
I object to the proposed Hills of Gold wind turbine power station.  
 
I am the grandson of one of the owners of Lot 22 Morrisons Gap Road Hanging Rock. 
My maternal grandparents have owned this land for over 40 years and being a Gamilaroi 
man my ancestors have ties to this very land and its surroundings.  
 
I feel a strong connection with this land through my maternal grandparents and through my 
paternal ancestral heritage.  
 
The thought of the enormous destruction to the land, the fauna and flora causes deep hurt. 
The uprooting of our native animal’s homes for a project that could be re-located in a less 
sensitive environment is reminiscent of the past uprooting of our traditional owners. This 
land was first cleared of its native people and now the government is considering clearing 
the land of the last remaining natives, our fauna and flora. Have we not learned from the 
mistakes of our past? The proposed works will be a forever scar on the face of the land.  
 
The proposed project is at the wrong site. 
 
’The Great Dividing Range or more correctly the eastern highlands, is not a true mountain 
range, but it dictates the drainage patterns and water availability of much of the central 
plains of eastern Australia. Australia’s largest and most permanent river system, the Murray 
and Darling Rivers and their tributaries, has its headwaters in the highlands. These resource 
rich watercourses and their wetlands were a focus of Aboriginal settlement long before 
Europeans laid claim to the continent’. (source: Joanna Boileau, Thematic History of Nundle, 
Manilla and Barraba,2007) 
 
WATER 
We have access to our own natural water sources on our property. 
The creeks on our land are our only water source, we drink from our clean creeks. 
During drought season water is scarce, we watch the rivers and creeks creep down and 
sometimes completely dry up.  
 
In 2019 our neighbour (the major host) trespassed onto our property and installed a water 
pump in our creek without our permission.  
The incident was reported to EPA and NRAR, we were advised not to tamper with the 
equipment but to keep records. The pump remained on our property for approximately 3 
months.  
 
The Applicant’s response to water sourcing is: 
The four viable options available to source the estimated 55 ML of water required for 
construction include:  
o Council water supply, with agreement with the relevant Council (s);  
o extraction from an existing nearby landowner bore, with agreement from the landowner; 
o extraction from a new groundwater bore; and  
o extraction from a surface water source (e.g. Chaffey Dam or the Peel River). 
 
 



‘extraction from an existing nearby landowner bore, with agreement from the landowner’ 
 
Agreement from the landowner reads as an afterthought. 
The nearby owner’s consent to extract from their bore should be their first thought. 
Where will the water required for construction and maintenance come from? Will our water 
again be illegally extracted?  
We don’t have any assurances that our water supply and quality will not be affected during 
the construction of road widening, new infrustructure and erection of enormous wind 
turbines, as well as the ongoing maintenance of the site for the next 35+ years. 
 
If all our water sources are depleted what recourse do we have? Water is our scarcest 
resource. We need answers before approval not after. 
 
CONSULTATION    
The applicant has not conducted proper consultation. Consultation has been in the form of 
marketing and promoting the project as opposed to consulting with neighbouring land 
owners, hearing concerns and addressing issues raised.  
 
Majority of the proponent’s consultation records are records of their marketing campaign.  
 
I confirm that no face to face consultation has occurred with lot 22 owners. 
 
The proponent identifies us as NAD 8 owners.  
 
The below table was submitted by the proponent and uploaded to the IPCN website 
14/02/2024.  
 

 
 



 
 
 
The proponent lists NAD 8 along with NAD 4 B & C collectively.  
 
NAD4 B & C are not associated with our property, they are different owners with different 
lot numbers, however we have been lumped together in the table of consultation.  
 
This is deliberately misleading record presentation, it gives the appearance that we have all 
been consulted to a very detailed length when in fact it has been the opposite. 
 
The table notes a total of 58 interactions, 1 of which was face to face, 6 were phone calls in 
a period of 5 years and 9 months. 
 
There are 3 separate lots but only 1 face to face meeting, how is this adequate consultation 
in 5.75 years?  
 
NAD 4 B - 405 Shearers Road   - 2 owners on title 
NAD 4 C – Lot 2511 Shearers Road - 1 owner on title 
NAD 8 – Lot 22 Morrison Gap Road - 6 owners on title 
Total     = 9 owners on title 
 
I confirm that there hasn’t been any face to face meetings with lot 22. 
 
We request clarification as to what the 58 interactions represent? Are these campaign 
emails? Consultation emails? Are these zoom meetings? This is very vague. Marketing 
emails are not a form of consultation.  
 
Again, who exactly were they interacting with over the last 5.75 years?  
 
This is one example of the proponent's ongoing misleading and deceitful conduct through 
inaccurate records. We request further investigation into these records in order to find the 
truth of the matter.  
 
INACCURATE RECORDS 
I refer back to this same table and note that our lot has been excluded from the distance 
column. Only NAD4 B & C are listed. 
 
We are in fact closer to the proposed site, the closest wind turbine being 1.16 km.  
 
This is another example of the deliberately misleading tabulation of information by the 
proponent through the omission of essential facts.  
 
 
LAND ZONING 
The existing land zoning is RU1 Primary Production. 
 



The proposed use does not comply with many of local council’s zoning objectives.  
 
 
 

 
 



The purpose of the wind farm project is to generate electricity commercially and not for 
private use therefore must operate as a power station. 
 

 
 

Does the proponent intend to apply to participate in the Large Scale Renewable Energy 
Target by applying to become an accredited power station? 

When is a wind farm not a power station?  
 
Developed commercial land use conflicts with land use within the existing zone.  
 
 



 

 

TRANSMISSION LINE ROUTES 

We would like confirmation that there are no plans intended to access our property for any 
purpose including transmission line routes. Also, are there any intentions to subject our land 
to any easements? 

 

LAND VALUE 

The proposed project will detrimentally affect our land value. 

Our land is used as a lifestyle lot, the proposal to change the site from primary production to 
Industrial/Commercial power station conflicts with our land use.  

The definition of Market Value according to the Australian Property Institute is ‘the 
estimated amount for which an asset or liability should exchange on the valuation date 
between a willing buyer and a willing seller in an arm’s length transaction.’ 



The pool of potential buyers after the wind farm is approved/completed will significantly 
decrease. This is evident by the overwhelming 65% (approx) against the project. Essentially 
shrinking our potential buyers market by 65%-99% creating considerably less 
competition/demand which in turn reduces the value/price, Basic economics tells us the 
higher the demand, the higher the price, the lower the demand the lower the price.  

The property may become unsellable with the exception of one buyer being the proponent, 
creating zero market competition.  

The uniqueness and natural environment of our location are what makes our land valuable 
and this will be undermined by the wind farm project having a closely situated turbine that 
is almost as high as the tallest building in the Sydney CBD over looking our property just 1 
km away.  

We have held this property in our family for over 40 years we are not willing sellers, a 
reluctant sale is not a true market value, and the only reason we would sell would be due to 
the wind farm project. 

If this proposal was submitted over 40 years ago before we purchased our land we would 
not have purchased. 

The effects on our land value caused by the wind farm project is catastrophic.  

I implore the Commissioner and panel to reject the Hills of Gold Wind Farm Project in its 
entirety, at the bare minimum please remove turbines 64-70 inclusively.  

 

 

 


