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Commission Panel 
NSW Independent Planning Commission 
Level 3, 201 Elizabeth St 
Sydney NSW 2000 
 

Re:  Bango Wind Farm (SSD 6686) 
LETTER OF OBJECTION 

Dear Commissioners, 

We are the landowners of “Letona”, a mixed farming enterprise situated 20 km North of the Yass 
township, we are within 2.5km of the proposed Bango Windfarm, sandwiched between Kangiara and 
Mt Buffalo clusters, and we are vehemently opposed to such a development within such close 
proximity to our residence. 

Our key issues relate to the failure of the proponent to adequately address the SEARs and the DPE to 
hold them to account. Our main issues relate to:  

- Lack of consultation 
- Ownership, control and  overall project risk 
- The justification for development (fails as a truly ‘sustainable’ development across financial, social 

and ecological measures), 
- Lack of evaluation of alternate renewable sources such as solar 
- Massive impact on our visual amenity (as acknowledged by the Independent O’Hanlon report) 
- Constant noise and vibration impact – both audible, infrasound  
- Changes to the landscape and land use from rural to industrial due to the proliferation and 

cumulative impact of windfarms being approved/considered for approval in the district 

Rural communities, including ours, continually battle the challenges which threaten their livelihoods 
by matters which are typically outside of their control; climate (bush fires, flooding and drought) 
supply/demand markets, plagues and the economy. More recently highlighted through significant 
mental health issues which are widespread in the agricultural sector.  Our communities rely heavily on 
each other to work together in order to ‘share the load’ when adversity presents itself.  Therefore, 
there should be unanimity on those matters where there is in fact a choice.  As the Department, the 
Government and the developer are well aware of, the proposed development and similar ones have 
deeply divided the community and neighbours alike.  

Whilst renewable energy is definitely one of the solutions to combat climate change it is not 
acceptable to cause more damage to residents/communities the environment than it is claiming to 
protect.  Australia has vast, un-inhabited space which should be utilised to full effect.  Wind farms 
situated in more densely populated parts of the world, such as Europe, are being scrutinised as people 
are becoming increasingly aware of the impacts the turbines are having on their lives and the 
disparate financial contributions required to keep them operating.  Wind farms are now more 
commonly constructed off-shore, and their longer term viability is under review.  
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incentives for the global switch to renewable energy makes this an industry of particular concern, 
likely to attract unscrupulous operators with no interest in sustainable development.” 

As this project is classified as “state significant”, the Commissioners have a duty to protect the State, 
the hosts and the Yass Community by ensuring the project does in fact pass more than just the “sniff” 
test.  There must be a well-documented evaluation with full disclosure to the public to demonstrate 
that the company is bona fide and the project is actually sustainable to meet SEARs.   

The Commissioners, if they somehow satisfy themselves of all the issues/objections and approve the 
project, they should also be satisfied that there is a clear “exit strategy” that is simple, well defined 
and where control/responsibility is returned to the State, should the existing complex web of 
ownership and funding come apart. 

 

JUSTIFICATION OF DEVELOPMENT 

The SEAR (Environmental Assessment Requirement) outlined for the DA application, General Issue #2, 
required the proponent to outline their “Justification of Development – based on ecologically 
sustainability …and strategic assessment of need” – this remains incomplete. 

Ecological sustainability as defined by the “International Institute of Sustainable Development” with 
respect to “sustainable electricity/energy” is as follows: 

“To be sustainable, electricity systems must recover capital and operating 
costs, invest for the future, provide reliable electricity and meet environmental 
and social objectives.” 

Evaluating the proposal to the specifics of the EAR’s we comment as follows: 

EAR “Strategic 
assessment of 
need for…” 

Comment 

NSW Proposed development fails to meet Department of Planning Priorities for NSW. 
The districts of Yass, Rye Park and Boorowa are steeped in pastoral history and 
world renowned for its fine wool production, and needless to say, it’s stunning rural 
landscape.  Consideration of such a project would represent a failure of the 
planning instruments to protect the district and would similarly contradict the 
Department of Planning’s “Priorities for NSW”, which include: 
- “sustainable growth in the right locations” 
- “Improved …community confidence” 
- “Effective management of natural, environmental and cultural resources and 

values” 
- “…pleasant neighbourhoods which reflect community needs and aspirations” 

 
Support is not sufficient to warrant the development: 
Section 5 DPE SDD Report, “Consultation”, references that the Department 
received 101 submissions, including 50 objections, which would seem to indicate 
that the community was split ~57% object / 43% support. However, the following 
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statistics can be derived from DPEs website which greatly contradicts this 
statement; 

• 93 individual submissions 
• 60 objections  
• Out of the 33 supporters; 

o 17 are nowhere near local, ie Southern Highlands, Sydney, ACT 
o 7 are hosts 
o 3 are from the same person/property 
o Weighted result - 7 supporters 

• Similarly, if you disregard the objections from non-local people and 
submissions from the same property – weighted result is 42 objectors 

• Actual statistics – 86% of community are against Bango Windfarm 
The support/demand for renewable power appear to be greatest in the 
governmental “headquarters” of ACT, yet wind farm developments are being 
predominantly considered for nearby NSW - why? Location should correlate to the 
social driver of ACT, not be imposed on NSW, where the majority of landowners 
object. 
 
The SEARs themselves identify that the “…suitability of the development must be 
in the public interest”.  If this is the case, then surely the decision should be 
weighted heavily towards the ‘vote of the people’ and their sentiment.  As stated 
above over 86% of respondents have objected to the development. 
 
 
Lack of local re-investment / benefits: 
The provision of local labour and therefore benefits is negligible.  The turbines 
themselves will be manufactured and pre-assembled overseas and assembled by 
specialist crews on a “fly-in fly-out” basis (as with mining projects).   
 
There are very few local resources with the requisite skills or competence that 
could be employed on such high risk works under the Health & Safety Act.  
Similarly, the large scale plant and equipment to erect such towers (such as large 
mobile cranes capable of reaching such heights and loads) requires again specialist 
equipment which must be temporarily imported to the region. 
 
As with most modern turbines the monitoring and operations will be conducted 
remotely, and maintenance will again be on an as needs basis by “fly-in fly-out” 
specialist contractors, providing very little benefit to local residents or businesses in 
the district.  The DPE’s Report identifies “up to 5 persons may be employed” which 
is offensive for this to be used as a contributing factor to support the development.  
 
Land values will decrease: 
It is evident that land values will drop significantly in the district as a result of the 
development.  This is a massive social and economic impact on the community and 
district overall.  Reduction in land values places even greater stress on the wellbeing 
and mental health of the community. 
 
Independent land valuations should be completed and a model of compensation be 
proposed should the development be approved. 
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Yass Valley Saturation: 
As identified in Section 2.1 of the DPE SDD Report, there are eleven (11) other 
operational (4), approved (6) and proposed (1) wind farms within 60kms of the site.  
549 turbines in total.  The Department acknowledges the growing concerns of the 
cumulative audible and visual impact these will have on the broader landscape, but 
fails to adequately assess the impact for Bango itself or the cumulative effect of 
those surrounding. 
 

Nationally Support should be for greater innovation and, if anything, for solar energy where 
there is significantly less impact on people’s amenity and where the energy 
generation is more predictable and constant. 
 
 
Recent research by Green Energy Markets confirmed in Dec 2017 that the 
Renewables Energy Target (RET) has already been met by existing and current 
projects under construction.  Those approved and in the pipeline to be built will 
provide more than 50 per cent of Australia’s energy needs, which is significantly 
higher than the nominated 42% total generation identified by the Finkel Review of 
Energy, hence current Governments focus on “National Energy Guarantee Policy”. 
 
The current issues being faced by South Australia is a current, relevant and stark 
reminder for what decision makers should avoid.  The DPE fails to acknowledge 
what is happening at a macros level and where the real opportunity for investment 
and state significant developments ought to be – such as the interconnector 
between SA and NSW to facilitate diversified energy supplies. 
 

Saving in 
greenhouse gas 

Studies have proven that a small increase in electricity prices have had a far more 
effective impact in reducing the need for electricity, and therefore reducing carbon 
emissions, than investing in unreliable renewable energy, such as wind turbines. 
 
Carbon saving/reduction is not being correctly quantified. The life cycle 
assessments (LCA’s) conducted to ascertain the “pay-back” period alone proves the 
development fails to meet its stated objective.  More carbon is used in the 
manufacture, transport and construction of the turbines. Consideration needs to be 
taken into account for the mining of all raw materials, overseas manufacturing of 
steel towers, reinforcement steel, concrete, road construction, all transport need, 
ongoing maintenance requirements and dismantling/reinstatement at the end of 
the project’s life. 
 

RET scheme The generation of LGC’s – Large Scale Generation Certificates will likely benefit the 
owners/investors of the development in the short-term only, where they will be 
able to trade carbon credits on the open market purely based on what the turbines 
generate, NOT necessarily what is consumed – ie irrespective if the power is actually 
used locally or not (ref Clean Energy Regulator “Large-scale generation certificate 
eligibility formula”). 
 
As referenced in the Renewable Energy Market Report Feb 2018, the spot price 
forecast for LGC’s shows a reduction from $84.35 to $38.50 by 2021 and “…will 
ultimately fall to zero”. This incentive scheme/catalyst for such renewable energy 
projects is no longer a viable basis for a business case, and accordingly, the long 
term viability of the development is put into question. 
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From the table above, it is clear that the imperative drivers are not justified, or at least require 
significantly more analysis in order for the Commissioners to make a truly informed decision.   

 

LACK OF EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE RENEWABLES 

The proponent has not described or “considered alternatives in order to achieve their objectives” 
which was required under the original SEARs and is a legislative requirement under the EP&A Regs 
Schedule 2, 7.1(c) where “an analysis of any feasible alternatives” must be completed.  An evaluation 
report considering all forms of alternative renewable energy options should have been included in the 
EIS. 

A requirement of the SEAR’s was for the proponent to consider and prove why wind power was the 
most appropriate for this area. 

If they completed this in any form, they would have identified the differences as captured in the table 
below – clearly the benefits are strongly towards solar, which is likely why they chose not to complete 
the evaluation.  The proponent has simply ignored this requirement of the Department, and somehow 
the Department is no longer seeking justification?  

The Commissioners have a duty to properly and thoroughly compare renewable energy generation 
models, if indeed the Commissioners can justify additional renewable power requirement in the first 
place. 

SOLAR WIND 
Reliable and predictable energy source Less reliable and un-predictable energy source 
Greater community support Greater community objection 
Capitalises & supports Australian technology and 
innovation 

Relies on international technology 

No noise or infrasound Noise & infrasound impact 
No vibration Vibration impact 
No known health impacts Known health impacts 
Very low visual impact Extreme visual impact 
Screening done on host’s property.  Neighbouring 
properties not affected. 

Screening done on neighbouring property with 
little effect and not recommended. 

 

How is wind power justified when the above are properly and duly considered, especially given the 
context and issues raised by the Yass community?  Furthermore, as the DPE has noted in Section 2.1 of 
their Assessment report, considering eleven projects have already been approved within 60km radii, it 
would make even more sense for a diversified energy source to be considered.  The hosts retain their 
financial compensation/fee/benefit with minimal impact to others and there may in fact be 
opportunity for more hosts. 
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Furthermore, the proponent has not considered the visual impact from one of our larger, higher 
altitude lots which constitutes a large part of our property and where we intend to establish another 
residential dwelling.  The impact here would be extreme. 

The detailed topographic map identifying the specific turbine locations and the associated 
photomontages provide striking evidence of the adverse impact that the Bango Wind Farm will have 
from our residence, in fact the impact is not adequately represented as it only focuses on the view 
from our house.  As mentioned by one of the speakers at the PAC meeting, “…our farm is also our 
office, our garden, our outdoors, and our recreation”. The visual impact is intolerable, and it will be 
exacerbated by the additional effects resultant from noise, vibration, blade glint, shadow flicker and 
disturbance from artificial night lighting. 

The Bango proposal should only be assessed following the development of the national standard for 
visual and landscape impacts as per recommendation #6 of the 2015 Senate Select Committee on 
Wind Turbines. 

It is important to note the scale of the turbines being considered as they are massive.  As shown as a 
comparison to the Sydney Harbour Bridge, these will dominate the landscape and any amelioration 
recommended by the Department by “screening” is farcical.  The NSW Guidelines (NSWDPE Wind 
Energy: Visual Assessment Bulletin - for State Significant Wind Energy Development) does NOT 
recommend vegetative screening as a mitigating measure as valuable views are lost in the process. 
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turbines which is extremely unlikely.  Developers will offer reassurance that levels will be monitored, 
but what practical action can be taken when levels are found to be too high?   

The DPE report identifies that compliance cannot be achieved for residence #238 – how is this non-
compliance of such a fundamental right for the residence deemed acceptable?  The Commissioners 
must as an absolute minimum remove offending turbines in close proximity to this residence (turbine 
62 and 102 as above which will also ameliorate already stated visual impacts). 

The adverse impacts to health are also identified and endorsed in the Department of Planning’s report 
“Wind Turbines and Proximity to Homes: The Impact of Wind Turbine Noise on Health”. 

The EIS identifies that “minor exceedances were predicted in the initial layout”, and this should be 
further evaluated at night where the allowable background noise is often below 20 dBA. 

Finally, the proposal should be assessed in accordance with requirements which come from 
Recommendation #6 of the 2015 Senate Select Committee on Wind Turbines – being the formation of 
Independent Expert Scientific Committee on Industrial Sound to create a national standard on audible 
sound, national standard on infrasound, low frequency sound and vibration, and a national standard 
on minimum buffer zones. 

CONCLUSION 

We live in constant fear and threat.  We vehemently object to the proposed development due to the 
nature, location, scale and impact on ourselves, the surrounding community and the subsequent 
consequences of the RET schemes.  The regulatory framework overseeing developments of this nature 
has failed by allowing proposals like Bango (as well as Rugby and Rye Park) wind farm to be put 
forward without greater levels of planning control and proper consultation. The cumulative impact on 
all levels of these proposed developments in such close proximity will be devastating to the areas and 
puts in question the definition of human rights and true sustainability. 

We are perplexed as to how many of the requisite planning controls and mandatory requirements of 
the Director General of the NSW Department of Planning have been disregarded by the proponent, 
and similarly not adequately assessed or addressed by the DP&E.  This matter is to be referred to ICAC.   

We appeal to the Commissioners and the NSW Independent Planning Commission to ultimately reject 
the proposal in its entirety, or as a minimum to significantly reduce and amend the turbine layout so 
that they are not within 5 kms of any non-associated residence. 

Yours faithfully, 

Don Aroney 




