
From: Emma Bowman
To: Do-Not-Reply IPCN Submissions Mailbox
Subject: Fwd: Thunderbolt Wind project Additional Information Submission
Date: Friday, 12 April 2024 4:22:31 PM
Attachments: AAAA Tall Structures Policy March 2024.pdf

Thunderbolt Wind IPCn Submission On Additional Information.pdf

Please accept the following as supporting evidence to my submission sent at 4.07pm 12th
April 2024.

Begin forwarded message:

From: Emma Bowman < >
Subject: Thunderbolt Wind project Additional Information Submission
Date: 12 April 2024 at 4:07:31 pm AEST
To: IPCN Submissions Mailbox <submissions@ipcn.nsw.gov.au>

Good afternoon, 

Please find attached submission regarding the Thunderbolt Wind Project
Additional Information. 

Kind regards, 

Emma Bowman



Policy Statement 
Development of Tall Structures in Agricultural and Bushfire Prone Areas 
 

AAAA Policy Paper - Development of Tall Structures in Agricultural and Bushfire Prone Areas 
 

 March 2024 
This is a policy 
statement of the 
Aerial Applica on 
Associa on of 
Australia (AAAA) 
 
The Aerial 
Applica on 
Associa on of 
Australia is the 
na onal peak 
advocacy and 
membership 
organisa on for 
Operators and Pilots 
who undertake aerial 
applica on work.  
Working closely with 
our members, 
regulators, industry 
and the Australian 
community, we 
promote, foster, 
encourage and 
support a sustainable 
aerial applica on 
industry based on 
the professionalism 
of operators, pilots 
and staff, and the 
pursuit of industry 
best prac ce. 
 
What is aerial 
applica on? 
Aerial applica on 
refers to any form of 
substance which is 
inten onally applied 
using aircra .  Aerial 
applica on is used 
for agriculture, 
firefigh ng, pest, 
animal and weed 
control and is an 
essen al element of 
Australia’s 
commercial future. 
 

 

Issue: 
The development of tall structures in agricultural and bush fire prone areas can pose a direct 
threat to avia on safety, par cularly where fixed and rotary aircra  may be requested to 
operate for agricultural or bush/grass fire control. 
The absence of historical aircra  use in an area is considered an insufficient reason to 
discount the threat to Avia on Opera ons. 
 
Policy Statement 
The AAAA will oppose any development applica on or similar process unless the proponent 
has: 

 Iden fied the structure as posing a low-level flying risk that needs to be managed on 
an ongoing basis, 

 Consulted honestly and in detail with local aerial applica on operators or the AAAA 
where a local operator cannot be iden fied, 

 Consulted with adjoining landowners regarding the impact on adjacent proper es, 
 Included appropriate ligh ng and marking in the development proposal, consistent 

with providing a warning to low level flying, 
 Iden fied the process for advising of the loca on height and presence of the 

structure to the relevant authori es, and 
 Ensured that the proposal is in keeping with CASA requirements for structures near 

aerodromes, including temporary landing areas. 

The AAAA will support members who oppose any development that conflicts with this policy. 
 
Background and Issues: 
Development of tall structures including wind turbines, electricity towers, radio masts, 
chimneys, grain silo’s, residen al and commercial property has the poten al to cause 
immediate and long-term effects to the use of aircra  for nearby agricultural or firefigh ng 
opera ons. 

The following poten al impacts on aerial applica on should be considered by all developers 
and land use planners:  

 Any tall structure needs to be considered when planning aerial applica on and can 
impact the viability of agricultural or firefigh ng opera ons.  Impacts could include 
flight lines, treatment height, applica on accuracy, manoeuvring, take-off and 
landing splays.  

 Structures have the poten al to impact beyond the immediate adjoining land areas. 
Neighbouring farms, especially those close to the tall structure site, may suffer 
significant impacts by imposed limits on the manoeuvring areas of aerial applica on 
aircra .  

 Powerlines, guy or suppor ng cables, signs and other infrastructure may further 
impact on aerial applica on.  Where associated powerlines cannot be put 
underground, any above-ground cable must be adequately marked in accordance 
with AS3891. 

 

Aerial Applica on Associa on of Australia 
www.aaaa.org.au 

admin@aaa.org.au 
02 6241 2100 

 



Thunderbolt Wind IPCn Submission On Additional Information 
 

I offer the following feedback to the Request for Information from the NSW Independent 
Planning Commission (IPCn) to the Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure 
(DPHI) and the DPHI response. 
 
Firstly, I would like to raise a timing issue with regard to the original Thunderbolt Wind IPCn 
case submission closing date, 25th March 2024, and the Request for Information letter from 
IPCn (written by Stephen Barry, Planning Director) to DPHI dated 22nd March 2024. Is it 
acceptable that the commissioners had formulated ALL possible questions raised from 
submissions PRIOR TO the official closure at 5pm on 25th March 2024, in fact at least 3 days 
prior to the official closure? How many submissions were received during the period 
between when the questions to the DPHI were formulated and the official submission 
closure and did they receive adequate scrutiny? 
 
Water Resource 
The Water Access Licence (WAL) for Pine Creek Dam may well have sufficient suggested 
capacity to meet demand for the Thunderbolt Wind project construction but what 
constitutes a “significant” impact? For example, if construction happens to coincide with a 
dry period would it be a condition of consent that a percentage of water must remain in the 
dam at all times – restricting the use for the construction of the wind project? 
 
A “verbal agreement” with the landowner who holds the WAL is not acceptable when 
considering the possible approval of any project. For approval to be granted Neoen MUST 
have a confirmed, formal agreement in place in regard to any water to be used for 
construction, and operation, of the Thunderbolt Wind project.  
 
The Biodiversity Management Plan (BMP) should also be publicly available PRIOR TO any 
possible consent to allow landowners, communities and those with environmental interests 
adequate time to read, digest and respond to Neoen regarding its content.   
 
The response from DPHI states “the Department, Water Group and the EPA are satisfied 
that, with the implementation of appropriate mitigation measures, the erosion risks of the 
project can be adequately managed.” Have any local groups or neighbouring landowners 
been consulted regarding the proposed mitigation measures? What constitutes 
“appropriate” to the Department, Water Group and EPA? What is deemed “adequate” when 
considering the management of erosion – only half of the top soil being washed away, or 
none? 
 
Firefighting Operations 
It is stated that “throughout the assessment process of this project, the Department 
consulted extensively with various state agencies, including the NSW Rural Fire Service (RFS) 
during assessment and preparation of the recommended conditions of consent.” Were there 
any local RFS brigades or control centres, peak bodies, independent contractors or local 
landowners and communities consulted in regard to fire fighting operations? I ask this as it is 
my understanding that no RFS staff are qualified to fly either fixed wing or rotary aerial fire 



fighting aircraft therefore would it not be prudent to get opinions from those who will 
putting their lives, or the lives of their staff at risk?  
 
Possible restrictions to aerial fire fighting efforts also poses great risks to farmers, 
landowners and communities – does that not warrant some input into the decisions that will 
affect them for the rest of their lives? For example, if it so happened that 25% of current RFS 
contracted fire fighting businesses refused to fly within the boundary of any wind, solar or 
transmission project that would severely limit the aerial assistance received, especially 
within areas with multiple projects (ie. mean instead of 4 aerial crews assisting in a major 
fire it would mean there would be only 3), putting more pressure on ground crews, and 
endangering more livestock, wildlife, habitat, infrastructure and most probably human lives 
especially in cases where a fire is in difficult terrain to access from the ground.  
 
The Emergency Management Plan should also be publicly available PRIOR TO any possible 
consent to allow landowners, communities and those with fire fighting interests adequate 
time to read, digest and respond to Neoen regarding its content.   
 
I find it interesting that “RFS did not raise any concerns about the project or recommended 
conditions” after consultation with the Department regarding the Thunderbolt Wind project. 
Is this due to RFS being a statutory body of the Government of NSW, and therefore not 
willing, or able to go against current government policy? 
 
With regard to the recommended capacity of a water tank on site - a 38mm fire fighting 
nozzle is capable of pumping 280L/minute meaning 20,000L of water would be used in 71 
minutes. During most grass or bushfires there are numerous fire fighting trucks and trailers 
used in an attempt to put the fire out in a timely manner for the obvious reasons of there 
being less damage done. A average call out for RFS members would see half a dozen 
vehicles/trucks attend – six 38mm nozzles would use 20,000L in just over 10 minutes. It 
would be nice to think you could have a fire blacked out in that time but it is simply not 
reality. 20,000L is not enough water to adequately fight even the smallest of fires in rural 
NSW.  
 
An Asset Protection Zone (APZ) around wind farm infrastructure may well assist in protecting 
those structures from fire, but what/who will protect the surrounding habitat, farming land 
and communities? 
 
It is stated that “the Department is satisfied that aerial firefighting and the bushfire risks can 
be suitably controlled through the implementation of appropriate fire management 
measures and procedures.” I’m pleased that the Department is satisfied but I can 
categorically say that many landowners, who are the ones at risk when considering bushfires 
or grass fires, are not! What constitutes “suitably controlled” to the Department and IPCn 
when considering bushfire risks, and what fire management measures and procedures are 
considered “appropriate”?  
 
I received the following email and attachment from David Braid, Managing Director & Chief 
Pilot of Eagle Helicopters stating the company intention regarding aerial fire fighting 
operations within a wind project area.  







 
The same document also states: 



 
 
The Aerial Application Association of Australia (AAAA) also has a wind farm policy available 
here (https://aaaa.org.au/policies/). 
 
Accommodation 
“The Department acknowledges cumulative impacts are a key concern of many of our 
stakeholders in renewable energy zones (REZs)”. “The Department is continuing to work 
closely with the Energy Corporation of NSW to jointly conduct cumulative impact studies for 
the New South Wales REZs”. Is it acceptable that projects are continuing to be assessed and 
approved PRIOR TO the completion of these studies? Or that “while the additional work 
would assist future projects, this work cannot be applied to the Thunderbolt Wind Farm”. 
 
How is it permissible for an Accommodation and Employment Strategy to be included in the 
conditions of consent, not PRIOR TO consent? Again, the cart is going before the horse.  
 
Voluntary Planning Agreement 
Is it acceptable that an applicant can bypass the support or acceptance of affected councils 
by making a Section 7.12 of the EP&A Act contribution? Surely LGA’s, who are representing 
the communities within their boundaries should be permitted to object to, and ultimately 
reject projects when it is believed it is not in the best interests of their ratepayers. 
 
I note numerous references to 33% of the contribution being “spent in and to the benefit of 
the immediate community”. Who agreed to this percentage? Was it council and the affected 
communities, or Neoen, or the Department? Will that adequately compensate the local 
communities for the upset, devastation and the permanent change in their district? 
 
The term “local community” being defined as “the communities within the Tamworth 
Regional Council LGA and up to Bendemeer, ie. the area around the Thunderbolt Wind Farm 
project within a 20 minute drive” is very ambiguous. Is it 20 minutes at 100km/hr or 
50km/hr? 
 
 
Again, I urge the Independent Planning Commission to deny approval to the Thunderbolt 
Wind project proposal.  
 
        Emma Bowman 




