of Box-Gum trees 
(>25%	minimum	per	cent	foliage	cover)	occurring	in	
exotic pasture or crop land that don’t meet the minimum 
patch size would be assessed as per the surrounding 
vegetation type. These small patches would be 
considered low in condition and not a red flag area.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue - Offsetting

OEH recognises that micrositing 
of turbines has avoided some 
vegetation, however, this EEC 
woodland is important at a regional 
scale for habitat connectivity 
and therefore has a high regional 
conservation value. The regional 
area is a highly disturbed and 
fragmented landscape.

Response: We acknowledge in the Biodiversity 
Assessment that the regional area is highly disturbed and 
fragmented – particularly, that clearing for agriculture has 
preferentially reduced the BGW community.  
However, the infrastructure footprint of this wind farm 
is small in comparison to the spread of other large-
scale infrastructure. It represents a small proportion of 
the area within the site boundaries, comprising narrow 
access tracks, electricity easements and discrete turbine 
footings and hardstand areas. 
Unlike other infrastructure developments, this provides 
the opportunity to minimise impact by micro-siting 
infrastructure around better quality areas and avoiding 
those required to maintain landscape connectivity. 
We do not anticipate an impact on dispersal of flora 
and fauna specifically because of this pattern of impact. 
Control plans to rehabilitate and disturbed areas and 
control weeds are part of the proposal, and will ensure 
the potential to degrade adjacent areas (due to the large 
edge effect of the pattern of impact) is addressed.
At a regional scale, the protection in perpetuity of this 
community will enhance landscape connectivity.

Submission issue – Hollow-bearing trees (HBTs)

An accurate calculation of numbers 
of HBTs in the offset site is required, 
as the extrapolation provided in the 
EA significantly over-estimates the 
number of HBTs. The proponent 
must ensure they are not including 
cleared areas in the estimate, and 
should refer to how the vegetation 
density has been considered in 
the calculation. The EA should 
demonstrate that the hollow size 
in the offset is representative of the 
disturbance footprint.

Response: We acknowledged within the offset strategy 
that the HBT count at the offset site is likely to be an over 
estimate as the worst case methodology was used in 
the calculation. However, even if this is an over estimate, 
the worst case number of trees required at the offset 
site (460) constitutes only 7% of the estimated number 
to occur (7,000) allowing for a large buffer (93%) around 
this figure. 
As the same methodology was used at the development 
and offset sites, because they are in close proximity 
to each other and the offset site contains woodland 
vegetation considered to be of high quality at a similar 
or higher density than at the development site, it is 
considered likely that the offset site would contain well 
over the 460 HBT required. 
Even if only the most densely vegetated areas are 
included (91ha), this would equate to 3,185 trees.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue - Survey

The BA states that a Sugar Glider 
was observed while spotlighting, 
however, no information is provided 
on the location of the sighting. A 
map should be provided indicating 
where species were found.
Given the inherent difficulties in 
distinguishing Sugar Gliders from 
Squirrel Gliders by spotlight, OEH 
requires justification of species 
identification. It would be useful for 
the proponent to undertake trapping 
in potential habitat to ascertain 
whether Squirrel Gliders are 
present. OEH recognises that some 
good quality habitat has previously 
been avoided in the turbine layout, 
however, further investigation of 
this species is required before it 
can be established that the species 
does not use the habitat in the 
development footprint.

Response: The precise locations of common species 
were not recorded during surveys. The recording of 
a Sugar Glider onsite was not considered significant 
and as the proposal avoids higher quality areas and a 
trapping survey is not considered to be warranted.
We are confident in the identification of the sugar 
glider and It is considered unlikely that the species 
was misidentified. Highly experienced and qualified 
field ecologists undertook the spotlighting survey. As 
stated in the BA (chapter 4.2.3, page 44) habitat at 
the development site is considered sub-optimal for the 
squirrel glider as it lacks the Acacia and shrub mid storey 
preferred by this species. 
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3.5. NSW Environment Protection Agency
The NSW Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) provided a submission, 41433, on the 
Proposal. Submission details are provided in Table 5.

Table 5. EPA submission issues and Proponent response

Issue and Response
Submission issue

The EPA noted that they do not have a statutory 
or regulatory role in the construction and operation 
of wind farms, as they are not currently listed as a 
schedule activity under Schedule 1 of the Protection 
of the Environment Operations Act 1997 (POEO Act). 
Accordingly an Environment Protection Licence (EPL) 
from the EPA is not currently required. The EPA also 
noted that they are no longer part of the OEH and as 
of 29/02/12 was re-established as an independent 
authority and as such no longer has a role in the 
management of flora and fauna or Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage (ACH) issues. A separate response addressing 
these issues would be provided by OEH. 
EPA has conducted a brief review of the noise impact 
assessment within the EA and is satisfied that noise 
impacts can be managed within guideline limits for the 
construction and operational phases of the proposal.

Response:   
It is noted that NSW EPA does 
not have any objections to the 
Proposal.

3.4. Department of Defence
The Department of Defence (Defence) provided a submission, 39390, on the Proposal. Defence 
has assessed the Proposal and have advised that it will not cause any unacceptable interference 
to Defence communications or surveillance radars. Submission detail is provided in Table 4.

Table 4. Defence submission issues and Proponent response

Issue and Response
Submission issues – Communications, surveillance radar, low flying aircraft

The Department of Defence have assessed the 
Proposal for potential impacts to operations in the area, 
including the safety of low flying military aircraft, affects 
to Defence communications and surveillance radars. 
Defence advises that the Proposal will not cause any 
unacceptable interference to Defence communications 
or surveillance radars. 
For aircraft safety purposes, Defence has recommended 
the colour used for the turbines is conspicuous to aircraft 
in daylight hours. 
As the turbines are classified as tall structures, Defence 
has requested that the RAAF Aeronautical Information 
Service (RAAF AIS) are provided with “as constructed” 
details of the wind farm. The RAAF AIS has a web site 
with a Vertical Obstruction Report Form at www.raafais.
gov.au/obstr_form.htm which can be used to enter the 
location and height details of tall structures.

Response:  
It is noted that the Proposal will not 
affect Defence communications and 
surveillance radars. 
The turbines will be coloured matt 
off-white, which is considered 
conspicuous to aircraft during 
daylight hours.
We will provide “as constructed” 
details of the wind farm to Defence 
using the Vertical Obstruction 
Report Form on the RAAF AIS 
website (www.raafais.gov.au/obstr_
form.htm).

APP Ref : Collector Wind Farm - Preferred Project & Submissions Report 32



Issue and Response
Submission issue –  Effect on the operation of aircraft

CASA notes that the WTGs will be positioned with only 
a few hundred metres lateral separation, and individual 
turbines could reach a height (to blade tips) of 150 
metres Above Ground Level (AGL). From an operational 
viewpoint, agricultural or low level survey are likely to be 
the only daytime operations that would use the airspace 
surrounding a WTG below 500 feet AGL. It is unlikely 
that such operations would be conducted at night.
“...No turbine to be located within the Obstacle Limitation 
Surface (OLS) criteria for a Code 1, 2 non-precision 
instrument runway classification as specified in CASA’s 
Part 139 Manual of Standards.”
The only aircraft landing area (ALA) marked on the 
Canberra Visual Terminal Chart in the neighbourhood 
of the Proposal is at Winderadeen, to the south of the 
Collector township. None of the WTGs in the Proposal 
would affect the OLS if this ALA were to be registered 
and classified as suggested in the DoPI conditions.
The turbulence generated in the wake of the rotating 
blades has not been quantified.

Response: We have noted the 
requirement to locate turbines 
outside the Obstacle Limitation 
Surface criteria and our preferred 
project plan allows for this. 

Submission issue – Legislation

The legislation (Civil Aviation Safety Regulation Part 139 
and the Manual of Standards) does not provide for the 
control of obstacles outside the OLS of a certified or 
registered aerodrome and there is currently no regulation 
of obstacles in proximity to aeroplane landing areas or 
helicopter landing sites.

Response: Noted

Submission issue – Marking, lighting  and charting

There are environmental issues caused by the marking 
of turbine structures during the day and by lighting them 
at night.
Painting the towers and turbine blades to make them 
less obtrusive or conspicuous by day is, in itself, a safety 
concern.

Response: Noted. 
The WTG will be painted matt off-
white and blades finished with a low 
reflection coating (refer SoC 1.01) to 
address these issues. 

3.6. Civil Aviation Safety Authority
The Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA) provided a submission, 39596, on the Proposal. CASA 
advised that they had nothing to add to their original response dated October 2010. Submission 
details are provided in Table 6.

Table 6. CASA submission issues and Proponent response
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3.7. Airservices Australia
The Airservices Australia provided a submission, 39104, on the Proposal. Submission details are 
provided in Table 7.

Table 7. Airservices Australia submission issues and Proponent response. 

Issue and Response
Submission issue –  Surveillance Radar

Airservices noted that they require an Aviation Impact 
Study (AIS) to be submitted with all wind farm proposals. 
They advised that they have not received and AIS and 
upon receipt will assess the Proposal.
Airservices provided documentation outlining Airservices 
Aviation Assessments for Wind Farm Development 
(current at 5 March 2012). Airservices included the 
‘Eurocontrol Guidelines on how to assess the potential 
impact of wind turbines on surveillance sensors’.

Response: The aeronautical 
assessment undertaken for the 
Proposal as part of the EA was 
forwarded to Airservices Australia 
for their review. Airservices Australia 
made a subsequent request 
for additional radar surveillance 
modelling to be undertaken.  
The Proponent has committed to 
engaging a consultant to carry out 
an electromagnetic compatibility 
study (refer SoC 6.02).

3.8. NSW Trade & Investment - Division of Resources  
 & Energy
The NSW Trade & Investment – Division of Resources & Energy (Resources & Energy) provided a 
submission, 41275, on the Proposal. Submission details are provided in Table 8.

Table 8. Resources & Energy submission issues and Proponent response

Issue and Response
Submission issue –  no issues

Resources & Energy has no concerns with the Proposal. Response: Noted

APP Ref : Collector Wind Farm - Preferred Project & Submissions Report 34



3.9. Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority
The Murrumbidgee Catchment Management Authority (Murrumbidgee CMA) provided a 
submission, 42127, on the Proposal. Submission details are provided in Table 9.

Table 9. Murrumbidgee CMA submission issues and Proponent response

Issue and Response
Submission issue –  Clearing of EECs

Murrumbidgee CMA would like to encourage the following:
•	No	hollow	bearing	trees	to	be	removed	during	construction;
•	Alignment	of	roads	and	placement	of	other	infrastructure	
including substations, hard stand areas, compounds and 
erosion controls structures be designed to minimise clearing 
of overstorey and mature trees greater than 20 cm diameter 
at breast height over bark and clearing of grassland where 
groundcover is dominated by greater than 50 % native species;
•	Design	does	not	result	in	a	reduction	in	connectivity	across	
the landscape, by ensuring construction will not result in 
isolated patches of remnant vegetation that are separated by a 
distance of 100 m or greater from neighbouring vegetation;
•	No	clearing	to	occur	within	30	m	of	any	watercourse,	whether	
a permanent or ephemeral creek;
•	Areas	of	bush	rock	be	avoided	to	maintain	habitat	for	
threatened flora
•	Limit	the	width	of	clearing	for	any	new	fence	lines	to	three	
metres either side;
•	Limit	the	width	of	all	access	roads	to	a	construction	footprint	
of six metres only; and
•	Reducing	the	development	footprint	of	infrastructure	to	the	
minimum area possible.

Response: The management 
measures provided in the 
EA and set out in the SoCs 
3.0 to 3.8 include the points 
above in relation to clearing 
EECs.

Submission issue – Offset size 

Murrumbidgee CMA would like to encourage a larger offset area 
to be created, to account for the total clearing area of 28.63 ha 
(permanent) and 44.68 ha (temporary), totalling 73.31 ha. Using 
a similar ratio to that applied already (x5) to create an offset of at 
least 360 ha.
Murrumbidgee CMA noted that if the proposal was being 
assessed under the Native Vegetation Act 2003 (NV Act) it 
is likely that areas not in low condition would red light, and 
therefore failing the ‘improve or maintain test’ under the Native 
Vegetation Regulations 2005. In order to vary these red lights 
under the NV Act, it must be shown that the proposal will 
have additional conservation benefits on a landscape scale 
(being defined as an area between 1000 - 200,000 ha), and 
also supports the need for a larger offset area of 360 ha. 
Murrumbidgee CMA would also like the offset to:
•	Improve	connectivity;	
•	Improve	condition	and	extent	of	riparian	areas;
•	Enhance	the	vegetation	types	that	may	be	below	benchmark	
condition through restoration activities;
•	Improve	groundcover;
•	These	outcomes	would	also	contribute	to	the	meeting	
conservation priorities and catchment targets from the 
Murrumbidgee CMA CAP.

Response: These points 
are noted and have been 
addressed under the 
submission and response for 
OEH provided in Table 3.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue – Offset Strategy and Management Plan

The Murrumbidgee CMA supports the use of a Property 
Vegetation Plan (PVP) to secure the offset area on the title of the 
land for perpetuity.
Murrumbidgee CMA would like to suggest the following 
management actions be implemented:
•	Landholder	must	fence	offset	area	using	plain	wire	only,	no	
barb wire is to be used;
•	Routine	Agricultural	Management	Activities	are	limited	to	the	
following list only:
- Maintenance of existing rural infrastructure ie. fence lines and 
tracks;
- Removal of noxious weeds;
- Control of feral animals;
- Traditional Aboriginal Cultural Heritage activities;
- Maintenance of public utilities;
Any activity to reduce imminent risk to personal injury or 
damage to property.
•	Landholder	must	undertake	enhancement	plantings	of	over-
storey and mid-storey species sourced from local province seed 
to increase the floristic and structural diversity of the offset area;
•	Landholder	may	strategically	graze	domestic	stock	for	eight	
weeks of the year between 1 May and 1 October only;
•	Groundcover	must	be	maintained	at	70	%	or	greater	in	the	
offset area at all times;
•	Landholder	must	remove	all	Weeds	of	National	Significance	
(WONS) from the offset area;
•	Landholder	must	implement	an	integrated	weed	management	
plan for control of noxious weeds;
•	Landholder	must	implement	a	pest	animal	control	plan	using	
best available management practise advice from the local 
Livestock Health and Pest Authority (LHPA);
•	Landholder	must	retain	all	native	regrowth;
•	Landholder	must	retain	all	dead	standing	and	fallen	timber;
•	Landholder	must	not	collect	firewood	from	the	offset	area;	
and
•	Landholder	must	not	remove	or	disturb	rocks	in	the	offset	
area.
The Murrumbidgee CMA would also encourage that the offset 
area be monitored over time to ensure that the management 
actions in the PVP are complied with, and that they are 
contributing to an improvement in the condition and biodiversity 
values of the offset area.

Response: These points 
are noted and have been 
addressed under the 
submission and response for 
OEH provided in Table 3.
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3.10. NSW Department of Primary Industries - Division of   
 Catchments & Lands
The NSW Department of Primary Industries – Division of Catchments & Lands (Catchments & 
Lands) provided a submission, 42025, on the Proposal. Submission details are provided in  
Table 10.

Table 10. Catchments & Lands submission issues and Proponent response

Issue and Response
Submission issue – Crown Lands - Crown Lands would seek the following matters to be 
included in the project assessment as part of the Director General’s requirements

Catchment and Lands noted the following matters:

a. no wind turbines are located on or near Crown assets;

b. cabling linking turbines crosses or traverses small 
sections of 18 crown roads;

c. cabling linking two turbines crosses Lots 7003 and 7004 
DP 94490. These two lots comprise Trigonomic Reserve 
17318 notified 25 February 1893. The lots are also subject 
of a claim by the NSW Aboriginal Land Council (ALC 9498). 
Processing the claim remains incomplete.

d. it is understood the proponents intend to use existing 
track on the affected properties for internal access wherever 
possible. However, final design and turbine locations may 
require works to form Crown roads to the standard required. 
Once final design is determined / approved, additional 
comments may be necessary.

e. it is unclear at this stage where internal project cabling 
/ transmission lines might be located ie other than the 
cables that link each of the wind turbines. Once final design 
is determined additional comments may be necessary 
regarding the impacts on Crown lands or roads.

1. Because Lots 7003 and 7004 DP 94490 are subject of 
an incomplete Aboriginal Land Claim, Crown Lands is not in 
a position to create an interest or dealing in the land until the 
claim is determined and the appeal period expires.

2. The proponent should therefore redesign this part of the 
project such that the cabling does not cross both lots.

3. Final plans showing wind turbine locations, all internal 
cabling and any other wind farm infrastructure must be 
supplied to Crown Lands as soon as practicable after 
approval, to allow the final impact on Crown land or roads 
to be determined.

4. If Crown roads require formation and or upgrade to a 
vehicular standard, Crown Lands will require the road/s in 
question to be transferred to the local Council.

5. Crown Lands will be seeking the proponent to authorize 
any works on Crown roads (either the crossing and or 
where they traverse a section) via suitable easements. 
Compensation will also be sought with the quantum 
assessed in a manner that replicates the Land Acquisition 
(Just Term Compensation) Act 1991. The standard 
administration fee (currently $487.70) will also be sought.

6. Crown Lands reserve the right to make additional 
comments and seek other requirements when this proposal 
is formally advertised and any information associated with 
Director General’s requirements become apparent.

Response: The Proponent 
commissioned a detailed review of 
historical title searches in the lots 
underlying the Collector Wind Farm 
project. Based on this review, it 
was determined that native title had 
been extinguished over these lots 
because freehold title was granted 
in respect of these lots prior to 1 
January 1994. The grant of freehold 
title over each lot is an action that 
wholly extinguishes native title over 
these lots.
The EA states; “Where possible, 
existing farm tracks and Crown 
roads would be used as internal 
roads to provide access to 
each WTG site. However, it is 
likely that these roads would 
require upgrading to handle the 
construction loads. Where existing 
roads/tracks are not available, 
access routes would be chosen 
based on engineering requirements, 
optimal access for construction and 
operation, and avoidance of native 
vegetation.”
Existing farm tracks would be used 
as a priority. Crown roads would 
likely only be crossed or traversed 
and, in that case, there would be 
the requirement for establishment of 
an easement for that purpose. It is 
unlikely that any Crown roads would 
require upgrading for access for the 
Proposal. 
We have discussed this issue with 
Crown Lands (DPI Catchments 
& Lands) and would establish 
an easement if required for any 
crossing or traversing of a Crown 
road. We will provide Crown Lands 
with final plans upon completion.
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3.11. NSW Trade & Investment - Department of Primary    
 Industries - Division of NSW Fisheries and Division    
 of NSW Office of Water
The NSW Trade & Investment - Department of Primary Industries (Division of NSW Fisheries 
(Fisheries) and Division of NSW Office of Water (NOW)) provided a submission, 42290, on the 
Proposal. Submission details are provided in Table 3.11.

Table 11. Fisheries & NOW submission issues and Proponent response

Issue and Response
Submission issue

Fisheries noted that parts of Lerida Creek, Frankfield Creek 
and Collector Creek and their tributaries are located within 
the proposed development area. These drain to the Upper 
Lachlan River and have the potential to be impacted by the 
Proposal.

Fisheries concurs with the proposed safeguards and 
mitigation measures to minimise environmental impacts, in 
particular those related to groundwater and surface water 
detailed in section 12.5 of the EA. Any project approval 
should:

(i) include all the proposed safeguards and mitigation 
actions listed in the EA and Appendices, including those 
listed in the Construction and Operational Environmental 
Management Plans (CEMP and OEMP), and require that 
these actions are fully implemented by the proponent and 
its contractors;

(ii) require that the design and construction of any new or 
upgraded access track crossings of Lerida Creek, Frankfield 
Creek and Collector Creek be undertaken in accordance 
with the Fisheries Policy and Guidelines for Fish Friendly 
Waterway Crossings (2004) and Why do Fish Need to 
Cross the Road? Fish Passage Requirements for Waterway 
Crossing (2004). These documents are available at: www.
dpi.nsw.gov.au under ‘Aquatic Habitats’ and ‘Publications’.

(iii) require the design, construction and operation of new 
or upgraded unsealed access tracts be undertaken in 
accordance with the OEH Erosion and sediment control 
on unsealed roads: A field guide for erosion and sediment 
control maintenance practices (2012), available at www.
environment.nsw.gov.au.

Response: Noted. These points 
will be addressed in the preferred 
project SoCs.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue – Watercourse crossings and groundwater

NSW Office of Water advises:

The proposed works include a number of watercourse 
crossings for the internal access roads and cable 
installations. All activities within 40 metres of a watercourse 
should be consistent with the ‘Guidelines for Controlled 
Activities on Waterfront Land’, available at: www.water.nsw.
gov.au/Water-Licensing/Approvals/Controlled-activities/
default.aspx.

The EA indicates that foundation construction for the 
wind towers may include rock anchoring. If this option 
is selected it requires coring into the bedrock to a depth 
of approximately 20 meters. This depth of drilling may 
intercept groundwater and therefore there will be a 
requirement to carry out an impact assessment prior to 
works commencing. This assessment will need to address 
the risk of impact on existing licensed groundwater users 
and groundwater dependent ecosystems. If appropriate, 
this assessment should be accompanied by suitable 
mitigation measures and will need to consider any licensing 
requirements under the Water Management Act 2000 (WM 
Act).

Response:If rock anchoring is 
to be used for the construction 
of tower foundations, we will 
undertake  additional assessment 
to address any potential impact 
to existing licensed groundwater 
users and groundwater dependent 
ecosystems. This requirement 
has been included in the SoCs in 
Chapter 6 (refer SoC 12.01).

Submission issue – surface water and groundwater

Any project approval should include the following 
conditions:

(i)The proponent must obtain relevant licensing under the 
Water Act or WM Act from NOW before commencing any 
works which intercept or extract ground water or surface 
water.

(ii) The proponent shall prepare a CEMP in consultation with 
and to the satisfaction of the NOW prior to commencement 
of activities.

(iii) The design of waterway crossings for access roads and 
cable installations, and any associated in-stream works 
is to be included within the CEMP. These designs are to 
be prepared in accordance with the NOW ‘Guidelines for 
Controlled Activities on Waterfront Land’.

(iv) If rock anchoring is selected for the wind tower 
foundations, a groundwater assessment is to be undertaken 
and endorsed by the NOW prior to construction. The 
assessment is to assess the risk of impact on existing 
licensed groundwater users and groundwater dependent 
ecosystems and provide suitable mitigation measures. Any 
necessary licensing requirements under the WM Act will 
also need to be obtained.

Response: The above points have 
been included in the management 
and mitigation measures and 
within the SoCs. As noted above 
SoC 12.01 will be implemented for 
assessment of potential impacts in 
relation to groundwater.
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3.12. NSW Roads and Maritime Services
The NSW Roads and Maritime Services (RMS) provided a submission, 42292, on the Proposal. 
Submission details are provided in Table 3.12.

Table 12. RMS submission issues and Proponent response

Issue and Response
Submission issue – Access roads

The RMS provided the following comments for 
consideration on the Proposal:

•	RMS	objects	to	the	proposed	widening	of	the	intersection	
of the Hume Highway and Lerida Road. The existing 
pavement width is sufficient for operational use allowing 
19 m vehicles to successfully undertake all the necessary 
maneuvres. Widening of the intersection would allow 
for uncontrolled turning movements which may cause 
confusion and become a hazard. Traffic control will be 
required to enable larger vehicles to use this intersection.

•	RMS	objects	to	the	proposed	widening	of	the	intersection	
of the Hume Highway and Picton Road, and Picton 
Road and Mt Ousley Road. The transport of oversized 
loads through these intersections should be able to be 
successfully completed using traffic control and possibly the 
temporary removal of some roadside furniture.

•	It	should	be	noted	the	RMS	will	not	provide	the	approvals	
required under Section 138 of the Roads Act 1993 (Roads 
Act), for the proposed widening of the above intersections.

•	Prior	to	transporting	any	oversized	or	over	mass	loads,	
the applicant shall obtain a permit for an oversized and over 
mass load from RMS’ Special Permits Unit in Glen Innes. 
The contact number is 1300 656 371.

•	RMS	does	not	support	right	turn	movements	across	
the Hume Highway. The Hume Highway is a high speed, 
high volume environment and RMS has a vital interest to 
maintain the safety and efficiency of the highway.

•	For	this	reason,	the	grade	separated	intersection	of	the	
Hume Highway and Gunning-Collector Road, to the west of 
Lerida Road South, should be used as a turnaround facility 
to avoid heavy vehicle traffic undertaking the right turn out 
of Lerida Road onto the Hume Highway eastbound. This 
requirement should be placed on all drivers servicing the 
project as a condition in any Transport Code of Conduct.

RMS notes the proposed origin of the majority of wind 
turbine parts will be Port Kembla, therefore the majority of 
construction traffic will be travelling from the east of Lerida 
Road South along the Hume Highway to the site. RMS 
notes that the Proposal is unlikely to generate a significant 
amount of heavy vehicle traffic from the west of Lerida 
Road South, therefore few trucks related to the Proposal 
will be required to undertake the right turn maneuver from 
the Hume Highway eastbound into Lerida Road South. 
This movement should be avoided. RMS notes there is 
limited opportunity for vehicles to turn around safely across 
the Hume Highway east of Lerida Road South within a 
reasonable distance to the east. However, the Proposal 
will not generate sufficient demand for this movement to 
warrant provision of a turnaround facility.

Response:  As stated in section 
3.1, further assessment would be 
undertaken in the form of a REF 
post EA approval, for any access 
roads and associated works. We 
will then address these issues in 
consultation with RMS and ULSC.
A detailed Traffic Management Plan 
including traffic control would be 
included in the project construction 
environmental management plan. 
Issues such as traffic movements 
would be included.
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3.13. NSW Health
The NSW Health provided a submission, 42202, on the Proposal. Submission details are 
provided in Table 3.13.

Table 13. Health submission issues and Proponent response

Issue and Response
Submission issue – Potential public health issues

The EA comprehensively addresses any potential public 
health issues, particularly in regard to noise and shadow 
flicker. The proposed monitoring, controls and remediation 
for affected properties within 2 km of the turbines appears 
to be adequate. Provided the proposed development 
complies with the recommendations of the EA, and meets 
the requirements of the Draft NSW Planning Guidelines: 
Wind Farms, NSW have no objections.

Response: Noted
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4. Response to Public Submissions

4.1. Strategic Justification of the Proposal
This section provides a summary of the public submissions and the Proponent response. The 
public submissions include the following:
•	  58 supporting submissions (refer section 2.3); and 
•	  68 submissions objecting to or raising concerns in relation to the Proposal.

This section will address only those submissions objecting or raising concern to the Proposal in 
the EA. The discussion follows the structure of the EA and consequently the submission may be 
responded to in separate sections where it is relevant to the submission.

Table 14. Strategic Justification of the Proposal

Issue and Response
Submission issue – Strategic justification of the Proposal (42294)

“…the Proponent 
has made no 
attempt to establish 
that the proposed 
development is 
strategically justified, 
and has therefore 
failed to satisfy the 
Director-General’s 
Requirements with 
respect to strategic 
justification. The 
proposed Wind Farm 
cannot be justified 
on strategic grounds. 
The proposed facility 
will have unjustifiable 
adverse impacts 
upon the Collector 
community, is not 
relevantly fit for 
purpose and is 
without reasonable 
economic foundation 
or sufficient 
environmental merit.”

Response: Chapter 4 of the EA details the strategic justification for the 
Proposal and suitability of the project site.

Strategic justification

The Proposal for a 214 MW wind farm has the potential to save 
approximately 2.9 million tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 
(refer section 1.3). This meets the state’s needs for additional or alternative 
capacity for electricity generation through the use of renewable wind 
energy. This supports state and Commonwealth Government policy 
objectives to combat climate change through a reduction in greenhouse 
gases.  

Project site suitability 

The proposed site is suited to the development of a wind farm due to:

•	The	region’s	excellent	wind	resource,	which	has	been	proven	consistent	
and suitable for the development and long term operation of a wind energy 
facility;

•	The	relatively	sparse	density	of	residences	within	the	vicinity	of	the	
project site;

•	The	immediate	proximity	to	a	suitable	electricity	grid	connection;

•	The	low	environmental	impact,	as	demonstrated	by	technical	studies	and	
environmental investigations; and

•	The	broad	community	support	for	renewable	energy	developments	in	the	
region from the community, local and State government.

The project aligns with two recent policy developments: 

•	Strategic	government	directives	the	Draft	NSW	Renewable	Energy	Action	
Plan (REAP) (Department of Premier and Cabinet, 2012), and 

•	The	Commonwealth	Government’s	Energy	White	Paper	2012

The strategic context for renewable energy development in NSW is 
embodied in the following REAP objectives:
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Government Policy Position
Table 15. Government Policy Position 

Issue and Response
Submission issue – Government policy position (42294)

“…the robustness 
of the strategic 
assessment 
undertaken by the 
proponent in relation 
to the long term 
economic viability of 
the proposal should 
there be a significant 
change in current 
Commonwealth 
Government policy 
remains unclear, as 
it has been assumed 
that the CPRS will 
commence in 2015”.

Response: A significant change in current Commonwealth Government 
policy is not envisaged at this time, as we understand the maintenance of 
the Renewable Energy Target (RET) policy has bipartisan political support.

Following a recent review of the RET, the Climate Change Authority (CCA, 
2012) recommended; “…the existing large-scale renewable target…and 
interim targets should be maintained in their current form.” 

The Commonwealth Government introduced a carbon pricing mechanism 
on 1 July 2012 through the Clean Energy Act 2011. The mechanism 
involves two stages: a fixed-price period from 1 July 2012, followed by a 
fully flexible price under an emissions trading scheme from 1 July 2015.

The Australian Energy Technology Assessment (BREE, 2012) developed 
cost estimates for 40 electricity generation technologies and concluded; 
“By 2030 some renewable technologies, such as solar photovoltaic and 
wind on-shore, are expected to have the lowest LCOE [Levelised Cost 
of Electricity] of all the evaluated technologies”. LCOE is the minimum 
cost of energy at which a generator must sell the produced electricity in 
order to achieve its desired economic return. It incorporates capital cost, 
operations and maintenance expenditure, and fuel expenditure.

Hence, the current policy environment suggests that the Proposal is likely 
to remain economically viable for its 25-year design life. 

Issue and Response
•	A	NSW	Renewable	Energy	Action	Plan	is	being	developed	to	support	the	
achievement of the national target of 20% renewable energy by 2020. The 
Plan positions NSW to increase the use of energy from renewable sources 
at least cost to the energy customer and with maximum benefits to NSW.
•	Our	vision	is	for	a	secure,	reliable,	affordable	and	clean	energy	future	
for NSW. We are working towards an energy system that is less polluting 
and that attracts new jobs and investment to NSW at the lowest possible 
cost. Increasing renewable energy generation is a critical part of our energy 
solution.
The Energy White Paper 2012 (DRET, 2012, p86) describes clean energy 
as a core element of Australia’s energy policy and notes; “Australia’s 
emissions reduction goals will require a large-scale transformation to 
cleaner energy sources, resulting in a substantially de-carbonised energy 
system by the middle of the century.” 
The objectives of the Clean Energy Policy Framework (DRET, 2012 p92) 
are to: 
•	Support	the	efficient	long-term	transformation	of	the	Australian	energy	
system to a clean energy future, consistent with Australia’s national 
economic, social and environmental objectives and greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction targets 
•	Ensure	that	Australian	energy	markets	have	timely	commercial	access	to	
the broadest range of proven and effective clean energy technologies 
•	Capture	the	economic	and	social	benefits	of	clean	energy	through	the	
creation of new jobs, innovative capabilities, skills and industry capacities, 
and the promotion of the sustainable export of Australian clean energy 
goods and services. 
So, the Proposal aligns with both the NSW and Commonwealth strategic 
frameworks. We have also assessed the potential impact of the Proposal 
on the Collector community, and made some changes to the design within 
the preferred project to minimise any adverse impact. Mitigation measures 
have also already been included in the EA.
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Suitability of the Project Site
Table 16. Suitability of the Project Site 

Issue and Response
Submission issue – Suitability of the Project Site (42294)

“…There are a 
number of WTGs 
that are proposed 
to be located in very 
close proximity…
to public roads, 
railways and power 
transmission lines, 
with the very real risk 
that blade through 
(sic) or shatter over 
a 25 year time frame 
presenting an as yet 
unquantifiable risk to 
both human life and 
major infrastructure. 
The satisfactory 
co-existence of the 
proposal with the 
prevailing pastoral 
and residential land 
uses has not been 
demonstrated”.

The risk of blade throw to human life or major infrastructure is extremely 
low. In fact, the EA (Section 11.4.4) notes the probability of a blade 
fragment striking a vehicle on an adjacent highway is 1 in one billion 
(Kammen, 2003). This section of the EA also notes the introduction of 
turbine certification standards to minimise risk of blade throw. 

Current research (Rogers et al. 2011) recommends a setback distance of 
500 metres as acceptable for a blade throw risk. The closest railway line to 
the Proposal is approximately 4km to the north of the site and the nearest 
major road infrastructure, the Hume Highway, is approximately 800 metres 
north of the most northern WTG. So, these distances do not represent 
‘very close proximity’ in the context of blade throw. 

Also, the prevailing land use of the project site is pastoral. Residential 
use is limited to less than 10 houses occupied by host landowners. The 
Proposal can satisfactorily co-exist with pastoral land uses as it will use 
only a very small portion of productive land (less than 0.5%) and will not 
obstruct regular farming operations or adversely impact stock.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue - Suitability of the Project Site (42294)

…it is considered that 
the Collector Wind 
Farm proposal has not 
adequately taken into 
account or addressed 
current and future 
land use conflict. In 
particular, it fails to 
adequately consider 
both the prevailing 
scenic and cultural 
landscape values, and 
the potential sterilising 
effect that a wind 
farm of this scale will 
have on the future 
potential of this region 
to support further 
population growth 
in a manner that is 
fully cognisant of the 
Sydney-Canberra 
Corridor Regional 
Strategy.”

“…the potential 
impact on future 
land subdivision and/
or utilisation has not 
been appropriately 
investigated by the 
proponent

Response: Regional growth strategy and land use

The Sydney–Canberra Corridor extends from the Southern Highlands of 
NSW in the north, to the NSW/ACT border in the south and includes parts 
of the Southern Tablelands – an area of approximately 25,000 square 
kilometres (km2). (DoPI, 2008). The Proposal, which has a development 
envelope of 800 hectares or 8 km2, represents approximately 0.03% of 
the area covered by the Strategy. 

The Sydney-Canberra Corridor Regional Strategy designates existing 
population centres as the focus of future population growth, not the 
rezoning of prime agricultural land for urban purposes. So, given that the 
project site is mainly agricultural land, the Proposal is unlikely to have a 
“sterilising effect” on future population growth within the Corridor. 

Importantly, the Strategy explicitly seeks to preserve opportunities for wind 
powered electricity generation “…by restricting incompatible land uses (eg. 
residential) in high quality wind resources areas” (DoPI, 2008).

The project site and adjoining land is currently zoned RU2 Rural 
Landscape under the Upper Lachlan Local Environmental Plan 2010, and 
is currently used for agriculture. This includes a minimum lot size of 80 to 
100 ha, so the potential for subdivision on the project site and adjoining 
land would appear to be limited. 

In addition, the development footprint represents approximately 0.5% 
of the project site area. The Proposal will isolate a very small area from 
agricultural production and is therefore compatible with the existing land 
use. 

Scenic and cultural landscape

In the EA, the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) examined 
the impact the Proposal could have on the surrounding landscape. It was 
found that the landscape within the Proposal viewshed has a medium 
sensitivity to accommodate change, and represents a landscape that is 
reasonably typical of landscape types found in surrounding areas of the 
NSW Southern Tablelands (see section 6.5.2 EA (APP, 2012a)).

This means that some characteristics of the landscape are likely to be 
altered by the Proposal, but the landscape will have some capability to 
accommodate change as it is a predominantly large-scale and open 
landscape across the majority of the project site, and has a relatively low 
settlement density within the viewshed.

So, the LVIA (refer Appendix C, (APP, 2012b)) found the wind farm would 
not be an unacceptable development within the viewshed (APP, 2012a).  It 
also found that the Proposal is unlikely to result in any significant ‘direct’, 
‘indirect’ or ‘sequential’ cumulative visual impact resulting from associated 
view toward existing wind farm developments within a 10 km viewshed, 
including the Cullerin Range, Gunning and Capital/Woodlawn wind farms 
(refer EA, section 6.9 (APP, 2012a).
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Community Survey
Table 17. Community Survey

Issue and Response
Submission issue – Community survey (42294)

“…there is clear 
evidence that RATCH/ 
Transfield/ APP has 
acted deliberately to 
marginalise the local 
community, deceive the 
DoPI and minimize the 
issues of real concern 
to residents by:

•	Cynically	widening	
the supposed 
‘community 
catchment’ to 50km 
from the proposed 
wind farm - as far as 
Goulburn, Canberra 
and Yass districts - and 
portraying this publicly 
as the ‘local Collector 
community’

•	Conducting	research	
into the ‘Collector 
community’ using this 
widened definition of 
‘local community’ and 
claiming publicly and 
to the DoPI that strong 
levels of support from 
the ‘local’ community 
exist – indeed 
nominating it as the 
reason that RATCH/ 
Transfield chose the 
Collector site…” 

Response: Auspoll undertook a community survey for the Proposal in 2010 
(EA, Appendix D) “…to understand and measure community attitudes to 
wind farm projects and particularly the proposed Collector farm project.” 
Specific research objectives included understanding “…attitudes to wind 
farms in general and to the local project”. 

To achieve these objectives and gain a statistically robust random sample 
(400 responses) from a lightly-populated area, it was necessary to draw 
from a catchment of 50km radius from the Proposal site. 

The survey found that 68% of the 400 persons surveyed supported the 
Proposal, with 14% opposed. 

The survey methodology did not seek to characterise attitudes to the 
Proposal only from the ‘local Collector community’. 

Further analysis of the 2010 survey responses has been undertaken for 
this report. This analysis looked at responses from people within 10km of 
the Proposal site (45 responses) and indicated that 56% of respondents 
supported the Proposal, compared to 23% who opposed it.

By surveying people within a 50km radius we could also sample 
populations living in close proximity to the Capital, Woodlawn, Cullerin and 
Crookwell wind farms. So, the survey results also reflect attitudes to wind 
farms from populations already living near existing projects. 

This analysis of community support was one reason the site was chosen, 
but certainly not the most important reason. The October 2010 community 
information booklet (produced by Transfield Services) listed the following 
reasons for choosing the Collector site:

•	An	excellent	wind	resource;

•	Few	residences	in	close	proximity	to	the	site;

•	Site	is	traversed	by	the	electricity	grid,	limiting	the	length	of	transmission	
line required;

•	Preliminary	environmental	studies	indicating	a	low	impact	on	the	
environment; and

•	Community	support	for	renewable	energy	developments	in	the	region.

Submission issue – community survey

“The vast majority of 
the actual Collector 
community is 
adamantly opposed 
to the development 
(StollzNow Research 
2012)...

81% of residents do 
not wish the wind 
farm development to 
proceed…”

On behalf of Friend of Collector, Stollznow undertook a community survey 
in 2012. The survey was “…an online self-completion survey of adult 
(18 years and over) residents who live within 10 km of the proposed 
Collector wind farm” (Stollznow, 2012). It received 112 responses, 
representing 29.5% of the estimated 380 adult residents. The findings 
of the survey indicated that: “Most (81%) residents do not wish for the 
wind farm development to proceed” (Stollznow, 2012). However, given 
the low proportion of response within a small sample pool this conclusion 
is misleading, and could just as easily be interpreted as; “81% of survey 
respondents, representing 24% of Collector residents, do not wish for the 
wind farm development to proceed.” 
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Issue and Response
Auspoll reviewed the Stollznow survey report and made the following 
observation (Stolper, D 2012, pers. comm., 18 September 2012):

“Results from the Friends of Collector survey are likely to be unreliable 
due to inherent self-selection bias. The problem is that the people invited 
to participate in the research were informed of the research topic as well 
as the name of the advocacy group commissioning the research before 
deciding whether to participate. This means that people with strong views 
on the project or an affiliation with the Friends of Collector advocacy 
group are more likely to have participated in the research and as such 
their views would be over-represented. This methodology is inconsistent 
with good research practice which always aims to draw a sample that is 
representative of the population and their views”.

In addition, the Friends of Collector survey findings are inconsistent with 
most independent research into community attitudes towards wind farms. 
For example, in the most comprehensive survey of attitudes to renewable 
energy conducted in NSW, the State Government 2010 research (DECCW 
Nov 2010) found that in regional NSW 81% of people support wind farms, 
and within the NSW/ACT border region this figure was 89%.

We understand that a proportion of the local community are opposed 
to the Proposal, however independent research, participation rates in 
our community consultation program and the relatively high number of 
submissions in support of our Proposal suggest that this proportion is in 
the minority.

4.2. Landscape and Visual Impact Issues
The public submissions raised issues in relation to landscape and visual impacts included: 
•	  The industrialisation of rural landscape; 
•	  Impact to the escarpment, the township and the wider area due to saturation with wind 

farms;
•	  Shadow flicker; and 
•	  Photomontages not adequately representative.

The Friends of Collector submission also includes two technical papers on landscape and visual 
impact:
•	  Richard Lamb and Associates (RLA) (2012) Commentary on Adequacy of Environmental 

Assessment – Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment. September 2012; and
•	  Whelans InSites (2012) Collector Wind Farm – Independent Review of Photo Imaging. 

August 2012.

Landscape and visual impact issues were addressed in Section 6 of the EA and supported by a 
technical report: Appendix C Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA). An assessment 
of shadow flicker was carried out by The Proponent and the results are summarised in Vol 1 EA, 
Section 11.4.3 (APP, 2012a) with the full assessment provided in Vol 2 Appendix L (APP, 2012b). 
The authors of the EA LVIA, Green Bean Design (GBD) and Truescape, have provided responses 
to these submissions. Both responses are included in Appendix B and C of this report, with the 
key issues summarised below.
The RLA (2012) report raises matters relating to the guidelines and the assessment 
methodologies outlined in the LVIA. Much of the commentary provided in the RLA (2012) report 
is a matter of professional difference of opinion and does not identify any significant flaws in the 
methodology. 
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Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 41221, 41829, 41859, 42007, 42081, 42085, 42100, 42111, 42159, 
41094, 40265, 40269, 40271, 40273, 40277, 40363, 40878, 40880, 40882, 40916, 41148, 41818, 
41836, 41847, 41863, 41991, 41993, 41995, 41999, 42001, 42016, 42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 
42043, 42062, 42133, 42136, 42139, 42149, 42151, 42155, 42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 
42286, 42288)

Visual impact on landscape, 
suggested removal of WTG 
above Collector escarpment 
area and Industrialisation of 
rural landscape

Response: The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) 
includes an assessment of the viewshed, visibility and zone of 
visual influence, as well as the landscape character and sensitivity 
of the Proposal area and surrounding environment.  

In particular, section 6.6.2 and 6.6.3 discussed visual impact at 
seven residential view locations within 10 km of the wind farm and 
nine public view locations.

The assessment at each residential view location for the proposed 
turbine layout showed the following:

•	6	(5.2	%)	locations	were	determined	to	have	a	High	visual	impact;

•	4	(3.5	%)	locations	were	determined	to	have	a	Moderate	to	High	
visual impact;

•	10	(8.8	%)	locations	were	determined	to	have	a	Moderate	visual	
impact;

•	8	(7.1	%)	locations	were	determined	to	have	a	Low	to	Moderate	
visual impact;

•	36	(31.5	%)	locations	were	determined	to	have	a	Low	visual	
impact; and

•	50	(43.9	%)	locations	were	determined	to	have	a	nil	visual	impact.

Three of the residential dwellings that were determined to have a 
high visual impact are project-involved residences. Two of the non-
involved residences within 2 km of a proposed turbine are expected 
to experience a high visual impact and the third a low to moderate 
impact, given the screening vegetation within the residential 
curtilage. 

The assessment at each public location indicated that all would 
experience only a low visual mainly due to the indirect views 
available and the very short-term period of view, such as motorist 
driving along the Hume Highway.

In the preferred project, we have removed five WTGs in the north 
east of the project, so two non-involved residences in the northeast 
are now located outside this range and view corridor. The reduction 
in WTG will result in a reduced visual impact. 

As discussed in the EA, the landscape surrounding the project site 
is predominantly rural in character and occupied by medium sized 
landholdings as well as larger commercial pastoral operations. 
Areas of cultivated farmland and livestock pasture are interspersed 
with occasional rural homesteads surrounded by cultural planting 
and windbreaks. Stands of remnant woodland occur within the 
wider context of a modified landscape which continues to be 
managed through a variety of farming activities. Modifications within 
the broader landscape are consistent with common adaptations 
to rural life that include roads (sealed and unsealed), drainage 
structures, agricultural buildings, and electrical transmission and 
communication structures.

We acknowledge that some submissions related to issues with 
the Proposal resulting in the landscape taking on an industrial 
character, however, the landscape within and surrounding the 
project site has been highly modified post European settlement 
and bears visible signs of a productive agricultural industry. The 
Proposal would not alter the existing land use from agricultural.

Table 18. Landscape and Visual Impact Issues
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Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 39639, 42111, 40265, 40269, 40271, 40273, 40277, 40363, 
40878, 40880, 40882, 40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 41847, 41863, 41991, 41993, 41995, 
41999, 42001, 42016, 42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 42043, 42062, 42133, 42136, 42139, 
42149, 42151, 42155, 42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 42286, 42288)

Shadow flicker issue Response: Shadow flicker was addressed in Vol 1 EA, Section 
11.4.3 (APP, 2012a) and a Shadow Flicker Assessment was 
prepared and presented in Vol 2 Appendix L (APP, 2012b). Even 
under worst-case conditions, no neighbouring residence would 
experience an impact greater than the prescribed limit of 30 
hours per year (SEAV, 2003). Including participating landholder 
residences, only one location, ‘Property N’ (refer Figure 1) could 
potentially experience a greater number of hours than this limit. 

By incorporating suitable vegetation screening to the east and west 
of this location, we can also negate the impact of shadow flicker on 
it. For these reasons, the impact of shadow flicker on residences 
around the Collector wind farm is within permissible limits

If, during the actual operation of the wind farm, shadow flicker is 
above that modelled in this assessment, then potential mitigation 
measures would be investigated and implemented. These include 
vegetation screening, window shades, or potential operational 
changes to identified turbines such as removing them from 
operation during specific shadow impact periods.

Submission issue (included 42011, 41094, 42294)

Photomontages not objective 
or adequately portrayed

Response: Photomontages were prepared by Truescape Visual 
Communication to illustrate the general appearance of the 
Proposal during the operational phase. The methodology was 
detailed in Appendix B of the LVIA (Vol 2 Appendix C) (APP, 
2012b). The images were prepared in accordance with best 
practice methods as described in the ‘Visual Representation of 
Wind Farms, Good Practice Guidance’ (SNH, 2006). They do 
not seek to misrepresent nor do they misrepresent the visual 
form of the Proposal.
The photomontages simulate the Primary Human Field of View: 
that is, 124 degrees in the horizontal and 55 degrees in the 
vertical. This represents the view that would be experienced 
when standing 500 mm behind the actual viewpoint position at 
the same time of day and under the same climatic conditions as 
those experienced on the day the photograph was taken.
To accurately assess the potential visual impact of the 
Proposal using photomontages, the images must be viewed 
in accordance with specific methodology. The images must 
be produced at the correct size, and be viewed at the correct 
height and distance from the correct perspective (refer 
Appendix B of the LVIA (Vol 2 Appendix C) (APP, 2012b).
The photomontages presented with the exhibited EA were 
prepared from five selected public view locations and from two 
of the three private residences that were located within 2 km 
of a turbine, as required by the draft NSW Planning Guidelines: 
Wind Farms (DoPI, 2011). The owner of the third private 
residence declined permission for the necessary photographs 
to be obtained from the property; consequently photomontages 
were unable to be prepared (refer section 4.2.1). 
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Issue and Response
The EA states that ‘while a photomontage can provide an 
image that illustrates an accurate representation of a wind 
turbine – both in relation to its proposed location and its scale 
relative to the surrounding landscape – it is recognised that it is 
only a simulation of the real life situation. This is partly due to the 
fact a flat image does not allow the viewer to perceive certain 
information relating to depth or distance’.

Submission issue (included 42206, 42294)

The cumulative visual impact 
to the Collector township 
and wider area due to the 
saturation with wind farms.

Response: An assessment of cumulative impacts was undertaken 
as part of the LVIA and is presented in Vol 1 EA, Section 6.9 
(APP, 2012a) and Vol 2 Appendix C (APP, 2012b). As part of the 
LVIA, we considered the potential impact of the Proposal in the 
context of current and future developments to ensure any potential 
environmental impacts were not considered in isolation. 

The LVIA determined that the Proposal would be unlikely to result 
in any significant ‘direct’, ‘indirect’ or ‘sequential’ cumulative visual 
impact resulting from associated views toward existing wind farm 
developments within a 10 km viewshed, including the Cullerin 
Range, Gunning and Capital/Woodlawn wind farms.  

The preferred project further improves this position as we have 
removed five WTGs in the north east of the project site.

Submission issue - Relevant Experience (42294)

RLA (2012) comment – 
Summary of my experience 
and CV
“I (Richard Lamb) have 
developed my own methods 
for landscape assessment, 
based on my education, 
knowledge from research 
and practical experience. 
I am familiar with research 
and technology associated 
with the assessing and 
representing the visual 
impacts of wind farms”. 
“I (Richard Lamb) have been 
the principal consultant 
for over 400 consultancies 
concerning the visual 
impacts and landscape 
heritage are of expertise 
during the last 10 years.” 

Response: RLA’s submission does not explain the landscape 
assessment methodology developed for the purpose of the 
submission, or how this method addresses existing wind farm 
industry and State Government planning guidelines.

The Collector wind farm LVIA has been prepared by an experienced 
visual consultant and Registered Landscape Architect, GBD, with 
over 20 years consultancy experience. This experience includes 
participation in 18 LVIA for wind farm developments across New 
South Wales, Victoria and South Australia as well as numerous LVIA 
for State significant infrastructure projects.

The methodology developed by GBD has been refined over the 
past 10 years by reference to leading land management authorities 
and organisations such as:

•	West	Australian	Planning	Commission

•	The	American	Bureau	of	Land	Management

•	The	Landscape	Institute	(UK)

•	Institute	of	Environmental	Management	and	Assessment	(UK)

•	Countryside	Commission	(UK)

•	Scottish	Natural	Heritage

GBD also provided a submission to the NSW Government Rural 
Wind Farms Enquiry and has undertaken a peer review of the Draft 
Planning Guidelines: Wind Farms (DoPI, 2011) on behalf of the New 
South Wales Department of Planning & Infrastructure.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue (42294)

Methodology for the LVIA 
The methodology does 
not include a preliminary 
assessment that includes 
identification of potential 
community and stakeholder 
interests and the assessment 
of landscape values assisted 
by that process.

Response: Community values such as those of the residents of 
Collector and other rural residents, or the values of the landscape 
to them have been given due weight and are documented in 
Section 14 of the LVIA report.

The results of the Community Attitudes Survey (APP, 2012b) carried 
out on behalf of the Collector wind farm project indicated that 60% 
of respondents stated that the project would have no, or a minimal 
impact, on aspects of the landscape they enjoyed. 13% responded 
that the wind farm would ruin the landscape and create an eyesore.

National Assessment Framework (NAF) guidelines call for the 
preparation of a Preliminary LVIA , and have been developed to 
consider wind farm developments across all States and Territories 
including Victoria, where a separate Preliminary LVIA is required to 
be submitted as part of the planning application process for wind 
farm developments prior to a full assessment.

The Collector wind farm LVIA has, as stated in the LVIA report 
(page 13 Table 2), does not present a stand alone Preliminary LVIA. 
Instead, the Step 1A Preliminary Landscape Assessment tasks are 
incorporated within the LVIA and include:

•	Desktop	review	(refer	LVIA	page	16)

•	Seek	information	from	Local	Authority

•	Identify	potential	community	and	stakeholder	interests	(refer	LVIA	
Section 14)

•	Site	survey

•	Preliminary	assessment	of	landscape	values

Submission issue - Community landscape values (42294)

“As a result it is possible 
that community values such 
as those of the residents 
of Collector and other rural 
residents, or the values of 
the landscape to them, have 
not been given due weight”.
“However this means that 
the extent of the study 
area and the zone of visual 
influence at Step 1 B.1 has 
been determined totally by 
GBA (sic).”
“The 10 km viewshed 
‘potentially limits the 
consideration of cumulative 
impacts in a way which 
may not reflect community 
concerns.”

Response: As discussed above, the community values of the 
landscape have been given due weight and are included and 
outlined in Section 14 of the LVIA report.
The 10 km zone of visual influence (ZVI) was not determined by 
GBD, it was determined by the DoPI and incorporated in the 
Collector wind farm DGR’s. In the assessment of cumulative 
impact, we have considered wind farm developments up to a 
distance of 25 km from the Collector wind farm, which extends 
beyond the 10 km viewshed and is in accordance with the 
requirements of the DGR’s.

APP Ref : Collector Wind Farm - Preferred Project & Submissions Report 54



Issue and Response
Submission issue - Draft National Wind Farm Development Guidelines (2010) (42294) 

Draft National Wind Farm 
Development Guidelines 
(2010) 
‘Why the guidelines are cited 
is not clear since there is 
no discussion that relates 
to them and this staged 
approach as recommended 
in the Guidelines was not 
followed’.

Response: The Draft National Wind Farm Development 
Guidelines (2010) were cited for completeness during the 
preparation of the Collector wind farm LVIA. However, 
following the preparation of the Collector wind farm LVIA, the 
Environment Protection and Heritage Standing Committee has 
decided to cease further development of these Guidelines. 
So, for the purpose of the current assessment of the Collector 
wind farm LVIA, the Guidelines are now redundant.

Submission issue - Auswind Best Practice Guidelines (42294) 

Auswind Best Practice 
Guidelines 
The six point summary of 
the Auswind Best Practice 
Guidelines is similar to the 
methodology finally adopted, 
except for the absence of 
an assessment of landscape 
sensitivity.

Noted. The assessment of landscape sensitivity is mentioned in the 
Draft NSW Planning Guidelines Wind Farms 2011.

Submission issue (42294)

Components of the 
Methodology
“It (the methodology) 
contains the assessment 
of landscape sensitivity. 
Sensitivity is a parameter not 
mentioned in any of the other 
guidelines referred to…”
‘There is no preliminary 
consultation required as a 
guide to determining the 
values of the landscape to 
the community, the location 
of sensitive viewing places 
to individuals and groups, 
what the community may 
consider to be the zone of 
visual influence or the cultural 
values of the landscape’.
‘As a result, it is questionable 
as to whether the 
representation of the views 
affected by the proposal, 
which are only 5 in the public 
domain, are of relevance 
to the perceptions of those 
who will live in and view the 
landscape in which the wind 
farm will exist’.

Response: The assessment of landscape sensitivity is discussed 
on page 14 of the LVIA report and summarised in the LVIA report 
at Appendix A. The results of community consultation and a 
determination of community landscape values are also included in 
the Collector Wind Farm LVIA Section 14.

A consideration of landscape sensitivity and determination of the 
degree to which a particular landscape can accommodate change 
arising from a particular development is documented by a number 
of leading authorities (such as the UK Landscape Institute) and is 
a standard approach associated with landscape and visual impact 
assessment. 

We selected five public domain photomontage locations on the 
basis of the aspects of the landscape most enjoyed by the local 
community as identified in the community consultation process, 
including typical views along the Federal Highway. As noted in the 
LVIA report, a number of photomontages have been undertaken 
from surrounding residential dwellings, but landowners requested 
that they were not published in the LVIA report.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue (42294)

Friends of Collector 
criticism of the TrueView 
photomontage images, 
based on the methodology 
employed to create 
photomontages. It was 
considered that the images 
were not adequate to 
demonstrate the likely 
appearance, size and sense 
of distance of the wind farm 
to affected residences and 
should be augmented by a 
single frame montage. 

Response: The Truescape images have been prepared in 
accordance with best practice. They do not seek to misrepresent 
nor do they misrepresent the visual form of the Proposal. 

As explained in the EA, to correctly view the montages it is 
necessary to print the images at their full size and view them in a 
stand from a distance of 50 cm. The images then fill the viewer’s 
entire primary human field of view, and everything within is at the 
exact and real world scale from the viewer’s perspective. This is 
how they were presented at the Public Exhibition.

The montages undertaken by Insite, while taken from a similar 
position as the Truscape images, represent a different field of view 
and cannot be used for an accurate comparison.

Submission issue (42294)

Parameters for Landscape 
Sensitivity
‘The parameters of sensitivity 
appear not to require 
community input and are 
primarily based on the expert 
opinion of the consultants. 
There do not appear to be 
any culturally determined 
parameters of sensitivity…’
‘…for example whether 
the township of Collector 
is a sensitive location, or 
whether a customary route 
through the landscape such 
as Collector Road is a more 
sensitive viewing place than, 
say, the Hume Highway’.
‘The differences between 
view locations with regard to 
assessment of visual impacts 
are not explained…’
‘As is the case for distance 
and visibility, sensitivity 
is double counted in the 
methodology’

Response: The parameters of landscape sensitivity are outlined 
in the LVIA report at Section 7. The assessment of landscape 
sensitivity is a professional assessment and includes a number 
of culturally determined parameters that consider human 
modifications to the landscape as included in Table 6 of the LVIA 
report.

The township of Collector has been identified as a high sensitive 
view location in Table 15 of the LVIA report.

Road corridors have not been identified as a singular Landscape 
Character Area. However, more importantly, views from for 
motorists travelling along local roads and highways have been 
assessed are included in the Collector wind farm LVIA at Table 16. 

The differences between potential view locations are outlined in the 
LVIA report at Table 14.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue (42294)

General visual issues
‘…visibility, despite the name 
which implies objectivity, 
in this methodology is a 
subjective assessment’.
‘This does not accord as a 
principle with knowledge of 
visual perception. There is 
a minimal difference in the 
visibility of a turbine at 3 km 
compared to one at 1 km 
because of the minimal visual 
information that is necessary 
to fit its image into existing 
knowledge structures’.
As a result a viewer can 
identify, recognise and 
respond to the turbines 
based on minimal visual 
information. Therefore an 
analysis of the precise level 
of detail and the amount of 
a turbine visible from every 
possible viewing location 
other than at very significant 
distances, 

Response: The LVIA report methodology is based on a professional 
opinion informed by academic research and best practice in wind 
farm visual assessment. Specifically, the assigned levels of visibility 
to Collector wind farm LVIA Table 5 have been adopted and 
developed from research undertaken by the University of Newcastle 
(UK) and subsequent report Visual Assessment of Wind farms: Best 
Practice (2001) commissioned by Scottish Natural Heritage. This 
study is commonly used as the basis of many LVIA prepared for 
Australian wind farm developments.

We agree that a wind turbine will be ‘perceived’ as a wind turbine 
at distances of both 1 km and 3 km, and note that any existing 
wind farm development will show a clear and discernible difference 
in both the scale and magnitude of visible wind turbines at a 1 
km and 3 km viewing distance. In fact, this is illustrated in the 
LVIA report Figure 5 Visibility and Distance, where a comparison 
between a view distance of 1.5 km and 4 km is illustrated.

However, a discussion on the principles of perceptual visibility is not 
part of the requirements of the Collector Wind Farm DGRs. With 
regard to the potential visual impact of the Collector wind farm, 
this LVIA is concerned with what the brain ‘sees’ as detected by 
the eyes. For example, if a wind turbine is screened from view by a 
ridgeline or hill, then that is what the eyes will see.

As previously noted the assigned levels of visibility are not arbitrary. 
The DoPI nominated a 10 km viewshed  within the Collector wind 
farm DGRs.

for example by using ZVI 
maps, is largely unnecessary. 
The default characteristics 
recall a mental image of the 
complete object. A turbine, 
part of the rotor and nacelle 
of which is all that is visible 
behind a knoll, is a complete 
turbine as a perceived 
image.
As a result the validity of 
arbitrarily assigned levels of 
visibility or directly relating 
this to visual impact based 
on the distance between a 
viewer and what is viewed 
should be questioned. In the 
same vein, the assessment 
of the perceived zone of 
influence of the wind farm 
should be acknowledged to 
be different from the arbitrary 
10 km zone of influence that 
has been adopted.
‘Despite their (other wind 
farms) being visible in the 
photographs taken by GBD, 
the LVIA claims that they 
are not responsible for any 
cumulative impacts’

A cumulative impact assessment is included at Section 9 of 
the Collector wind farm LVIA and concluded that the Proposal 
would be unlikely to result in any significant ‘direct’, ‘indirect’ or 
‘sequential’ cumulative visual impact resulting from associated 
views toward existing wind farm developments within a 10km 
viewshed, including the Cullerin Range, Gunning and Capital/
Woodlawn wind farms.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue (42294) 

Visibility as a separate 
parameter
‘In fact, the significance 
of views from the Hume 
Highway are discounted 
on the basis that they are 
fleeting’
‘As a result, it is my opinion 
that the assessment 
of cumulative impact 
is flawed and needs to 
comprehensively address the 
dynamic aspects of the view 
experiences available on the 
roads through the region, 
with both major and minor 
roads to be considered’.
‘In relation to distance of 
viewing, it is corrects (sic) 
as stated that the perceived 
image of the size of a turbine 
decreases with distance’

Response: The potential visual impact of the Proposal on vehicles 
travelling along the Hume Highway have been assessed in the LVIA 
and determined as low. 

This determination results from:

•	The	direction	of	travel	relative	to	the	proposed	wind	turbine	
layout;

•	The	screening	potential	of	roadside	tree	planting	along	portions	of	
the Hume Highway; and

•	The	very	short	duration	of	view.	

In looking at the cumulative impact assessment, GBD assessed an 
area greater than the 10km viewshed, as per the requirements of 
the DGR’s. 

The LVIA considers the impact of the Proposal on both major 
(Hume and Federal Highway) as well as local minor roads, and 
found that the Proposal is unlikely to result in any significant ‘direct’, 
‘indirect’ or ‘sequential’ cumulative visual impact resulting from 
associated views toward existing wind farm developments within a 
10km viewshed, including the Cullerin Range, Gunning and Capital/
Woodlawn wind farms.

We note RLA’s observation that the perceived image of the size of 
turbines decreases with distance, and this supports our findings 
above.

Submission issue (42294)

Rating of visibility of the 
proposed Collector Wind 
Farm layout
‘The application of this 
parameter is not adequately 
explained’.

Response: The rating of visibility outlines the results of the zone of 
visual influence (ZVI) diagrams which, for the Collector wind farm 
LVIA, have been determined at hub height (views to at least half the 
swept rotor area). 

Visibility is a key factor in the determination of visual significance. If 
the Collector wind turbines are not visible from a view location, then 
a nil impact will be recorded. If a small proportion of the Collector 
wind turbines are visible then a lesser degree of impact is likely 
to occur when compared to a view location from which all the 
Collector wind turbines may be visible.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue (42294)

Landscape Character Areas 
and Sensitivity Assessment 
‘In other words, the 
assessment was based only 
on professional judgement. 
In addition the systematic 
description and analysis of 
landscape characteristics 
which is claimed to have 
been carried out is not 
transparent and it uses 
criteria from a part of 
the world that has little 
relationship to the visual or 
physical attributes of the 
Collector area’.
‘In my opinion the 
assessment of sensitivity is 
not satisfactorily described, 
the criteria adopted have 
not been adequately justified 
and there is no satisfactory 
evidence that community 
consultation was involved as 
has been claimed in the early 
part of the methodology’.

Response: The determination of landscape sensitivity is an 
assessment that relies on professional judgement.

The criteria applied to the assessment of landscape sensitivity 
are presented in the LVIA report at Table 6 and draw on the 
Land Use Consultants report on landscape sensitivity for wind 
farm developments in the Shetland Islands. This report includes 
references to a number of reports produced by leading agencies 
such as the Countryside Commission and Scottish Natural 
Heritage. These are standard references for the assessment and 
representation of visual impacts of wind farms, are also referenced 
in the Government of Western Australia Department for Planning 
and Infrastructure’s manual ‘Visual Landscape Planning in Western 
Australia.’ 

The criteria included in the Collector wind farm LVIA are as relevant 
to the landscape surrounding the Collector wind farm as they 
are to landscapes surrounding wind farms in Europe, Asia or 
the Americas. As noted previously, we are not aware of the RLA 
landscape assessment methodology or how it is applied in the 
determination of landscape sensitivity for wind farm developments.

Consultation activities seeking the opinions and perception of 
individuals from the local community and broader area toward 
wind farms including visual impacts are discussed in the LVIA, and 
included:

•	Community	open	house	events;

•	Community	engagement	research	(telephone	survey);	and

•	Individual	stakeholder	meetings.	

The Proponent commissioned Auspoll in 2010 (APP, 2012b) to 
conduct a survey to better understand and measure community 
attitudes toward wind farm projects and in particular the Proposal

On this basis, we believe we have adequately described and 
justified the assessment of landscape sensitivity. Extensive 
community consultation was undertaken, as described in section 
14 of the LVIA.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue (42294)

Visual Impact Assessment 
Criteria and Matrices
‘Tables 15 and 16 present 
what are described as 
Visibility Matrices for 
residential and public 
view locations in the 10 
km viewshed. The right 
hand column contains the 
assessment of visual impact 
for any dwelling or road. It 
is difficult to determine how 
it was arrived at, given the 
complexity of the parameters 
that are claimed to be behind 
it, other than those that are 
on the tables.’
‘… if the sensitivity of the 
viewing place is negated by 
their being low numbers of 
viewers, there is no point is 
assessing it. In my opinion, 
it is also not helpful to have 
a parameter for numbers of 
viewers in a sensitive location 
such as a residence.’
It is notable that although 
views from 110 residences 
were assessed, the whole 
village of Collector appears 
to be represented by only 
one (R32)
The period of view parameter 
appears to be the factor 
that counteracts the high 
numbers of people and high 
view sensitivity for locations 
such as the Hume Highway 
and Federal Highway. This 
needs to be explained and 
justified
The Trail (Bicentennial Trail) 
was not specifically assessed 
with regard to cumulative 
impacts.

Response: The LVIA states that the degree of visual impact 
resulting from the construction and operation of the wind farm 
would result from a combination of factors such as:
•	The	visibility	or	extent	to	which	the	proposed	wind	farm	
structures would be visible from surrounding areas;
•	The	degree	of	visual	contrast	between	the	Project	structures	
and the capability of the surrounding landscape to visually 
accommodate the wind farm;
•	The	category	and	type	of	situation	from	which	people	could	
view the wind farm (examples of view categories include 
residents or motorists);
•	The	distance	between	the	view	location	and	the	Collector	
Wind Farm turbines;
•	The	potential	number	of	people	with	a	view	toward	the	Project	
from any one location;
•	The	duration	of	time	people	could	view	the	Project	from	any	
static or dynamic view location; and
•	The	visual	sensitivity	of	view	location	surrounding	the	Project.
The criteria applied to these factors are set out in the LVIA.
The LVIA report has identified a low number of viewers with a 
high visual impact.
The village of Collector has been assessed as a singular 
receptor location. The decision to assess the village of Collector 
as a single area location was the result of a number of factors 
such as:
•	Number	of	and	complexity	of	views	from	residential	dwellings;	
•	No	visual	impact	for	the	majority	of	residences	in	the	village;
•	Unreasonable	level	of	logistics	involved	in	coordinating	access	
to each individual dwelling; and
•	Potential	for	views	to	extend	from	the	curtilage	of	residential	
dwellings as well as surrounding communal areas.
Table 15 of the LVIA report records this location as R32 and 
describes the potential extent of visibility including areas of the 
village likely to be afforded screening due to topography and 
vegetation, as well as areas of the village with a greater degree 
of visibility toward portions of the proposed wind farm. The 
Collector wind farm LVIA has determined the residents within 
the village may experience a moderate to high visual impact.
However, as our summary statement concludes; ‘it should be 
noted that the term visual impact does not necessarily imply or 
represent an individual’s negative response toward the visibility 
of wind turbines, and the perceptions of wind farms amongst 
individuals  within any community can be positive, negative or 
neutral’.
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Issue and Response
The summary of visual 
impact (Section 8.4 at Pages 
68-69 of the LVIA concludes 
as follows:
It should be noted that the 
term ‘visual impact’ does 
not necessarily imply or 
represent an individual’s 
negative response toward 
the visibility of wind turbines, 
and that perceptions of wind 
farms amongst individuals 
within any community can be 
positive, negative or neutral.
‘It is no (sic) clear what 
this means. It seems to 
imply that visual impacts 
are objective facts that are 
independent of community 
values. If so, this would 
be of great concern with 
regard to the adequacy 
of the assessment of this 
application’.

The criteria for the period of view are set out in the LVIA Table 12. 
The period of view parameters include:

•	Long	term	for	a	period	of	over	2	hours;

•	Moderate	term	for	30	minutes	to	2	hours;

•	Short	term	for	10	minutes	up	to	30	minutes;	and

•	Very	short	term	for	less	than	10	minutes.

These periods of time have been determined against the overall 
period of view that may be available during daylight hours 
(assumed to be a period of around 12 hours, discounting seasonal 
variation). Therefore, as a percentage of the maximum viewing time 
available during daylight hours:

•	A	period	of	2	hours	represents	approximately	17%	of	daylight	
hours;

•	A	period	of	30	minutes	represents	approximately	4.5%	of	daylight	
hours; and 

•	10	minutes	represents	approximately	1.5%	of	daylight	hours.

The LVIA has therefore determined that a period of view toward 
the wind turbines in excess of 17% of available daylight time will 
result in a long term period of view and conversely a period of view 
toward the wind turbines below 1.5% of available daylight time will 
result in a very short term view.

GBD have considered these relative periods of view with regard to 
“what the brain ‘sees’ in response to what the eye detects”, rather 
than the image of the wind turbine being carried forward in our 
subconsciousness for all time.  

The Bicentennial National Trail was not individually assessed with 
regard to cumulative impacts. We have reviewed this and confirm 
that the proposed Collector wind farm would have an overall low 
cumulative impact for direct, indirect and sequential views. At over 
5,300 km long, the proportion of the Trail extending through the 
Collector wind farm site would represent approximately 0.2% of 
the total Trail and taking into account additional wind farms in the 
region would still be less than 0.5% of the Trail.

The LVIA does not suggest visual impacts are objective facts 
that are independent of community values. We note that within 
any community there will be a range of visual attitudes toward a 
proposed wind farm, including those that are negative, as well as 
neutral and positive. This range of attitudes has been documented 
by community consultation as well as the submissions received 
during the public exhibition period.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 42206, 42294)

Cumulative Impacts 
‘As a result the 10 km 
viewshed adopted in the 
LVIA for the assessment of 
impacts in not the correct 
context for an assessment of 
cumulative impacts’.
‘Cumulative impact is not 
only the impression of 
greater magnitude, but 
also the impression of 
greater overall presence or 
dominance of the landscape 
by features such as wind 
farms, which form an 
easily recognised cognitive 
category identifiable from 
great distances’.
‘With regard to the sense 
of change that is part of 
cumulative impact, people 
may form the impression that 
the land is changing from 
rural/natural landscape to a 
more industrial character…’
The Collector wind farm 
would be very much larger 
than Cullerin, and in that 
context it follows that there 
is a cumulative impact and 
it is more attributable to the 
Collector wind farm than to 
Cullerin. It is for the applicant 
to show that this is not a 
significant matter.

The LVIA 10 km viewshed responds to the requirements set out 
by the DoPI in the Collector wind farm DGRs. The cumulative 
impact assessment is presented at Section 9 of the LVIA and 
identifies wind farms well in excess of the 10 km viewshed 
such as the Gunning, Capital and Woodlawn wind farm 
developments.
It is not clear how RLA define ‘great distances’ or the basis 
of this claim. GBD field experience, has determined that wind 
farms form an easily recognised cognitive feature up to a 
distance of approximately 20 km, beyond which it becomes 
increasingly difficult to distinguish the presence or movement of 
rotors. 
Some people may form an opinion that the wind farm will result 
in the landscape taking on an industrial character. Opponents to 
wind farms often express negative opinions that compare wind 
farms to factories. However, people may also form different 
impressions based on a range of social, cultural and personal 
beliefs. Whilst the sense of place surrounding the Collector wind 
farm is rural in character, there is little that remains ‘natural’. 
The landscape surrounding the wind farm has been highly 
modified post European settlement and bears visible signs of a 
productive agricultural industry.
The Collector wind farm will be larger than the operational 
Cullerin wind farm - with 63 proposed wind turbines the 
Collector wind farm would be approximately four times 
larger. GBD has consulted on wind farm projects for up to 
200+ turbines, and consider the Collector wind farm to be a 
moderate sized development compared with other proposed 
wind farm developments in NSW. As the Cullerin wind farm is 
an existing and operational development, any cumulative impact 
would be attributable to the Collector wind farm. 
However, the LVIA has demonstrated that the Collector and 
Cullerin wind farms would not result in a significant cumulative 
impact and specifically notes that:
“There would opportunities for ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ views 
toward the Collector and Cullerin Wind Farms from surrounding 
residential dwellings and public view locations including local 
roads and highways; however, visibility toward both wind farms 
would be restricted in some locations due to tree cover and 
undulating landform within the surrounding landscape.
The relatively small size of the Cullerin Wind Farm development 
would minimise potential for significant cumulative visual impact, 
as would the general alignment and layout of the Collector 
Wind Farm in relation to the Cullerin Wind Farm where, from 
a majority of surrounding view locations, both wind farm 
developments would be observed as a continuation along the 
same topographic feature of the local landscape.”
In summary, we believe the LVIA cumulative impact assessment 
(presented at Section 9 of the LVIA) has already demonstrated 
that there is no significant cumulative impact likely to occur as a 
result of the Collector wind farm.
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Photomontages
Whelans InSites (2012) and RLA (2012) both provide a critique of the photomontage 
methodology used by Truescape for the EA. A response to these matters is summarised below 
with a detailed response from Truescape included in Appendix C. 

Table 19. Photomontages

Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 42294)

The proponent undertook a visual assessment of the landscape using panoramic views to compile 
the submitted photomontages, which is a technically flawed process if perspective images are 
required. It is difficult, if not impossible, to accurately overlay models of proposed structures onto 
photos that have been distorted to create a panoramic image

Submission issue (included 42011)

The visual impact 
of the towers 
on the town is 
not portrayed 
adequately in the 
photo montages 
provided by 
the proponent. 
Indeed they 
are deliberately 
deceptive. The 
photos were 
taken with a 
wide angle to 
make the towers 
appear distant and 
indistinguishable. 
Therefore, the 
viewer is unable 
to gauge the 
true scale of the 
development.

Response: Photomontages were prepared to illustrate the general appearance 
of the Proposal during the operational phase. Truescape Visual Communication 
prepared the photomontages, with the methodology detailed in Appendix B of the 
LVIA (EA Vol 2 Appendix C) (APP, 2012b). 
The photomontages simulate the Primary Human Field of View: that is, 124 degrees 
in the horizontal and 55 degrees in the vertical. An observer will view the landscape 
using human binocular vision, not a camera lens. The photomontages represent 
the view that would be experienced when standing 500 mm behind the actual 
viewpoint position at the same time of day and under the same climatic conditions 
as those experienced on the day the photograph was taken. When viewing the 
landscape from a particular location the primary human field of view is 124o in the 
horizontal and 55o in the vertical.
The photomontages prepared by Truescape (EA Appendix F) were compiled from 
a series of images taken with a 28mm lens. The photographs were not distorted 
in any way to create the final image. Truescape do not agree with Dr Lamb that 
single frame images are better than images that represent the full primary human 
field of view. Images that only represent a portion of the primary human field of 
view only represent a portion of the full context of a view and therefore they put 
greater emphasis on the portion of the view represented which artificially focuses 
an individual’s attention on the part of the view displaced rather than properly in 
context of the full view. Single images taken using a 50mm camera lens are an 
artificial construct and represent only a small portion of the primary human field of 
view. 
To accurately assess the potential visual impact of the Proposal using the 
Truescape photomontages, the images must be viewed in accordance with the 
specified methodology. The images must be produced at the correct size, and 
be viewed at the correct height and distance from the correct perspective (refer 
Appendix B of the LVIA (Vol 2 Appendix C) (APP, 2012b). It is not clear from the RLA 
(2012) or Whelans InSites (2012) reports whether the Truescape photomontages 
have been assessed using the required methodology. 
The Whelans InSites (2012) report, which it is assumed is to be viewed at A3 size, 
reduces the size of the Truescape photomontages meaning they cannot be viewed 
at the required size. This makes the comparisons with Whelans InSites (2012) 
inaccurate. The assessment is further confused by producing an image comparison 
document where images representing quite different fields of view taken from the 
same or a very similar position are printed at the same physical size, and then 
compared.
The EA states that ‘while a photomontage can provide an image that illustrates an 
accurate representation of a wind turbine – both in relation to its proposed location 
and its scale relative to the surrounding landscape – it is recognised that it is only a 
simulation of the real life situation. This is partly due to the fact a flat image does not 
allow the viewer to perceive certain information relating to depth or distance’. 
RLA (2012) notes “The photomontages provided with the LVIA are acceptable as 
a general indication of the expanse of view available to people from a very small 
sample of possible locations affected by impacts.”
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4.3. Noise Issues
The noise impact issues were presented in Section 7 of the EA and supported by a technical 
report: Appendix F Noise Impact Assessment (APP, 2012a and APP, 2012b). The assessment 
included a description of the various noise sources associated with the Proposal, the applicable 
guidelines for noise compliance, the methodology for predicting noise levels at nearby 
residences, and the predicted noise levels and potential impacts from the Proposal at these 
residences.  
Noise issues were among the main issues raise in the public submissions. The FoC community 
group submission to the DoPI included at Volume 1 Section 4 Peer Review of the Collector Wind 
Farm Noise Assessment. This contains a critique of the noise assessment report, prepared by the 
Acoustic Group on behalf of the FoC (subsequently referred to as the AG report) (FoC, 2012a).
The AG report primarily raises matters relating to operational noise and includes general 
commentary relating to wind farm noise policy, and specific commentary regarding the 
assessment methodologies outlined in the noise assessment.
The public submissions also raised issues in relation to the noise impacts that included noise 
pollution due to audible and infrasound during operation.

Table 20. Noise Issues

Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 39639, 42294)

The AG report 
suggests that 
the 2003 SA 
Guideline is not 
an appropriate 
method for 
assessing the 
noise impact 
of a wind farm. 
The AG report’s 
contention is 
based on a range 
of factors such as 
background noise 
levels in rural areas 
and the alleged 
characteristics of 
wind farms such 
as low-frequency 
noise.

Response: In accordance with the DGRs for the Proposal and further 
advice provided by the DoPI in relation to the release of the draft NSW 
Planning Guidelines: Wind Farms, the following documents were used to 
assess operational noise levels:
•	The	South	Australian	Environment	Protection	Authority	(EPA)	Wind	
Farms – Environmental Noise Guidelines: Wind Farms (2003) (the 2003 SA 
Guideline; and
•	The	draft	document	NSW	Planning	Guidelines:	Wind	Farms	issued	by	
the DoPI in December 2011 (the draft NSW Guideline).
The DGRs state:
•	The	assessment	must	be	undertaken	consistent	with	the	following	
guidelines (as or otherwise agreed with the DECCW);
- Wind Turbines – the South Australian Environment Protection Authority’s 
Wind Farms – Environmental Noise Guidelines, 2003;
The aims of the 2003 SA Guideline are noted as follows:
•	The	document	aims	to	help	developers,	planning	and	enforcement	
authorities, other government agencies and the broader community 
assess environmental noise impacts from wind farms.
In addition, Section 2.3 of the 2003 SA Guideline states:
•	The	criteria	have	been	developed	to	minimise	the	impact	on	the	amenity	
of premises that do not have an agreement with wind farm developers.
The above factors clearly establish a basis for using the 2003 SA Guideline 
to assess the noise impact associated with the Collector Wind Farm.
Margin above background noise level
A key reason for the AG report’s concern with the SA 2003 Guideline, 
and its use as an assessment of noise impact, is that the policy does 
not require a margin between background noise and turbine noise to be 
maintained if the turbine noise level is sufficiently low. In this respect, the 
AG report refers to previous versions of Australian Standard AS 1055 
Acoustics – Description and measurement of environmental noise to 
support their view that significant impact s are deemed to occur if the 
source noise exceeds the background noise by 5dB. 
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Issue and Response
The version of AS 1055 referred to in the AG report is a superseded 
standard dated 1989, rather than the 1997 publication listed in the AG 
report bibliography. The alternative criterion proposed in the AG report is 
sourced from AS.1055.2 1989 Part 2: Application to specific situations, 
Appendix A.
In relation to the AG report’s use of the method referred to in AS.1055.2. 
1989, the following is noted:
•	The	standard	was	superseded	by	a	revised	document	in	1997	which	did	
not retain the procedure referred to in the AG report was not included in 
the revised standard
•	The	footnote	containing	the	procedure	referred	to	in	the	AG	report	does	
not provide an indication of the range of backgrounds to which the margin 
should apply; it is however noted that the subsequent Appendix of the 
superseded standard only refers to environments with background noise 
levels ranging from 30-60dB. 
•	The	preface	to	the	superseded	standard	states	that	it	is	not	a	regulatory	
document and users should ascertain, from the relevant Regulatory 
Authority, details of specific requirements laid down in each State or 
Territory. 
Given the above considerations, the relevance of the alternative 
assessment reference suggested in the AG report is unclear.
Notwithstanding the above, it must be emphasised that the 2003 SA 
Guideline was specifically developed in recognition of the low background 
noise environments where wind farms are typically developed.

Submission issue (included 38963, 38965, 39639, 41525, 41829, 42011, 42077, 42100, 
42104, 42157, 42175, 42177, 41094, 42294, 40265, 40269, 40271, 40273, 40277, 40363, 
40878, 40880, 40882, 40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 41847, 41863, 41991, 41993, 41995, 
41999, 42001, 42016, 42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 42043, 42062, 42133, 42136, 42139, 
42149, 42151, 42155, 42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 42286, 42288)

Audible, low 
frequency and 
infrasound noise 
impacts during 
operation

Response: The EA assessed the Proposal in accordance with the SA EPA 
Guidelines in accordance with the DGRs. 
Operational impact assessment relating to wind turbine noise was addressed in 
Vol 1 EA, Section 7.6 (APP, 2012a) and Vol 2 Appendix F (APP, 2012b). Noise 
levels from the wind farm operation were predicted for three turbine models under 
consideration: the Siemens SWT-2.3-101 which has the highest sound power level 
(SPL) of 106dBA; the Repower 3.4M104 turbine, with a SPL of 105dBA; and the 
Suzlon S88 which has the lowest SPL of 103.6dBA. A conservative approach was 
adopted, using 35dBA as the base criterion.
Noise predictions applied to the 68 WTG layout indicated that compliance with the 
adopted 35dBA noise criteria level at nearby non-involved residences would be 
achievable for the three wind turbine models listed above, except at residence FF, 
where only the Suzlon S88 achieved compliance.
The revised noise assessment concluded that the preferred project would be 
compliant with the noise criteria applicable to the development. In particular, 
compliance has been demonstrated for the proposed 63 WTG layout and the 
three potential turbine types considered in the noise assessment (refer section 5).
The EA addressed tonal and low frequency noise as part of the noise impact 
assessment, which concluded that tonal correction was not required.
Research cited in the noise impact assessment (Vol 2 Appendix F) (APP, 2012b) 
notes that measurements of low frequency noise from modern wind turbines have 
been below thresholds of human detection. 
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Issue and Response
Low frequency noise was a more common problem with older wind turbine 
designs, where the rotating blades were positioned downwind of the tower. The 
blades cutting through the turbulence created by the tower resulted in increased 
low frequency noise. Modern turbine designs place blades upwind of the tower 
and exhibit significantly lower low frequency noise.
Vol 1 EA, Section 11.4.1 (APP, 2012a) addresses wind farm noise and health. It 
was noted in the EA that the Collector community members were concerned over 
the potential impacts of wind turbine noise on human health.
It’s important to note the most recent report into this issue, recently released by 
the South Australian EPA in conjunction with Resonate Acoustics. This study into 
infrasound levels in typical environments in South Australia, Infrasound levels near 
wind farms and in other environments, concluded that the level of infrasound from 
wind turbines is insignificant and no different to any other source of noise, and that 
the worst contributors to household infrasound are air-conditioners, traffic and 
noise generated by people (SA EPA-Resonate Acoustics, 2013).
The study compared wind farm environments to urban and rural environments 
away from wind farms. Measurements were undertaken over a period of one week 
at seven locations in urban areas and four locations in rural areas including two 
residences approximately 1.5 km away from the wind turbines (SA EPA-Resonate 
Acoustics, 2013).

Submission issue - 42294

Issues with 
methodology used 
for the impact 
assessment
The AG 
report states 
that baseline 
conditions 
have not been 
accounted for in 
the Proposal EA 
and also provides 
comments on the 
limitations and 
anomalies evident 
in the background 
noise data.
The AG report 
also queries the 
predicted noise 
levels in the noise 
assessment, 
and the extent 
to which the 
predicted noise 
levels present 
the range of 
meteorological 
conditions that 
could occur. It 
makes reference 
to inversions and 
the ‘Van den Berg 
effect’ and queries 
the candidate 
turbines used for 
the study.

Baseline noise levels

Baseline conditions have been accounted for in the assessment as required to 
conduct an assessment in accordance with the 2003 SA Guideline. Moreover, 
the assessment represents a cautious approach as it applies the lower 
possible limit of 35dB.

Background noise monitoring was carried out at eight locations to gather 
information. 

•	The	results	of	the	background	noise	monitoring	were	used	to	confirm	that	
the area is characterised by low background noise levels;

•	The	noise	assessment	(Vol	2	Appendix	F)	(APP,	2012b)	states	that	the	
background noise levels, and indicative noise criteria derived from them, have 
been presented for reference purposes only; and

•	Appendix	H	of	the	noise	assessment	report	quantitatively	and	qualitatively	
describes trends in the data set, which is believed to be attributable to 
seasonal influences (fauna and insects). 

In recognition of the character of the area surrounding the Proposal site, 
the assessment has been made on the basis of the lowest possible range 
of background noise conditions. Specifically, it allows for the effect of 
background noise levels being regularly below 30dB, even at higher wind 
speeds, in lieu of actual measured data. In practice, background noise levels 
will regularly be higher, particularly at high wind speeds. 

In addition to this assessment:

•	A	separate	analysis	of	night-time	background	noise	conditions	is	presented	
in Appendix H of the noise assessment report (Vol 2 Appendix F) (APP, 2012b) 
to address the related requirements of the DGRs (refer section titled Diurnal 
Noise Trends of Representative Datasets of Appendix H).

•	Photographs	of	all	background	noise	monitoring	locations	were	gathered	
during the survey. At the request of the project proponents, these photographs 
were not included in the report, in the interest of respecting the privacy of the 
residents. Subject to permission being obtained from the residents, these 
photographs can be provided if requested.

•	Wind	speeds	at	the	microphone	are	discussed	in	in	Appendix	E	(refer	
section titled Additional Survey Considerations) of the noise assessment 
(Vol 2 Appendix F) (APP, 2012b). This confirms that wind speeds remained 
below 5m/s at the weather stations installed at the Woodpark and Tamaroo 
dwellings.
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Issue and Response
The AG report 
notes that the 
noise assessment 
report does 
not include for 
the potential 
effects of tonality 
or amplitude 
modulation in the 
predicted noise 
levels.
The AG report 
provides repeated 
references to the 
suggestion of low 
frequency noise 
and infrasound 
associated with 
wind turbines. 

A-weighted predictions to best practice standards
Section 4.4.1 of the noise assessment (Vol 2 Appendix F) (APP, 2012b) 
provides a detailed description of the international standard ISO 9613-2, 
which has been used for the Proposal. The section documents national 
and international publications which support the use of the standard as 
an appropriate method of predicting typical upper noise levels under 
atmospheric conditions which enhance the propagation of sound, 
including wind and temperature inversion effects.
In the time since the noise assessment was produced, further support 
for the use of this standard has been documented in the UK Institute of 
Acoustics (UK IoA) Discussion Document on ‘A Good Practice Guide 
to the Application of ETSU-R-97 for Wind Turbine Noise Assessment’. 
This UK IoA document indicates ISO 9613-2 to be current best practice, 
and the most widely used and validated prediction method for wind farm 
noise.
The noise assessment report predictions represent the upper noise 
levels expected to occur under worst-case conditions when measured 
and assessed in accordance with the applicable policy. The method 
conservatively assumes simultaneous downwind propagation from each 
turbine to each receiver location.
So although the AG report is critical of the absence of predicted noise 
level data for alternative conditions in which the noise levels will be lower, 
the typical worst-case noise levels presented in the noise assessment 
comply with the minimum applicable 2003 SA guideline limit. In other 
conditions, noise levels in practice will be lower, increasing the margin of 
compliance with the relevant noise limits.
In terms of the noise expected to occur under alternative conditions 
which reduce the noise, the following points are noted from the range of 
publications referred to in Section 4.4.1 of the noise assessment report 
(Vol 2 Appendix F) (APP, 2012b):
•	Due	to	the	increased	wind	speeds	in	which	the	wind	turbines	operate,	
downwind noise propagation can occur over a range of wind directions 
approaching cross-wind conditions.
•	Under	cross-wind	conditions	(wind	in	the	direction	perpendicular	to	the	
line between a turbine and a receiver), noise levels will be marginally lower, 
but the reduction in noise level (relative to the predicted noise level) may 
be as little as 2-3dB depending on wind speed
•	Under	upwind	conditions	(wind	directed	from	a	receiver	to	a	turbine),	
noise levels may be as much as 10-15dB lower than predicted. Noise 
levels under these conditions are however highly variable as a result of 
the effects of atmospheric turbulence, and the resultant scattering of the 
propagating sound wave. Refer to 
In relation to temperature inversions, Section 4.4.1 of the noise 
assessment report states:
It is noted that at the wind speeds relevant to noise emissions from 
wind turbines, atmospheric conditions do not favour the development of 
thermal inversions throughout the propagation path from the source to the 
receiver.
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Issue and Response
Inversions are not considered to be a significant factor influencing the 
propagation of noise from wind turbines. Atmospheric conditions that 
enhance the propagation of sound from a wind farm are primarily related 
to varying sound speed profiles associated with wind direction and wind 
speed. Regions of reduced air movement in sheltered locations may 
experience thermal inversions whilst the turbines are operating, however 
this type of localised inversion is not representative of the overall noise 
propagation path, and will not refract sound that propagates upwards of 
the turbines.  These types of conditions are also likely to only occur during 
low wind speed conditions when the turbines rotate slowly.
In relation to the ‘van den Berg’ effect, the primary consideration with 
respect to predicted noise levels is the use of hub-height referenced wind 
speed data to account for the effects of site specific wind shear. The 
executive summary and Section 3.2 (among other sections) of the noise 
assessment (Vol 2 Appendix F) (APP, 2012b) confirm the use of hub-
height reference wind speeds throughout. Further, Appendix E of the noise 
assessment provides a detailed discussion of wind shear and the use of 
hub-height reference wind speeds.
Candidate Turbines
The AG report suggests a discrepancy between the noise assessment 
and the EA, stating that the EA refers to other turbine types.
In contrast, the EA does refer to the same turbines as those considered in 
the noise assessment report. The EA simply refers to additional types of 
turbines that also fall within the class of turbine we could consider for the 
site.
The noise assessment report was prepared on the basis of a noise 
assessment of three candidate turbine types; the Suzlon S88-2.1MW V3, 
the REPower 3.4M 104 and the Siemens SWT-2.3-101.
It is important to recognise that at this phase in the Proposal, the purpose 
of the noise study is to demonstrate that the proposed development could 
be viably constructed with a range of commercially available products. 
The normal method of demonstrating the viability of the site is to predict 
the noise levels for one or several turbine types that are indicative of 
the range of the assessment. The purpose of the assessment is not 
to consider every possible turbine on the market, nor is this a practical 
objective. The candidate turbines considered in the noise assessment 
are representative of the normal range of emission levels achieved by 
commercial scale variable speed and variable pitch wind turbines. The 
assessment therefore demonstrates that the proposed wind farm layout 
can be viably constructed with commercially available turbine options for 
the site.
Low Frequency Predictions
The AG report cites material from draft NSW Guideline submission 
of the turbine manufacturers Vestas. The AG report refers to the 
Vestas statement concerning the limitations of available methods for 
the prediction of low frequency sound. The relevance of the Vestas 
submission is however unclear in light of these matters having been 
specifically acknowledged and addressed in sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.4 of 
the noise assessment report. 
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Issue and Response
In recognition of these factors, which are specifically discussed in 
quantitative and qualitative terms in section 4.4.4 of the noise assessment 
report, our assessment has demonstrated that wind turbine noise levels 
are likely to be below the lowest threshold value of 60dBC of the draft 
NSW Guideline. 
Further noise assessment work since the original noise assessment report 
has also considered the low frequency noise prediction method in the 
Danish Statutory Order on Noise from Wind Turbines (15 December 2011). 
The Danish Statutory Order provides a prediction method to deal with 
frequencies below 63Hz, as required to calculate C weighted noise levels 
in accordance with the draft NSW Guideline. This indicates similar effects 
as accounted for in the ISO 9613-2 predictions presented in section 4.4.4 
of the noise assessment report. Specifically, the method accounts for the 
effect of increased ground reflections for low frequencies. 
As a result, the calculated C-weighted noise levels are similar to those 
produced using the ISO 9613-2 method, and therefore also support that 
noise levels associated with the Proposal are expected to be below the 
lowest 60dBC threshold of the draft NSW Guideline.
Seasonal effects
Seasonal effects may be considered in two ways: effects on propagation 
of noise from the proposed wind farm, and effects on the background 
noise in the area.
The noise assessment report section 4.4.1 (Vol 2 Appendix F) (APP, 
2012b) describes the prediction method that has been used to determine 
typical upper noise levels associated with worst-case atmospheric 
conditions. Noise levels associated with operation of the wind farm in 
other wind speeds and directions will be lower than predicted, increasing 
the margin of compliance with applicable 2003 SA Guideline minimum 
limit as already discussed above. 
Seasonal background noise level variations may relate to a range of 
factors including flora, fauna, rainfall and atmospheric conditions (separate 
from propagation conditions noted above). Seasonal trends were evident 
in some of the background noise data sets, as discussed in Appendix H of 
the noise assessment report, and referenced again above under baseline 
noise levels. Specifically, some of the background noise trends exhibited 
relatively high levels, and we suspect they relate to seasonal fauna effects 
(such as insects or frogs). 
In recognition of seasonal variations, and the likelihood of lower noise 
levels during other seasons, a cautious assessment has been made by 
assuming background noise levels to be below 30dB at all times, thus 
requiring the assessment to consider a minimum applicable noise limit of 
35dB.  In practice, seasonal variations are a real feature of the ambient 
noise environment; actual noise levels in practice will be higher than 30dB 
during some periods.
Based on the above, and contrary to the assertion of the AG report, 
seasonal factors have already been considered in the noise assessment 
report.
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Issue and Response
Tonality and amplitude modulation
Audible tonality at receiver locations does not usually occur when a 
wind farm is correctly functioning. Accordingly, it is not normal practice 
to include tonality penalties into the noise predictions. Section 2.1 of 
the noise assessment report provides further discussion on this matter. 
Section 4.6 of this response document also provides further comments in 
relation to tonality identified at the Hallett Wind Farm in South Australia. 
Amplitude modulation has been noted to be an occasional feature of wind 
farm noise at some sites. The precise causes of this type of effect are not 
well established, but are suspected to relate to a combination of factors 
including atmospheric stability, wind shear and narrow-band propagation 
effects. Whilst there is no available mechanism to predict if and when 
this effect may occur, the available information indicates a low likelihood 
of occurrence, based on the effect only occurring for a limited time at a 
limited number of sites. It is expected that a detailed research project on 
this subject in the UK may yield further insights. 
Given the low likelihood of this type of effect, it is more appropriate to 
manage this type of effect through appropriate consent conditions than to 
assume an associated penalty in the predicted noise level.
The above approaches are consistent with current practice in Australia.  
As there is no Australian policy research on this we refer to the UK 
DECC research that noted in all of the 46 wind farm noise assessments 
reviewed, penalties were not applied to the predictions for either tonality 
or amplitude modulation. This approach is also advocated in the UK 
Institute of Acoustics Discussion Document A Good Practice Guide to the 
Application of ETSU-R-97 for Wind Turbine Noise Assessment for similar 
reasons to those cited above.
Other wind farm sites
The AG report makes reference to a number of other operational wind 
farms. Of the cited wind farms for which Marshall Day Acoustics has 
background information, we provide the following background information.
•	Hallett	Wind	Farm,	South	Australia:	advice	from	the	South	Australian	
EPA indicates that complaints from this site occurred as a result of a 
turbine defect which gave rise to tonal noise emissions. The defect was 
sufficient to represent non-compliance, and the South Australian EPA 
advised that the operators voluntarily reduced operation of the site whilst 
the defect was repaired. We understand from the South Australian EPA 
that mitigation measures have now successfully been installed, comprising 
dampers to mitigate tonal noise. The site is now operating within the 
required limits.  
•	Waterloo	Wind	Farm,	South	Australia:	advice	from	the	South	Australian	
EPA indicates that the site is compliant with the noise limits applicable to 
the site.

•	Te	Rere	Hau	Wind	Farm,	New	Zealand:	the	AG	report	indicates	this	
site to be relevant to the MDA report for Collector Wind Farm, and 
cites extracts from the court decision concerning the Te Rere Hau wind 
farm referring to incorrect predictions and assessments.  However, the 
relevance of this site is unclear as Marshall Day Acoustics did not carry 
out the noise prediction and assessment work referred to in the court 
decision. It has since been engaged to assist the project operators to 
resolve issues relating to the errors in the environmental noise assessment 
prepared by their former consultant.
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4.4. Flora and Fauna Issues
The flora and fauna impact issues were presented in Section 8 of the EA and supported by 
a technical report: Appendix G Biodiversity Assessment. In order to understand the existing 
ecological environment and assess any potential impacts from the Proposal, preliminary studies, 
desktop assessment, fieldwork and detailed surveys and mapping were conducted.  
Flora and fauna concerns were raised as issues in the public submissions. 
The FOC community group provided a submission to the DoPI in response to the Proposal. 
Volume 2 Part 3 of the submission titled Proposed Collector Wind Farm – Friends of Collector 
Submission, contains a critique of the Biodiversity Assessment report, prepared by Australian 
Wildlife Services (subsequently referred to as the AWS report) (FoC, 2012b). The AWS report 
raises matters such as the ‘lack details of survey effort and statistical analysis’ as well as issues 
with ‘data inconsistencies and omissions – principally in relation to survey locations, justification 
of methods, raw data, maps, statistical analysis, summary results and varied declared areas to 
be cleared’, outlined in the Biodiversity Assessment.
The public submissions raised issues in relation to flora and fauna impacts that included loss 
of habitat due to vegetation clearing during construction and impacts to birds and bats during 
operation.

Table 21. Flora and Fauna Issues 

Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 41221, 42011, 42100, 42111, 42157, 42159, 42294, 40265, 40269, 
40271, 40273, 40277, 40363, 40878, 40880, 40882, 40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 41847, 41863, 
41991, 41993, 41995, 41999, 42001, 42016, 42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 42043, 42062, 42133, 
42136, 42139, 42149, 42151, 42155, 42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 42286, 42288)

Loss of habitat 
and impacts to 
fauna during 
construction

Response: The Section 6 of the Biodiversity Assessment (Vol 2 Appendix 
G) (APP, 2012b) provides a detailed assessment of potential impacts 
associated with the development of the Proposal. It notes two main types 
of impacts associated with the development of wind farms: 
•	Loss	and	degradation	of	habitat	from	direct	impacts;	and
•	Collision	with	infrastructure	causing	injury	or	fatality.	
The potential impact of the wind farm on habitat loss and impact to 
fauna has been adequately addressed. The Biodiversity Assessment has 
provided the following strategy to reduce the risk of impacts including:
•	Avoid	many	areas	of	high	biodiversity	conservation;
•	Minimise	impacts	in	these	areas,	where	avoidance	is	not	possible;	and
Offsetting. 

Submission issue – 41221, 42077, 42100, 42157, 42159, 42294, 40265, 40269, 40271, 40273, 
40277, 40363, 40878, 40880, 40882, 40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 41847, 41863, 41991, 41993, 
41995, 41999, 42001, 42016, 42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 42043, 42062, 42133, 42136, 42139, 
42149, 42151, 42155, 42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 42286, 42288

Impacts to bats 
and birds during 
operation

Response: Section 8.3.4 provided a summary of the impact assessment 
undertaken as part of the Biodiversity Assessment. The Proposal would 
have the potential to impact directly on threatened fauna through collision 
with turbines, and on their habitats through the loss of hollow bearing 
trees and fallen timber, and clearing of woodland and forest vegetation. It 
was established that potential impacts would be mainly to birds and bats.
This includes listed species: raptors, woodland birds and microbats (TSC 
Act-listed species), and the Vulnerable Superb Parrot and Migratory-
listed White-bellied Sea Eagle (EPBC Act listed species). Assessments 
of Significance were undertaken for these species and showed that the 
potential impacts from risk of collision and loss of habitat arising from the 
Proposal would be significant only for the Little Eagle and the Eastern 
Bentwing Bat. These two species were identified as key at risk species 
and would be covered by a proposed monitoring program during the 
operation phase. Section 8.5 of the EA outlines elements of the monitoring 
program. 

APP Ref : Collector Wind Farm - Preferred Project & Submissions Report 71



Issue and Response
Section 8.3.5 provided an overview of waterbird habitat including Lake 
George, Lake Bathurst and The Morass. The Proposal would be unlikely 
to directly impact the bird habitats within these wetlands, but WTG’s 
located on or near the escarpment to the west may impact birds in the 
following ways:
•	When	birds	are	flying	from	the	lake;
•	When	birds	are	using	the	escarpment	as	a	navigational	aid;	and
•	When	birds	are	soaring	in	the	updraughts	along	the	escarpment.	
The majority of waterbirds using Lake George are considered to be at 
low risk from the wind turbines as they are mostly on the lake shores and 
arrive in small groups. Key risk groups within transient bird populations 
include those with large flocks, large body size and flight patterns. The 
Biodiversity Assessment provided a detailed discussion on potential 
impacts.
Section 8.3.6 in the EA provided a summary of potential risks to bats 
undertaken as part of the Biodiversity Assessment. It identified the most 
likely microbat group to be affected by the Proposal is the migrating 
bat. There would be a risk of collision and barotrauma impact on bats 
moving to and from staging caves during their migration to a maternity 
cave. It was established that a significant microbat migratory route lies 
to the south of the project site between Mt Fairy Cave, a known Eastern 
Bentwing Bat staging cave located about 35 km to the south-east, and 
Church Cave, a maternity cave located about 60 km to the south-west. 
Bats travelling from staging caves to the north would also be at risk.
Bat deaths could also occur by decompression or pulmonary barotrauma. 
This can occur if microbats come into contact with the rapid air 
pressure change around the moving turbine blades, which can cause 
haemorrhaging of the lungs. 
The Proponent addressed the risk to migrating Eastern Bentwing Bats in 
the EA by removing proposed WTG locations near the escarpment west of 
Lake George and along a wooded corridor more likely to be used by bats. 
Monitoring would be carried out during operation.
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4.5. Indigenous Heritage Issues
The Indigenous Heritage impact issues were presented in Section 9 of the EA and supported 
by a technical report: Appendix H Indigenous and Non-Indigenous Heritage Assessment. 
The assessment included undertaking background research and field survey, Indigenous 
stakeholder consultation, identification and recording of Indigenous sites or objects, assessing 
the archaeological potential of the landscape, completion of a significance assessment and 
formulating management and mitigation measures. 
Indigenous heritage issues were among the issues raised in the public submissions. 
The FoC community group provided a submission to the DoPI in response to the Proposal. 
Volume 2 Part 4 Section 15 of the submission titled Proposed Collector Wind Farm – Friends 
of Collector Submission, contains a critique of the Indigenous Heritage Assessment report, 
prepared by FoC (subsequently referred to as the FoC report) (FoC, 2012b). The FoC report 
raises matters relating to the lack of Indigenous stakeholder consultation.
The public submissions raised issues in relation to Indigenous heritage impacts that included 
undetermined Aboriginal land claim and potential impacts during construction.

Table 22. Indigenous Heritage Issues 

Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 42011, 42294)

Undetermined 
Aboriginal land 
claim (no. 9498) 
over affected title 
7004/94490

Response: As addressed under the submission from Catchments & Lands 
(42025) in Table 3.10, it has been determined that native title had been 
extinguished over these lots because freehold title was granted in respect 
of these lots prior to 1 January 1994. The grant of freehold title over each 
lot is an action which wholly extinguishes native title over these lots.

Submission issue - 42011, 42100, 42111, 40265, 40269, 40271, 40273, 40277, 40363, 
40878, 40880, 40882, 40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 41847, 41863, 41991, 41993, 41995, 
41999, 42001, 42016, 42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 42043, 42062, 42133, 42136, 42139, 
42149, 42151, 42155, 42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 42286, 42288

Potential 
impacts during 
construction and 
disregard for 
historic, heritage 
and cultural places 
within sight of 
turbines

Response: The EA provides a summary of the potential impacts to 
Indigenous heritage during construction and decommissioning in Section 
9.3. 
It was identified that the Proposal would have the potential to disturb 
areas and items of Aboriginal cultural heritage through areas of excavation 
for works for turbine footings and access tracks as well as cut and fill 
processes. However, given the sparse and relatively minor nature of 
known items of archaeological significance, it would be considered highly 
unlikely that a significant impact would result from the construction and 
decommissioning of the wind farm. 
Additionally, none of the Survey Units or Aboriginal object locales in 
the project site were found to surpass archaeological significance 
thresholds that would act to preclude potential impacts. Mitigation 
measures are provided in Section 9.5 and would be implemented to 
safeguard Indigenous heritage throughout the construction, operation and 
decommissioning of the Proposal.

Submission issue – 42011, 42159

Lack of effective 
consultation 
with Indigenous 
stakeholders

Response: Indigenous stakeholder consultation was undertaken in 
accordance the Draft Guidelines for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Impact 
Assessment and Community Consultation (DEC, July 2005), as required 
by the DGRs. The Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) has endorsed 
the consultation process as being consistent with the Draft Guidelines 
(letter dated 28 April 2011).
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4.6. Traffic and Transport Issues
The Traffic and Transport impact issues were presented in Section 10 of the EA and supported 
by a technical report: Appendix I Traffic and Transport Assessment. The assessment was 
undertaken in accordance with the NSW RMS Guide to Traffic Generating Developments and the 
DGRs. The assessment evaluated the traffic impact for construction and operation of the facilities 
in relation to traffic flows, road limitations and capacities, access and safety. 
Traffic and transport issues were raised less frequently as concerns in the public submissions. 
The public submissions raised issues in relation to landholder access during construction, 
operation and decommissioning phases of the Proposal as well as potential road infrastructure 
improvements.

Table 23. Traffic and Transport Issues

Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 39639, 42069, 42100)

Access and road 
infrastructure 
improvements during 
construction, operation 
and decommissioning 
(such as sealing Gunning-
Collector Road). Costs 
associated with road 
infrastructure upgrades, 
repairs and maintenance 
should be identified as 
part of assessment.

Response: EA Section 10.3.6 provides a detailed summary of 
access during the construction phase and Section 10.3.7 and 
Section 10.3.8 provide a summary of traffic generation and access 
to the Proposal site during decommissioning and operation, 
respectively. 
EA Section 10.4 provides a number of mitigation measures 
that would be implemented during the construction, operation 
and decommissioning phases of the Proposal that includes the 
condition assessment of existing pavements and extent of upgrade 
or construction works required. A procedure would be established 
to ensure the ongoing maintenance of access roads during 
operational phase.

4.7. Hazards and Risks Issues
The Hazards and Risks impact issues were presented in Section 11 of the EA and supported by 
technical reports: Appendix J Aeronautical Assessment and Appendix K Telecommunications 
Impact Assessment. 

Aviation impact assessment
The aviation impact assessment considered the aviation activities in the vicinity of the project 
sites and the requirements of aviation organisations including the CASA, Defence, Airservices 
Australia and the Aerial Agricultural Association of Australia. The local community was also 
consulted in relation to current local aviation activities.
Defence advised that the Proposal will not cause any unacceptable interference to Defence 
communications or surveillance radars (refer Section 3.4).
The CASA advised they had nothing to add to their original response dated October 2010 (refer 
Section 3.6).
Airservices advised that they require further assessment in relation to primary surveillance radar at 
Mt Majura (refer Section 3.7)

Telecommunications impact assessment
The telecommunications impact assessment was undertaken to identify the potential impact from 
the Proposal on existing telecommunications services as well as identifying mitigation measures.
Fire and Bushfire impact assessment
A fire and bushfire assessment was undertaken to identify existing risks, impacts during 
construction, operation and decommissioning phases and provide mitigation measures.
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Health and Safety
The EA assessed a number of potential health and safety hazards associated with the operation 
of wind farms. These included operational noise, electromagnetic fields, shadow flicker and blade 
throw.
Health and safety issues were among the more commonly raised issues in the public 
submissions.
The FoC community group provided a submission to the DoPI in response to the Proposal. 
Volume 1 Part 5 Section 5 of the submission titled Proposed Collector Wind Farm – Friends of 
Collector Submission, contains an report titled ‘adverse impacts upon human health’, prepared 
by FoC (subsequently referred to as the FoC Human Health report) (FoC, 2012a). The FoC 
Human Health report raises matters relating to the noise, health and related issues.
The public submissions raised issues in relation to mental and physical health issues for people 
living within at least a 10 km radius of the wind farm, danger to low flying aircraft, fire risk and fire 
fighting risk and blade throw.

Table 24. Aviation Impacts

Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 41221, 41739, 42100, 42111, 42206, 40265, 40269, 40271, 
40273, 40277, 40363, 40878, 40880, 40882, 40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 41847, 41863, 
41991, 41993, 41995, 41999, 42001, 42016, 42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 42043, 42062, 
42133, 42136, 42139, 42149, 42151, 42155, 42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 42286, 
42288)

Impacts to local aircraft 
(lack of assessment) and 
impact to aerial weed 
control.
Impacts to unmanned 
aircraft used for 
agriculture. 

Response: The impact on aerial agricultural aircraft was assessed 
in the EA, Section 11.1.2. Consultation with local operator (David 
Todd, pers. comm. 14 January 2011) indicated that crop spraying 
has been ongoing within 1 km of the Cullerin Range Wind Farm 
with few impacts to operations. On the contrary, as the wind farm 
is highly visible it was found to be a good indicator of when wind 
conditions would be unsuitable for aerial spraying. The operator 
also indicated that the main cause of turbulence in the locality was 
topography rather than the wind farm.
It was also noted in the EA, Section 11.1.2 that aerial operations 
have not been undertaken at the project site for over 12 years and 
it is unlikely that these activities would recommence given current 
agricultural use, which is predominantly sheep grazing (Chris Clarke 
(Manager, Lerida Station) pers. comm. 14 January 2011).

Submission issue – 42011, 42206

Visual impact of aviation 
obstacle lighting on WTG 
to surround environment.

Response: Aviation obstacle lighting was addressed in the EA, 
Section 6.8 and addresses the requirements of the DGRs. Aviation 
lighting is not proposed for the Collector Wind Farm.
Section 11.1.1 provides a summary of CASA requirements noting 
‘Revisions to AC 139-18(0) may incorporate a requirement to 
provide obstacle lighting for structures 150 m or more above 
ground level, unless and aeronautical study can show that the 
structure will not be an obstacle. If put in place, such requirement 
would be relevant to the Proposal as the tallest WTG model being 
considered has a height of 150 m. 
However, the conclusions in the Aviation Assessment (Appendix J) 
state, ‘subject to the results of a risk assessment to be undertaken 
by The Proponent, lighting may need to be installed on sufficient 
turbines in the Proposal to define the extremities of the site to 
discharge duty of care obligations to aviation operator’
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Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 42294) 

The FoC submission 
considers the 
telecommunication 
impact assessment ‘upon 
local telecommunications 
is incomplete, in that it 
fails to address several 
important matters, and is 
therefore inadequate’.

Response: A summary of the telecommunications impact 
assessment is provided in the EA, Section 11.2 and Appendix K. 
The methodology adopted for the assessment included:
•	Identification	of	any	registered,	licensed	radio	communication	
sites and services within 25 km of the project site boundary;
•	Investigation	of	sites	and	services	within	5	km	of	the	project	site	
boundary, determine near-field and obstruction exclusion zones 
using standard methods;
•	Assessment	of	the	wind	farm	layout	against	the	exclusion	zones;
•	Identification	of	local	commercial	broadcasting	stations	and	their	
location relative to the wind farm and assess potential shadow 
zones;
•	For	point-to-multipoint	(including	broadcast)	services,	
determination of potential zones of signal shadowing; and
•	Establishing	contact	with	any	registered	and	licensed	radio	
communication site (and service) clients within 5 km of the project 
site boundary, notifying them of the Proposal and requesting their 
impact mitigation requests (if applicable)

Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 41991)

“Safety issues such as 
fire risk, firefighting risks 
for local brigades and 
blade throw - all known 
occurrences in wind 
farms across the world”.

Section 11.3 of the EA discussed the fire risk associated with wind 
farm developments and notes that the risk is extremely low. Each 
wind turbine has a sophisticated monitoring system to detect any 
potential overheating in the nacelle, allowing the turbine to be shut 
down. 
The risk to fire fighters is no greater for a wind turbine fire than for 
other fire incidents, with the officer in charge determining the most 
appropriate response strategy. Arguably, access roads within the 
wind farm precinct reduce this risk, by allowing ready access and 
egress for appliances and fire fighters.
Blade throw issues are discussed in Section 4.7.4.

Fire and Bushfire Impacts
Mr Gary Poile, the former-Captain and current member of the Collector Rural Fire Service, was 
consulted in preparing the following responses.

Table 25. Fire and Bushfire Impacts
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Issue and Response
Submission issue - 42294 

“…When referring to the 
major cause of bush fires 
in the Upper Lachlan 
Shire the submission 
states that “generally 
the primary cause of 
bushfires is from camp 
fires”. Whilst this may be 
correct in certain parts of 
the shire, it is not true in 
relation to the proposed 
Wind Farm site. 
…lightning strikes are the 
most frequent cause of 
fire in the relevant area, 
closely followed by fires 
arising from triggers 
associated with the 
use of public transport 
routes such as the Hume 
Freeway.”

Response: We acknowledge that lightning strikes are the most 
frequent cause of fire in the Collector area. It is likely that the 
frequency of lightning strike-induced bushfires will be reduced 
during the Proposal’s operational phase. Wind turbines are 
generally situated on ridge tops, extending up to 150 metres above 
the ground surface. Lightning strikes that might otherwise ignite 
vegetation will be safely conducted to earth via the turbine lightning 
protection system, reducing the risk of lightning strike fires.

Submission issue - 42294 

“…the Proponent 
has failed to give any 
adequate consideration 
to the risk posed by the 
presence of the turbines 
in the likely event of a fire 
unrelated to the operation 
of the wind farm.
With the transition 
from a grazing to an 
industrial zone effected 
by the introduction of 
the proposed wind farm, 
there will be added risks 
of circumstances arising 
in which the proposed 
turbines are engulfed by 
fire. 
Wherever there is extra 
human activity, machinery 
and equipment and 
even small amounts of 
flammable substances 
there is added danger. 
In this case, the danger 
most particularly affects 
all those who live to the 
east, which includes the 
residents of the village of 
Collector.”

Response: The risk of wind turbines at Collector being engulfed 
by bushfire is virtually nil as the turbines are situated approximately 
80 metres above the ground within a nacelle. The only wind farm 
infrastructure potentially exposed to bushfire would be the turbine 
towers, which are of steel construction and hence fire resistant. 
Each tower is surrounded by a cleared hardstand that would 
provide a firebreak. 
All construction and operation phase activities would be governed 
by a Bushfire Management Plan, which would include prescriptions 
for storage of flammable substances, fire fighting procedures and 
emergency response.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue - 42294 

“…the Proponent 
fails to undertake to 
install any automatic 
fire suppression / 
extinguishment system in 
the turbines.”

Response: An appropriate fire mitigation strategy for wind turbines 
will be developed balancing the potential fire risk with occupational 
health and safety requirements. Automatic fire extinguishers remain 
under consideration.

Submission issue - 42294

“…there is no mention 
of a water supply to be 
used in the firefighting 
process - suggesting 
that there has been 
no serious attempt to 
develop or outline a 
strategy to deal with any 
fire that eventuates.”

Response: The Proponent will provide appropriate fire-fighting 
equipment and water supplies to respond to a bush fire or other fire 
event. Prescriptions will be incorporated in a Bushfire Management 
Plan (BMP) to be developed in consultation with the Rural Fire 
Service (RFS).

Health and Safety

Table 26. Wind Farm Noise and Health

Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 40265, 40269, 40271, 40273, 40277, 40363, 40878, 40880, 
40882, 40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 41847, 41863, 41991, 41993, 41995, 41999, 42001, 
42016, 42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 42043, 42062, 42133, 42136, 42139, 42149, 42151, 
42155, 42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 42286, 42288, 42294)

“Health implications – 
both mental and physical 
for people living within at 
least a 10km radius of 
the wind farm.”
“…The universal 
argument is that modern 
wind turbines do not 
produce sufficient 
noise at any part of the 
noise spectrum that is 
above regulated limits. 
It therefore follows that 
there are no problems 
with noise and, ipso 
facto, there can be no 
health sequelae.

Response: NSW Health (Submission 42202) noted that the EA “…
appears to comprehensively address any potential public health 
issues, particularly in regard to noise and shadow flicker” (refer 
Section 3.13).
The Senate Environment and Communications Legislation 
Committee recently released a report on the Renewable Energy 
(Electricity) Amendment (Excessive Noise from Wind Farms) 
Bill 2012 (Commonwealth of Australia, 2012) responding to 
submissions received and the outcomes of a public hearing. The 
report considered the health effects of wind farm noise, specifically 
infrasound, and concluded that:
“…while it is possible that the human body may detect infrasound 
in several ways, there is no evidence to suggest that inaudible 
infrasound (either from wind turbines or other sources) is creating 
health problems. In contrast, there is an established literature 
confirming the existence of psychogenic, or nocebo, effects in 
general, and at least one study suggesting they may be responsible 
for symptoms in some wind turbine cases.” (p31)
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Issue and Response
The consequence of this 
argument is that Collector 
Wind Farm will have no 
noise problems and that 
there is therefore no basis 
for objection to the wind 
farm being constructed. 
We find the arguments 
put forward in trivialising 
the contention that there 
will be no problems with 
noise unsubstantiated, 
without merit and 
biased. Consistently 
reported problems 
associated with noise 
and infrasound from 
wind farms in Australia 
and overseas will result 
in a portion of the local 
population experiencing 
health problems. While 
noise received will vary 
depending on weather, 
wind direction, speed 
and topography etc. it will 
be inevitable that some 
residents, living further 
out than 2 kilometres will 
be at risk.”
“There is now significant 
national and international 
research and disquiet 
indicating that an 
undeniable health 
problem exists for people 
whose residences are 
sited in close proximity to 
industrial wind turbines. 
Undoubtedly, there are 
multifactorial causes, but 
the most consistently 
demonstrated association 
is that of intrusive 
noise both audible and 
inaudible. Inaudible noise 
is both low frequency 
noise and infrasound.”

A nocebo effect has been defined as “…a negative symptom 
induced by the patient’s own negative expectations and/or by 
negative suggestions…in the absence of any treatment” (Häuser et 
al. 2012). The study referred to above, which exposed subjects to 
infrasound and sham infrasound, concluded that 
“Healthy volunteers, when given information about the expected 
physiological effect of infrasound, reported symptoms which 
aligned with that information, during exposure to both infrasound 
and sham infrasound. Symptom expectations were created by 
viewing information readily available on the internet, indicating the 
potential for symptom expectations to be created outside of the 
laboratory, in real world settings. Results suggest psychological 
expectations could explain the link between wind turbine exposure 
and health complaints” (Crichton et al. in press)
The potential for a nocebo effect in relation to wind farm health 
impacts appears to be corroborated by the following committee 
observation on the submissions received:
“Given that as of April 2012 there were approximately 1,345 
turbines operating in 59 facilities around Australia, the numbers 
expressing concern appear small compared to the numbers of 
residents near these turbines. The committee received just over 
160 submissions, of which a little under 140 supported the bill and/
or expressed concern about noise effects. Of these, the majority of 
submissions were from people worried about whether they might 
experience noise or health effects from proposed wind farms, 
rather than from people who claimed to have actually experienced 
annoyance or other adverse effects. “ 
The committee noted its concern “…that a nocebo response is 
developing, caused by the reproduction and dissemination of 
claims about adverse health impacts – claims not grounded in the 
peer-reviewed literature currently available” and recommended that 
no regulatory changes should be made prior to the forthcoming 
release of the National Health and Medical Research Council’s 
review of wind farm health issues.”
Issues with infrasound and inaudible noise have also already been 
addressed in Section 4.3
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Table 27. Shadow Flicker

Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 39639, 42111, 40265, 40269, 40271, 40273, 40277, 40363, 
40878, 40880, 40882, 40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 41847, 41863, 41991, 41993, 41995, 
41999, 42001, 42016, 42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 42043, 42062, 42133, 42136, 42139, 
42149, 42151, 42155, 42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 42286, 42288)

“The proponent has not 
sufficiently addressed 
the issue of flicker as 
detailed in the… report 
of Professor Harding and 
as affecting particularly 
young people at 
distances up to 10 km.“

Response: The chance of conventional horizontal axis wind 
turbines causing an epileptic seizure for an individual experiencing 
shadow flicker is less than 1 in 10 million.
Harding et al. (2008) examined wind turbine shadow flicker and the 
potential for photosensitive epilepsy and concluded that: 
“Flicker from turbines that interrupt or reflect sunlight at frequencies 
greater than 3 Hz poses a potential risk of inducing photosensitive 
seizures. At 3 Hz and below the cumulative risk of inducing a 
seizure should be 1.7 per 100,000 of the photosensitive population. 
It is therefore important to keep rotation speeds to a minimum, and 
in the case of turbines with three blades ensure that the maximum 
speed of rotation does not exceed 60 rpm, which is normal 
practice for large wind farms.”
EPHC (2010) note the following in relation to the risk of epileptic 
seizures from wind turbine shadow flicker:
There is a negligible risk of epileptic seizures being caused by 
conventional horizontal axis wind turbines, for the following 
reasons:
•	Less	than	0.5%	of	the	population	is	subject	to	epilepsy	at	any	
one time, and of these, approximately 5% are susceptible to 
strobing light (Epilepsy Action Australia, 2009).
•	Most	commonly	(96%	of	the	time),	those	that	are	susceptible	to	
strobe lighting are affected by frequencies in excess of 8 Hz and 
the remainder are affected by frequencies in excess of 2.5 Hz. 
Conventional horizontal axis wind turbines cause shadow flicker at 
frequencies of around 1 Hz or less.
•	Alignment	of	three	or	more	conventional	horizontal	axis	wind	
turbines could cause shadow flicker frequencies in excess of 
2.5 Hz; however, this would require a particularly unlikely turbine 
configuration.
Hence, both Harding et al. (2008) and EPHC (2010) conclude 
that large wind farms are highly unlikely to cause epileptic seizure 
events.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue (included 42294)

“…There are a number of 
WTGs that are proposed 
to be located in very 
close proximity…to public 
roads, railways and 
power transmission lines, 
with the very real risk 
that blade through (sic) 
or shatter over a 25 year 
time frame presenting an 
as yet unquantifiable risk 
to both human life and 
major infrastructure. The 
satisfactory co-existence 
of the proposal with the 
prevailing pastoral and 
residential land uses has 
not been demonstrated”.

Response: Blade throw issues are presented in Section 11.4.4 of 
the EA. Submission issues relating to blade throw are addressed 
in Section 4.1.2, where we note the risk of blade throw to human 
life or major infrastructure is extremely low and the probability of a 
blade fragment striking a vehicle on an adjacent highway is 1 in one 
billion (Kammen, 2003).
Current research (Rogers et al. 2011) recommends a setback 
distance of 500 metres as acceptable for a blade throw risk. The 
closest railway line to the Proposal is approximately 4km to the 
north of the site and the nearest major road infrastructure, the 
Hume Highway, is approximately 800 metres north of the most 
northern WTG. So, these distances do not represent ‘very close 
proximity’ in the context of blade throw. 
Also, the prevailing land use of the project site is pastoral. 
Residential use is limited to less than 10 houses occupied by host 
landowners. The Proposal can satisfactorily co-exist with pastoral 
land uses as it will use only a very small portion of productive land 
(less than 0.5%) and will not obstruct regular farming operations or 
adversely impact stock.

Issue and Response
Submission issue (40265, 40269, 40271, 40273, 40277, 40363, 40878, 40880, 40882, 
40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 41847, 41863, 41991, 41993, 41995, 41999, 42001, 42016, 
42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 42043, 42062, 42133, 42136, 42139, 42149, 42151, 42155, 
42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 42286, 42288)

“Soil fertility decline 
with cement, roads and 
cables covering large 
areas that interconnect 
with the wider landscape 
and subsequent effect on 
flora and fauna as well as 
microbial life”.

Response: The project site – the land within the cadastral 
boundaries of involved properties – is approximately 6,200 ha. Of 
this area, approximately 20 ha will be occupied or disturbed by 
wind farm infrastructure (access tracks, hardstands, underground 
cables etc.). This represents less than one per cent of the project 
site; a very small area. 
The Proposal will not cause any significant soil fertility decline, other 
than the soil disturbance associated with infrastructure installation. 
The effects from the Proposal on the wider landscape resulting 
from soil disturbance are not expected to be significant.

Table 28. Blade Throw

4.8. Water Quality Issues
Water quality issues were presented in Section 12 of the EA. Submission issues relating to water 
quality are addressed in Section 3.11.

4.9. Soil and Landform Issues
Table 29. Soil and Landform Issues
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4.10. Non-Indigenous Heritage Issues
The Non-Indigenous Heritage impact issues were presented in Section 13.3 of the EA and 
supported by a technical report: Appendix H Indigenous and Non-Indigenous Heritage 
Assessment. The assessment included the following:
•	  Reviewing non-Indigenous heritage registers (including the Australian Heritage Database, 

State Heritage Register and Local Environmental Plans) to determine whether or not listed 
historic items were present within the Proposal area;

•	  Reviewing local and regional historical reports and other relevant documents to provide a 
contextual framework to the assessment;

•	  Undertaking a historical overview of the region and local area; and
•	  Undertaking a comprehensive field survey of the development envelope aimed at locating 

non-indigenous heritage items.
Volume 2 Part 4 Section 16 of the submission titled Proposed Collector Wind Farm – Friends of 
Collector Submission, contains a critique of the Non-Indigenous Heritage Assessment report, 
prepared by FoC (subsequently referred to as the FoC report) (FoC, 2012b). The FoC report 
raises matters relating to the methodology undertaken.
The public submissions raised issues in relation to Non-Indigenous heritage impacts that included 
disregard for the historic heritage and cultural places within sight of the turbines.

Table 30. Non-Indigenous Heritage Issues

Issue and Response
Submission issue (42111, 42159, 42294, 40265, 40269, 40271, 40273, 40277, 40363, 
40878, 40880, 40882, 40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 41847, 41863, 41991, 41993, 41995, 
41999, 42001, 42016, 42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 42043, 42062, 42133, 42136, 42139, 
42149, 42151, 42155, 42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 42286, 42288)

Disregard for the historic, 
heritage and cultural 
places within sight of the 
turbines.

Response: The EA, Section 13.3 provides a summary of the 
Non-Indigenous Heritage Assessment that was undertaken for the 
Proposal. It provides an overview of the methodology undertaken, 
the existing environment, potential impacts and mitigation 
measures (APP, 2012a). 
There were no previously recorded Non-Indigenous heritage 
items listed as being present within the study area. There were 
none identified within the study area during the field survey. It 
is considered that the Proposal would have a low likelihood of 
impacting Non-Indigenous heritage items.
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4.11. Property Value Issues
Table 31. Property Value Issues

Issue and Response
Submission issue (40265, 40269, 40271, 40273, 40277, 40363, 40878, 40880, 40882, 
40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 41847, 41863, 41991, 41993, 41995, 41999, 42001, 42016, 
42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 42043, 42062, 42133, 42136, 42139, 42149, 42151, 42155, 
42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 42286, 42288, 42294)

“Devaluation of house 
and land prices”.
“The proposal to 
establish a wind farm at 
Collector has already had 
a substantial adverse 
effect upon local property 
values and the local 
property market generally 
and will, if approved, 
render these effects 
permanent. 
The adverse effect of 
industrial wind facilities 
upon rural property 
values is a matter of 
common sense. If it is 
accepted (as it must 
be) that rural outlook 
and rural amenity are 
relevant to the value of 
rural property (particularly 
lifestyle property the 
introduction of large 
numbers of industrial 
structures with attendant 
industrial emissions (such 
as noise) into the rural 
landscape must have 
an adverse effect upon 
value.”
“…purchasers 
considering buying in 
Collector have…explicitly 
nominated the wind 
farm proposal as the 
reason for refraining from 
purchase”.

Response: These submission comments appear to indicate the 
effect of “wind farm anticipation stigma” on property values near 
a proposed wind farm development as defined by Hinman (2010) 
and discussed in EA section 13.5. Hinman (2010), citing results 
from a property value investigation in Illinois, USA, notes that:
“Wind farm anticipation stigma is likely due to the impact 
associated with a fear of the unknown, a general uncertainty 
surrounding a proposed wind farm project regarding the aesthetic 
impacts on the landscape, the actual noise impacts from the wind 
turbines, and just how disruptive the wind farm will be. However, 
during the operational stage of the [Twin Groves] wind farm project, 
as surrounding property owners living close to the wind turbines 
acquired additional information on the aesthetic impacts on the 
landscape and actual noise impacts of the wind turbines to see 
if any of their concerns materialized, property values rebounded 
and soared higher in real terms than they were prior to wind farm 
approval.
Hinman (2010) suggests that a fear of the unknown can have 
an impact on buyer behaviour and the development of negative 
attitudes toward property values prior to the operation of wind 
farm projects. A similar outcome is observed in relation to health 
impacts, where the nocebo effect has been suggested as a major 
contributor (refer Section 4.7.4).
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Issue and Response
Submission issue - 42294

“Notwithstanding that 
the adverse effects of the 
industrialisation of the 
countryside upon rural 
property is a matter of 
common sense, there is 
ample direct and expert 
evidence of the adverse 
effect of the Collector 
Wind Farm proposal 
available if needed:
(a) the values of 
unimproved land…have 
dropped markedly since 
the announcement of the 
proposal.
(f) the acceptance by 
the NSW Valuer-General 
that the land value of…
property at Breadalbane 
should be reduced 
for rating purposes…
as a result of, inter alia, 
adverse affectation by 
reason of exposure to the 
Cullerin wind farm..”

The submission suggests that the announcement of the Proposal 
has had a negative impact on property values in Collector village. 
The Proposal was announced to the community in September 
2010. However, an examination of two house sales in Collector 
village suggests that this may not be the case:
•	2	Goulburn	Street,	Collector	sold	for	$400,000	on	20/6/11.	
Previously sold for $362,000 on 6/5/2008;
•	12	Lorn	Street,	Collector	–	sold	for	$380,000	on	3/11/11.	
Previously sold for $255,000 on 1/6/2005;
Both of these properties have shown an appreciation in value, 
despite the relatively recent announcement of the Proposal.
In regard to item (f) above, a referral was made to the Land and 
Property Management Authority objecting to the land value of 
this property. The matters raised in objection include proximity 
to the Cullerin Range Wind Farm and Hume Freeway, and the 
transmission lines traversing the property. The previous valuation 
was $3,175 per hectare (ha). 
In response to the objection a land valuation was undertaken by 
examining comparable recent sales evidence for three nearby 
properties (letter dated 3 May 2011 from the NSW Land and 
Property Management Authority (NSW LPI, 2011). These three 
properties were valued at $2,212, $2,665 and $2,012 per ha, 
respectively, with none situated near a wind farm. The subject 
property was apparently over-valued by as much as 35% when 
compared with these similar properties. Of the three comparison 
properties, the latter was considered by the valuer to be “…
comparable overall”. The revised valuation for the subject property 
was $2,200 per ha, a premium of almost 10% over the comparable 
property (NSW LPI, 2011).
The valuation report also states: “There are several proposed 
amendments to the current plan which involve a community 
enhancement program and changes involving wind farms. These 
won’t affect the value of the subject land” (NSW LPI, 2011). 
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4.12. Socio-Economic Consideration Issues
The Socio-Economic Consideration issues were presented in Section 13.7 of the EA. The 
assessment included a review of a study by SKM (2012) that examined wind farm investment 
and employment impacts in Australia on a per megawatt (MW) basis, including calculation of the 
impacts of an example 50 MW wind farm. In terms of the investment, the study farm found that a 
typical 50 MW wind farm:
•	  Has an estimated average construction workforce of 48 people with each worker spending 

$25,000 per year in the local area. This equates to some $1.2 million per year flowing into 
hotels, shops, restaurants, and other local service providers;

•	  Employs around five staff for operations and maintenance, equating to an ongoing local 
annual influx of $125,000; 

•	  Provides up to $250,000 annually in payments to farmers, a proportion of that flows into the 
local community; and 

•	  Provides a community contribution of up to some $80,000 per year for the life of the project.
The assessment considered potential impacts to the community including concerns of division 
in the community and mitigation measures such as community enhancement fund to offset the 
potential residual amenity impacts associated with wind farm projects.
Socio-economic issues were among the more commonly raised issues in the public submissions. 
The FoC community group provided a submission to the DoPI in response to the Proposal. 
Volume 2 Part 1 Section 6 of the submission titled Proposed Collector Wind Farm – Friends of 
Collector Submission, contains a critique of the Community Consultation undertaken for the 
Proposal, prepared by FoC (subsequently referred to as the FoC report) (FoC, 2012b). The FoC 
report raises matters relating to the lack of consultation, 
The public submissions raised issues in relation to socio-economic issues included concerns 
regarding adequate finance for decommissioning, lack of economic efficiency, impact to 
agriculture and general farm business, general disruption, questioned the economic benefit for 
Collector and the region, impact to lifestyle and management of community fund.

Table 32. Socio-Economic Consideration Issues

Issue and Response
Submission issue (39639, 41739, 42100, 42111, 42294, 40265, 40269, 40271, 40273, 
40277, 40363, 40878, 40880, 40882, 40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 41847, 41863, 41991, 
41993, 41995, 41999, 42001, 42016, 42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 42043, 42062, 42133, 
42136, 42139, 42149, 42151, 42155, 42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 42286, 42288)

Concerns post 
decommissioning that 
controlling companies 
will not have adequate 
finance to remove the 
industrial infrastructure.

Response: The Proponent engaged Sinclair Knight Merz (Jan, 
2012) to estimate the indicative costs of decommissioning. The 
analysis shows that the resale value of second hand turbines 
exceeds the estimated costs for decommissioning, so funding 
for decommissioning the Proposal in accordance with the 
‘Decommissioning and Rehabilitation Plan’ would be secured 
through the resale value of the used turbines. 
As part of the conditions of consent for the Proposal, the 
‘Decommissioning and Rehabilitation Plan’ would be updated every 
five years. This would include an update of the estimated costs for 
decommissioning and resale value of the turbines as outlined in Vol 
2 Appendix B, Section 8.1 and 8.2 (APP, 2012b).

Submission issue - 39639, 42069

Management of 
community fund not 
identified (concerned 
Council will use it for 
services it is responsible 
for)

Response: As stated in the EA, Section 13.7.3, the Community 
Investment Fund would be administered by a committee with 
representation from the Proponent, the community and the 
Upper Lachlan Shire Council. Committee members and the fund 
administration model would need to be approved by DoPI.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue - 41219, 42007, 42069, 42111

What is the economic 
benefit of the Proposal to 
Collector and the region 
i.e. Will sub-contractors 
use local facilities such 
as the pub and shops. 
Will Gunning-Collector 
Road be used and if 
so will it be upgraded? 
Concerns about 
impacts to employment 
opportunities and farm 
income, agricultural 
impacts.

Response: The EA, Section 13.7.1 provides a summary of an 
examination into wind farm investment and employment impacts in 
Australia on a per megawatt (MW) basis. 
The Proponent proposes to establish a Community Investment 
Fund and will contribute approximately $200,000 to the fund 
each year, as stated in the EA in Section 13.7.3. This fund would 
be maintained throughout the operational life of the project for 
investment in community infrastructure and services, sustainability 
initiatives, local economic and tourist developments, community 
groups and events. 
As described in the EA, Section 10, trucks bringing materials to 
the project site would most likely originate from the area east of the 
Proposal site. Large turbine materials would most likely be shipped 
to Port Kembla and trucked to site. The proposed truck route 
from Port Kembla to the Proposal site would be along the Princes 
Highway, Picton Road, Hume Highway and Lerida Road South. It 
has been assumed personnel, and other equipment and materials 
would be sourced from Goulburn, with all traffic accessing the site 
via the Hume Highway and Lerida Road South.
Section 10.4 provides a list of mitigation measures that would be 
implemented to reduce the impact of traffic generation on the local 
and wider road network. Condition assessments and upgrades 
would be undertaken where required.
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Issue and Response
Submission issue (41525, 42100, 42294, 40265, 40269, 40271, 40273, 40277, 40363, 
40878, 40880, 40882, 40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 41847, 41863, 41991, 41993, 41995, 
41999, 42001, 42016, 42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 42043, 42062, 42133, 42136, 42139, 
42149, 42151, 42155, 42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 42184, 42286, 42288)

Lack of transparency at 
all stages of the proposal 
for uninvolved residents

Response: The EA, Section 14.2 provides detail on the range of 
community consultation tools and activities used to inform and 
communicate with the local and wider community. These tools and 
activities include: 
•	Face-to-face	meetings,	
•	One-on-one	and	community	open	house	meetings
•	Email	and	regular	mail	to	provide	project	updates	
•	Newsletters
•	Web-based	project	information	and	
•	Telephone	line.	
These methods were implemented throughout the EA process 
and provided the community with information on the Proposal as 
well as opportunity to provide their views and input back to the 
Proponent.

4.13. Community & Stakeholder Consultation 
The Community and Stakeholder Consultation issues were presented in Section 14 of the 
EA. The consultation included preparation of community engagement program, preliminary 
consultation, stakeholder identification and consultation, use of active and passive engagement 
techniques that included phone and email contact for community to use, a series of community 
newsletters, one-on-one meetings, three community open house events held at Collector 
Memorial Hall and the use of various media such as the Goulburn Post, Town and Country 
Magazine and the Gunning Lions Club Noticeboard.
Community and stakeholder consultation issues were among the more commonly raised issues 
in the public submissions. 
The FoC community group provided a submission to the DoPI in response to the Proposal. 
Volume 2 Part 1 Section 6 of the submission titled Proposed Collector Wind Farm – Friends of 
Collector Submission, contains a critique of the Community Consultation undertaken for the 
Proposal, prepared by FoC (subsequently referred to as the FoC report) (FoC, 2012b). The FoC 
report raises matters relating to the lack of consultation, 
The public submissions raised issues in relation to community consultation that included lack of 
consultation during initial stages of Proposal, lack of consultation and transparency, not all groups 
were consulted with, issues with phone survey and methods, one referred to Planning NSW 
Green Paper in relation to early consultation and suggested undertaking a community poll by 
State Government to gauge support for wind farms in Upper Lachlan Shire. 

Table 33. Community & Stakeholder Consultation
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Issue and Response
Submission issue - 39639, 41739, 42011, 42100, 42111, 42159, 41094, 42294, 40265, 
40269, 40271, 40273, 40277, 40363, 40878, 40880, 40882, 40916, 41148, 41818, 41836, 
41847, 41863, 41991, 41993, 41995, 41999, 42001, 42016, 42018, 42037, 42039, 42041, 
42043, 42062, 42133, 42136, 42139, 42149, 42151, 42155, 42167, 42169, 42179, 42182, 
42184, 42286, 42288

No community input 
was sought in the initial 
planning of the wind 
farm, turbines and all 
other infrastructure 
were sited without 
consultation with the 
wider community.
Not all community groups 
/ heritage groups were 
consulted.
Lack of adequate level of 
community consultation.

Response: The DGRs issued on 15 October 2010 provided a list of 
parties to be consulted with throughout the EA process. In addition 
to these stakeholders, the Proponent consulted with a number of 
other stakeholders during the EA preparation (EA, Section 14.2).
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