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CAIRNMORE WIND FARM AND EXTENSION

Impact on Cairndard and Other Properties

1 SUMMARY

1.1 Three existing Vestas V52 wind turbines have been operating on the site since
mid-2010 and the current application is for a further 5 turbines of the same
type.

1.2 It should be noted that the ES is wrong to say that Ms Robinson, the occupant
at Cairndard, is financially involved in the project. Ms Robinson is currently
disturbed by the existing turbines and is concerned that the additional
turbines will make the position worse.

1.3 The noise section for the original application in 2008 was completely
inadequate and under-estimated the noise level at Cairndard and other
properties by more than 5dB. As a result it is highly probable that Condition
28 of the consent for the three turbines is currently breached.

1.4 The noise section of the current application is very confused and inaccurate.
No information has been provided about the turbine noise levels nor about the
parameters used in the calculations of noise levels at surrounding properties.

1.5 It seems that the applicant intends to rely on the ETSU simplified noise
assessment restricting turbine noise levels to 35dB at all wind speeds up to
10m/s.

1.6 A proper calculation of the best estimate of wind turbine noise from the eight
proposed turbine at Cairndard is 43dB, 8dB over the noise limit set by the
applicant and 6dB above the estimated level in the ES.
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2 INTRODUCTION AND GENERAL

2.1 This report is prepared for Joan M Robinson of Cairndard, Rhynie, AB54 4NA.
Three existing Vestas V52 wind turbines have been operating since mid-2010
and the current application is for a further 5 turbines of the same type. It
should be noted that the ES is wrong to say that Ms Robinson is financially
involved in the project.

2.2 Cairndard is the nearest property to the existing turbines and will be the
nearest to the proposed new turbines with the exception of the landowner
property Stonedyke. Ms Robinson is currently disturbed by the existing
turbines and is concerned that the additional turbines will make the position
worse. I have made an assessment of the existing and proposed noise levels
at Cairndard and other surrounding properties.

2.3 I have set out my qualifications and experience in Appendix 2 of this report.

3 EXISTING TURBINES - PREVIOUS APPLICATION APP/2008/1486

3.1 The original application in 2008 was for four turbines and this was later
amended to three turbines. There was a revised environmental statement
produced for these on 31st August 2008. The noise section of this was less
than one page and was completely inadequate. It appears to have been the
intention to limit noise levels at all properties to 35dB at wind speeds up to
10m/s. The noise level at Cairndard was calculated in the ES to be 32.6dB.

3.2 When these three turbines were granted consent condition 28 was imposed
which said that the noise level shall not exceed 35dBA (LA90) at all wind
speeds up to 10m/s. I have calculated most probable noise level of the three
existing turbines at Cairndard using the same methodology as I shall describe
in section 5 below. At 10m/s wind speed this is 40dB. Even if the turbines
are operating in a different mode from the one I assume, the levels will only
be slightly lower. This is very significantly in excess of the predicted levels
and the levels set out in planning condition 28. I understand that an
Environmental Health Officer has been to Cairndard to take measurements
and found that they are on the limit. However, I also understand that the
wind speed was not high that day so noise levels at higher wind speeds will
breach the limits. I suggest that a full investigation of the noise level at
Cairndard, using the procedure set out in ETSU-R-97 at pp102 and following,
should be carried out at once.

3.3 Table 1 in my Appendix 1 shows the calculated turbine noise levels for the
existing turbines at other surrounding properties. As can be seen from the
table it seems likely that some other properties on the list are exceeding the
existing noise condition at some wind speed.
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4 ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT

4.1 Turning now to the current application, the ES is very confused about noise
assessment methodology. The only part of the noise section that appears to
deal with this (apart from the summary) is the second full paragraph of page
153 starting “A level of 35-40dB . . . .” It states that “below 35dB(A) it is
assumed that even very low background noise from wind or other sources
would mask any turbine noise”. I am unclear whether this is an interpretation
of ETSU-R-97 or whether it is a statement by the author. In either case it is
wrong. It is common in rural areas for background noise to be below 30dB
when turbines are running.

4.2 What ETSU-R-97 does do is it sets noise limits related to background noise
levels and so background noise surveys are required. These background
noise levels are used to establish “ETSU” noise limits of 5dB above
background noise together with a lower limit that is between 35 and 40dB
during the day and 43dB at night. The one exception to this is set out on
page 66 of ETSU-R-97 where it says We are of the opinion that if the noise is
limited to an LA90,10 min of 35dB(A) up to wind speeds of 10m/s at 10m
height then this condition alone would offer sufficient protection of amenity,
and background noise surveys would be unnecessary. So the principle of
restricting turbine noise to 35dB to avoid carrying out background noise
measurements has support from ETSU-R-97 and I shall assume that this was
the applicant’s intention.

4.3 As to calculation methodology, on page 152 of the ES it says that the turbine
noise was calculated from the manufacturer’s data for the V52 850kW turbine
but there are no sound power levels provided for the turbines in the ES nor
are there any octave band noise levels with which to carry out calculations so
we do not know what was used as a base.

4.4 On page 152 it also says that the “ISO-9613 spreading model, as specified in
the ETSU-R-97 and other guidance”. The references show that this guidance
is ETSU-R-97, as stated, and Scottish online guidance for Onshore Wind
Turbines. This is wrong. ISO 9613 is not specified or even mentioned in
either ETSU-R-97 or in the online guidance. It then goes on to say that the
calculations were done using the Danish Statutory Order 304 and says this is
“up to the standard of the ISO 9613 spreading model”. The Danish method is
NOT up to the standard of ISO 9613 – it is quite different and more simplistic.
Also in the last paragraph on page 152 it says the calculations were carried
out in “A-weighted 1/1 octave band data”. The Danish method does not use
octave band data.

4.5 So it is quite unclear what methodology has been used. In addition none of
the parameters of the calculation and none of the base noise levels has been
provided.

5 REALISTIC TURBINE NOISE LEVELS

5.1 The calculation of noise levels of the turbine at surrounding properties has two
stages. In the first place the sound power level of the turbine needs to be
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established. In the second the attenuation of noise along the propagation
path from the turbine to the houses has to be established or put another way,
how much the noise falls away between the turbine and the house?

5.2 I have attached a copy of certified noise measurements of the Vestas V52
adjusted to OptiTip as Appendix 3 to this report. The sound power level is
104.1dB at 8m/s wind speed and the slope is 1.1dB per m/s. This means that
the sound power levels are as shown in the table below.

Turbine Noise Wind Speed m/s

4 5 6 7 8 9 10

A-weighted SWL 99.7 100.8 101.9 103.0 104.1 105.2 106.3

5.3 The measurement report also shows the octave band A-weighted sound power
levels in section 4. These are shown in the table below.

Frequency Band (Hz)

63 125 250 500 1k 2k 4k 8k

A-weighted SWL 80.4 88.3 94.1 99.7 99.4 95.5 89.1 78.9

5.4 The recommended methodology is indeed ISO 9613 but it has to be correctly
used. There is a series of parameters that have to be properly quantified to
get the correct result – ground conditions, air absorption conditions and
height of the microphone in particular. It is not a question of “conforming” to
ISO 9613 it is a question of selecting the parameters to give the most reliable
answer. Strictly speaking turbine noise calculations are outside the scope of
ISO 9613 (it is not valid in higher wind speeds nor where propagation heights
are above a certain figure) and there are estimates of error to be considered
as set out in the standard.

5.5 To overcome these problems a methodology was agreed between a group of
consultants and published in the Acoustics Bulletin of March/April 2009.
Although this methodology has no official status it is now used in nearly all
wind farm application and has been accepted at most recent planning
inquiries. The method is contained in the Prediction and Assessment of Wind
Turbine Noise which I will call PAWTN. There were two methods one of which
is to use measured sound power levels and propagation over hard ground. I
have done these calculations using a temperature of 10 degrees Celsius and
relative humidity of 70%. The noise level at Cairndard from all the turbines
will be 43dB – very significantly higher than that that predicted by the
applicant and completely unacceptable.

5.6 The noise levels at the other surrounding properties are shown in Table 2 of
my Appendix 1.
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APPENDIX 1 - TABLES

Table 1 – Calculated noise levels from existing turbines

Turbine Noise LA90 Wind Speed m/s

4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Stonedyke 36 37 38 39 40 41 42

Cairndard 34 35 36 37 38 39 40

Meadowbank 32 33 34 35 36 37 38

Cushnie 1 30 32 33 34 35 36 37

Cushnie 2 30 31 32 33 34 35 36

Bankhead 31 32 33 34 35 36 37

Cushnie 3 29 30 31 32 33 34 35

The Broom 27 28 29 30 31 33 34

Hillside 27 28 29 31 32 33 34

Barflat 28 29 30 32 33 34 35

Sandholes 28 30 31 32 33 34 35

Birch Cottage 26 27 29 30 31 32 33

Glenbogie 26 27 28 29 30 31 32

Table 2 – Calculated noise levels from all eight turbines

Turbine Noise LA90 Wind Speed m/s

4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Stonedyke 40 41 42 43 44 45 47

Cairndard 37 38 39 40 41 42 43

Meadowbank 35 37 38 39 40 41 42

Cushnie 1 35 36 37 38 39 40 41

Cushnie 2 34 35 36 37 39 40 41

Bankhead 34 35 36 37 38 39 41

Cushnie 3 33 34 35 36 37 38 40

The Broom 32 33 34 35 36 38 39

Hillside 32 33 34 35 36 38 39

Barflat 32 33 34 35 36 38 39

Sandholes 32 33 34 35 37 38 39

Birch Cottage 31 32 33 35 36 37 38

Glenbogie 31 32 33 34 35 36 37
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APPENDIX 2 - QUALIFICATIONS

I have been a noise consultant for forty years. I was one of the original
members of the Institute of Acoustics, our professional body, when it
was founded in 1974 and I have been a Fellow since 1977. I am also a
Chartered Engineer, a Chartered Physicist, a Fellow of the Chartered
Institution of Building Services Engineers and a Member of the
Chartered Institute of Arbitrators. Since 1978 I have given evidence at
planning inquiries, civil actions for noise nuisance, civil actions for
damages in respect of noise induced deafness and appeals against
notices served under the Control of Pollution Act 1974 and the
Environmental Protection Act 1990. I have given evidence at twenty
wind farm public inquiries.

I have been a supporter of renewable energy for 45 years but I also
believe that people have the right to be protected from unreasonable
levels of noise. I have been involved in windfarm assessment since I
carried out an impact assessment for Scottish Power in 1993. Since
then I have examined and reported on about 60 wind farm
Environmental Statements on behalf of Local Authorities or objectors. I
am currently retained by several local authorities in the UK to provide an
independent assessment of the noise issues in their windfarm
applications.

There have been six Institute of Acoustics wind farm meetings since
September 2005. I organised and chaired the first two and have chaired
or attended three others. I have also attended all three International
Conferences on Wind Turbine Noise in 2005, 2007 and 2009 and I am
on the organising committee of the next conference WTN2011. I have
given papers at some of these meetings on planning conditions,
background noise, amplitude modulation and wind shear.
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APPENDIX 3 – VESTAS V52 NOISE TESTS




















