much less than the difference at night (1.85 m/s (4.1 mph) and 4.5 m/s (10 mph),
respectively). As a result one would expect that the blade angle can be better tuned to the
wind speed during the daytime. Consequently, blade noise would be greater at night.

A number of reports have included discussion of aerodynamic modulation (van den Berg,
2005; UK Department of Transport and Industry, 2006; UK Department for Business
Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, 2007; van den Berg, 2008). They suggest that
aerodynamic modulation is typically underestimated when noise estimates are calculated.
In addition, they suggest that detailed modeling of wind, terrain, land use and structures
may be used to predict whether modulation of aerodynamic noise will be a problem at a
proposed wind turbine site.

4. Wind farm noise
The noise from multiple turbines similarly distant from a residence can be noticeably
louder than a lone turbine simply through the addition of multiple noise sources. Under
steady wind conditions noise from a wind turbine farm may be greater than noise from
the nearest turbine due to synchrony between noise from more than one turbine (van den
Berg, 2005). Furthermore, if the dominant frequencies (including aerodynamic
modulation) of different turbines vary by small amounts, an audible beat or dissonance
may be heard when wind conditions are stable.

B. Shadow Flicker
Rhythmic light flicker from the blades of a wind turbine casting intermittent shadows has
been reported to be annoying in many locations (NRC, 2007; Large Wind Turbine
Citizens Committee, 2008). (Note: Flashing light at frequencies around 1 Hz is too slow
to trigger an epileptic response.)

Modeling conducted by the Minnesota Department of Health suggests that a receptor 300
meters perpendicular to, and in the shadow of the blades of a wind turbine, can be in the
flicker shadow of the rotating blade for almost 1% hour a day. At this distance a blade
may completely obscure the sun each time it passes between the receptor and the sun.
With current wind turbine designs, flicker should not be an issue at distances over 10
rotational diameters (~1000 meters or 1 km (0.6 mi) for most current wind turbines). This
distance has been recommended by the Wind Energy Handbook (Burton et al.,2001)asa
minimum setback distance in directions that flicker may occur, and has been noted in the
Bent Tree Permit Application (WPL, 2008).

Shadow flicker is a potential issue in the mornings and evenings, when turbine noise may
be masked by ambient sounds. While low frequency noise is typically an issue indoors,
shadow flicker can be an issue both indoors and outdoors when the sun is low in the sky.
Therefore, shadow flicker may be an issue in locations other than the home.

Ireland recommends wind turbines setbacks of at least 300 meters from a road to decrease
driver distraction (Michigan State University, 2004). The NRC (2007) recommends that
shadow flicker is addressed during the preliminary planning stages of a wind turbine
project.
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IV. Impacts of Wind Turbine Noise

A. Potential Adverse Reaction to Sound
Human sensitivity to sound, especially to low frequency sound, is variable. Individuals
have different ranges of frequency sensitivity to audible sound; different thresholds for
each frequency of audible sound; different vestibular sensitivities and reactions 1o
vestibular activation; and different sensitivity to vibration.

Further, sounds, such as repetitive but low intensity noise, can evoke different responses
from individuals. People will exhibit variable levels of annoyance and tolerance for
different frequencies. Some people can dismiss and ignore the signal, while for others,
the signal will grow and become more apparent and unpleasant over time (Moreira and
Bryan, 1972; Bryan and Tempest, 1973). These reactions may have little relationship to
will or intent, and more to do with previous exposure history and personality.

Stress and annoyance from noise often do not correlate with loudness. This may suggest,
in some circumstances, other factors impact an individual’s reaction to noise. A number
of reports, cited in Staples (1997), suggest that individuals with an interest in a project
and individuals who have some control over an environmental noise are less likely to find
a noise annoying or stressful.

Berglund et al. (1996) reviewed reported health effects from low frequency noise. Loud
noise from any source can interfere with verbal communication and possibly with the
development of language skills. Noise may also impact mental health. However, there are
no studies that have looked specifically at the impact of low frequency noise on
communication, development of language skills and mental health. Cardiovascular and
endocrine effects have been demonstrated in studies that have looked at exposures to
airplane and highway noise. In addition, possible effects of noise on performance and
cognition have also been investigated, but these health studies have not generally looked
at impacts specifically from low frequency noise. Noise has also been shown to impact
sleep and sleep patterns, and one study demonstrated impacts from low frequency noise
in the range of 72 to 85 dB(A) on chronic insomnia (Nagai et al., 1989 as reported in
Berglund et al., 1996).

Case studies have suggested that health can be impacted by relatively low levels of low
frequency noise. But it is difficult to draw general conclusions from case studies.
Feldmann and Pitten (2004)) describe a family exposed during the winter to low
frequency noise from a nearby heating plant. Reported health impacts were:
“indisposition, decrease in performance, sleep disturbance, headache, ear pressure, crawl
paristhesy [crawling, tingling or numbness sensation on the skin] or shortness of breath.”

Annovance, unpleasant sounds, and complaints
Reported health effects from low frequency stimulation are closely associated with

annoyance from audible noise. “There is no reliable evidence that infrasounds below the
hearing threshold produce physiological or psychological effects” (WHO, 1999). It has
not been shown whether annoyance is a symptom or an accessory in the causation of
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health impacts from low frequency noise. Studies have been conducted on some aspects
of low frequency noise that can cause annoyance.

Noise complaints are usually a reasonable measure of annoyance with low frequency
environmental noise. Leventhall (2004) has reviewed noise complaints and offers the
following conclusions:
“ The problems arose in quiet rural or suburban environments

The noise was often close to inaudibility and heard by a minority of people

The noise was typically audible indoors and not outdoors

The noise was more audible at night than day

The noise had a throb or rumble characteristic

The main complaints came from the 55-70 years age group

The complainants had normal hearing.

Medical examination excluded tinnitus.

“ These are now recognised as classic descriptors of low frequency noise
problems.”

These observations are consistent with what we know about the propagation of low
intensity, low frequency noise. Some people are more sensitive to low frequency noise.
The difference, in dB, between soft (acceptable) and loud (annoying) noise is much less
at low frequency (see Figure 4 audible range compression). Furthermore, during the
daytime, and especially outdoors, annoying low frequency noise can be masked by high
frequency noise.

The observation that “the noise was typically audible indoors and not outdoors™ is not
particularly intuitive. However, as noted in a previous section, low frequencies are not
well attenuated when they pass through walls and windows. Higher frequencies
(especially above 1000 Hz) can be efficiently attenuated by walls and windows, In
addition, fow frequency sounds may be amplified by resonance within rooms and halls of
a building. Resonance is often characterized by a throbbing or a rumbling, which has also
been associated with many low frequency noise complaints.

Low frequency noise, unlike higher frequency noise, can also be accompanied by
shaking, vibration and rattling. In addition, throbbing and rumbling may be apparent in
some low frequency noise. While these noise features may not be easily characterized,
numerous studies have shown that their presence dramatically lowers tolerance for low
frequency noise (Berglund et al., 1996).

As reviewed in Leventhall (2003), a study of industrial exposure to low frequency noise
found that fluctuations in total noise averaged over 0.5, 1.0 and 2.0 seconds correlated
with annoyance (Holmberg et al., 1997). This association was noted elsewhere and led
(Broner and Leventhall, 1983) to propose a 3dB “penalty” be added to evaluations of
annoyance in cases where low frequency noise fluctuated.

In another laboratory study with test subjects controlling loudness, 0.5 — 4 Hz modulation
of low frequency noise was found to be more annoying than non-modulated low
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frequency noise. On average test subjects found modulated noise to be similarly annoying
as a constant tone 12.9 dB louder (Bradley, 1994).

B. Studies of Wind Turbine Noise impacts on People

1. Swedish Studies
Two studies in Sweden collected information by questionnaires from 341 and 754
individuals (representing response rates of 68% and 58%, respectively), and correlated
responses to calculated exposure to noise from wind farms (Pedersen and Waye, 2004,
Pedersen, 2007; Pedersen and Persson, 2007). Both studies showed that the number of
respondents perceiving the noise from the wind turbines increased as the calculated noise
tevels at their homes increased from less than 32.5 dB(A) to greater than 40 dB(A).
Annoyance appeared to correlate or trend with calculated noise levels. Combining the
data from the two studies, when noise measurements were greater than 40 dB(A), about
50% of the people surveyed (22 of 45 people) reported annoyance. When noise
measurements were between 35 and 40 dB(A) about 24% reported annoyance (67 of 276
people). Noise annoyance was mote likely in areas that were rated as quiet and in areas
where turbines were visible. In one of the studies, 64% respondents who reported noise
annoyance also reported sleep disturbance; 15% of respondents reported sleep
disturbance without annoyance.

2. United Kingdom Study
Moorhouse et al. (UK Department for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, 2007)
evaluated complaints about wind farms. They found that 27 of 133 operating wind farms
in the UK received formal complaints between 1991 and 2007. There were a total of 53
complainants for 16 of the sites for which good records were available. The authors of the
report considered that many complaints in the carly years were for generator and gearbox
noise. However, subjective analyses of reports about noise (“like a train that never gets
there”, “distant helicopter”, “thumping”, “thudding”, “pulsating”, “thumping”,
“rhythmical beating”, and “beating”) suggested that aerodynamic modulation was the
likely cause of complaints at 4 wind farms. The complaints from 8 other wind farms may

have had “marginal” association with aerodynamic modulation noise.

Four wind farms that generated complaints possibly associated with aerodynamic
modulation were evaluated further. These wind farms were commissioned between 1999
and 2002. Wind direction, speed and times of complaints were associated for 2 of the
sites and suggested that aerodynamic modulation noise may be a problem between 7%
and 25% of the time. Complaints at 2 of the farms have stopped and at one farm steps to
mitigate aerodynamic modulation (operational shutdown under certain meteorological
conditions) have been instituted.

3. Netherlands Study
F. van den Berg et al, (2008) conducted a postal survey of a group selected from all
residents in the Netherlands within 2.5 kilometers (km) of a wind turbine. In all, 725
residents responded (37%). Respondents were exposed to sound between 24 and 54
dB(A). The percentage of respondents annoyed by sound increased from 2% at levels of
30 dB(A) or less, up to 25% at between 40 and 45 dB. Annoyance decreased above 45
dB. Most residents exposed above 45 dB(A) reported economic benefits from the
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turbines. However, at greater than 45 dB(A) more respondents reported sleep
interruption. Respondents tended to report more annoyance when they also noted a
negative effect on landscape, and ability to see the turbines was strongly related to the
probability of annoyance.

4. Case Reports
A number of un-reviewed reports have catalogued complaints of annoyance and some
more severe health impacts associated with wind farms. These reports do not contain
measurements of noise levels, and do not represent random samples of people living near
wind turbines, so they cannot assess prevalence of complaints. They do generally show
that in the people surveyed, complaints are more likely the closer people are to the
turbines. The most common complaint is decreased quality of life, followed by sleep loss
and headache. Complaints seem to be either from individuals with homes quite close to
turbines, or individuals who live in areas subject to aerodynamic modulation and,
possibly, enhanced sound propagation which can occur in hilly or mountainous terrain. In
some of the cases described, people with noise complaints also mention aesthetic issues,
concern for ecological effects, and shadow flicker concerns. Not all complaints are
primarily about health.

Harry (2007) describes a meeting with a couple in Cornwall, U.K. who live 400 meters
from a wind turbine, and complained of poor sleep, headaches, stress and anxiety. Harry
subsequently investigated 42 people in various locations in the UK. living between 300
meters and 2 kilometers (1000 feet to 1.2 miles) from the nearest wind turbine. The most
frequent complaint (39 of 42 people) was that their quality of life was affected.
Headaches were reported by 27 people and sleep disturbance by 28 people. Some people
complained of palpitations, migraines, tinnitus, anxiety and depression. She also
mentions correspondence and complaints from people in New Zealand, Australia, France,
Germany, Netherlands and the U.S.

Phipps (2007) discusses a survey of 619 households living up to 10 kilometers (km; 6
miles) from wind farms in mountainous areas of New Zealand. Most respondents lived
between 2 and 2.5 km from the turbines (over 350 households). Most respondents (519)
said they could see the turbines from their homes, and 80% of these considered the
turbines intrusive, and 73% considered them unattractive. Nine percent said they were
affected by flicker. Over 50% of households located between 2 and 2.5 km and between 35
and 9.5 km reported being able to hear the turbines. In contrast, fewer people living
between 3 and 4.5 km away could hear the turbines. Ninety-two households said that
their quality of life was affected by turbine noise. Sixty-eight households reported sleep
disturbances: 42 of the households reported occasional sleep disturbances, 21 reported
frequent sleep disturbances and 5 reported sleep disturbances most of the time.

The Large Wind Turbine Citizens Committee for the Town of Union (2008) documents
complaints from people living near wind turbines in Wisconsin communities and other
places in the U.S. and UK. Contained in this report is an older report prepared by the
Wisconsin Public Service Corporation in 2001 in response to complaints in Lincoln
County, Wisconsin. The report found essentially no exceedances of the 50 dB(A)
requirement in the conditional use permit. The report did measure spectral data
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accumulated over very short intervals (1 minute) in 1/3 octave bands at several sites
while the wind turbines were functioning, and it is of interest that at these sites the sound
pressure level at the lower frequencies (below 125 Hz) were at or near 50 dB(A).

Pierpont (2009) postulates wind turbine syndrome, consisting of a constellation of
symptoms including headache, tinnitus, ear pressure, vertigo, nausea, visual blurring,
tachycardia, irritability, cognitive problems and panic episodes associated with sensations
of internal pulsation. She studied 38 people in 10 families living between 1000 feet and
slightly under 1 mile from newer wind turbines. She proposes that the mechanism for
these effects is disturbance of balance due to “discordant” stimulation of the vestibular
system, along with visceral sensations, sensations of vibration in the chest and other
locations in the body, and stimulation of the visual system by moving shadows. Pierpont
does report that her study subjects maintain that their problems are caused by noise and
vibration, and the most common symptoms reported are sleep disturbances and headache.
However, 16 of the people she studied report symptoms consistent with (but not
necessarily caused by) disturbance of equilibrium.

V. Noise Assessment and Regulation

1. Minnesota noise regulation
The Minnesota Noise Pollution Control Rule is accessible online at:
https://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.us/rules/?id=7030 . A summary of the Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) noise guidance can be found online at:
http://www.pca.state.mn.us/programs/noise.html . The MPCA standards require A-
weighting measurements of noise; background noise must be at least 10 dB lower than
the noise source being measured. Different standards are specified for day and night, as
well as standards that may not be exceeded for more than 10 percent of the time during
any hour (L10) and 50 percent of the time during any hour (L50). Household units,
including farm houses, are Classification 1 land use. The following are the Class 1 noise
limits:

Table 1: Minnesota Class 1 Land Use Noise Limits
Daytime Nighttime

L50 L10 L50 L10

60 dB(A) | 65 dB(A) | 50 dB(A) | 55 dB(A)

These noise limits are single number limits that rely on the measuring instrument to apply
an A-weighting filter over the entire presumed audible spectrum of frequencies (20 Hz to
20 KHz) and then integrating that signal. The result is a single number that characterizes
the audible spectrum noise intensity.

2. Low frequency noise assessment and regulation
Pedersen and Waye (2004) looked at the relationship between total dB(A) sound pressure
and the annoyance of those who are environmentally exposed to noise from different
sources. Figure 6 demonstrates the difficulty in using total dB(A) to evaluate annoyance.
Note how lower noise levels (dB(A)) from wind turbines engenders annoyance similar to
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much higher levels of noise exposure from aircraft, road traffic and railroads. Sound
impulsiveness, low frequency noise and persistence of the noise, as well as demographic
characteristics may explain some of the difference.

Figure 6: Annoyance associated with exposure to different

environmental noises
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Reprinted with permission from Pedersen, E. and K.P. Waye
{2004}. Perception and annoyance due to wind turbine noise—
a dose—~response relationship. The Journal of the Acoustical
Society of America 116: 3460. Copyright 2004, Acoustical
Society of America.

Kjellberg et al. (1997) looked at the ability of different full spectrum weighting schemes
to predict annoyance caused by low frequency audio noise. They found that dB(A) is the
worst predictor of annoyance of available scales. However, if 6 dB (“penalty”) is added
to dB(A) when dB(C) — dB(A) is greater than 15 dB, about 71% of the predictions of
annoyance are correct. It is important to remember that integrated, transformed
measurements of SPL (e.g. dB(A), dB(C)) do not measure frequencies below 20 Hz.
While people detect stimuli below 20 Hz, as discussed in above sections, these
frequencies are not measured using an A-weighted or C-weighted meter.

The World Health Organization (WHO) recommends that if dB(C) is greater than 10 dB
more than dB(A), the low frequency components of the noise may be important and
should be evaluated separately. In addition, WHO says “{i]t should be noted that a large
proportion of low-frequency components in noise may increase considerably the adverse
effects on health.” (WHO, 1999)

Many governments that regulate low frequency noise look at noise within bands of
frequencies instead of summing the entire spectrum. A study by Poulsen and Mortensen
(Danish Environmental Protection Agency, 2002) included a summary of low frequency
noise guidelines. German, Swedish, Polish, and Dutch low frequency evaluation curves
were compared (see Figure 7). While there are distinctions in how the evaluation curves
are described, generally, these curves are sound pressure criterion levels for 1/3 octaves
from about 8 Hz to 250 Hz. Exceedance in any 1/3 octave measurement suggests that the
noise may be annoying. However, note that regulations associated with low frequency
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noise can be quite complex and the regulatory evaluations associated with individual
curves can be somewhat different.
Figure 7: 1/3 Octave Sound Pressure Level Low frequency Noise
Evaluation Curves

100

~ Low Freguency Evaluation Curves

o1
@ &0 —Sf—— Pigt Slovern. ML
® 70 = Syeedish
5 o mmy—— Polish
o s s SEINAN
%ﬁé ab — A — Duich
L
g a0
=
(o]
8] 20

10

0 T T T 7T T

5 26 3 50 200300 8500
10 100

Freguency, Hz

(Danish Environmental Protection Agency, 2002)

The Danish low frequency evaluation requires measuring noise indoors with windows
closed; SPL. measurements are obtained in 1/3 octave bands and transformed using the A-
weighting algorithm for all frequencies between 10 and 160 Hz. These values are then
summed into a single metric called Lya1r. A 5 dB “penalty” is added to any noise that is
“impulsive”. Danish regulations require that 20 dB Ly 15 is not exceeded during the
evening and night, and that 25 dB Lpa vr is not exceeded during the day.

Swedish guidance recommends analyzing 1/3 octave bands between 31.5 and 200 Hz
inside a home, and comparing the values to a Swedish assessment curve. The Swedish
curve is equal to the United Kingdom (UK) Department of Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs (DEFRA) low frequency noise criterion curve for overlapping frequencies (31.5 —
160 Hz).

The German “A-level” method sums the A-weighted equivalent levels of 1/3 octave
bands that exceed the hearing threshold from 10 — 80 Hz. If the noise is not tonal, the
measurements are added. The total cannot exceed 25 dB at night and 35 dB during the
day. A frequency-dependent adjustment is applied if the noise is tonal.

In the Poulsen and Mortensen, Danish EPA study (2002), 18 individuals reported
annoyance levels when they were exposed through earphones in a controlled environment
to a wide range of low frequency environmental noises, all attenuated down to 35 dB, as
depicted in Table 2. Noise was simulated as if being heard indoors, filtering out noise at
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higher frequencies and effectively eliminating all frequencies above 1600 Hz. Noise
levels in 1/3 octave SPLs from 8 Hz to 1600 Hz were measured and low frequencies
(below 250 Hz) were used to predict annoyance using 7 different methods (Danish,
German A-level, German tonal, Swedish, Polish, Sioven, and C-level). Predictions of
annoyance were compared with the subjective annoyance evaluations. Correlation
coefficients for these analyses ranged from 0.64 to 0.94, with the best correlation in
comparison with the Danish low frequency noise evaluation methods.

As would be expected, at 35 dB nominal (full spectrum) loudness, every low frequency
noise source tested exceeded all of the regulatory standards noted in the Danish EPA
report. Table 2 shows the Danish and Swedish regulatory exceedances of the different 35
dB nominal (full spectrum) noise.

Table 2: 35 dB(A) (rominal, 8 Hz-20KHz) Indoor Noise from Various
Outdoor Environmental Sources

. . 1 Cooling | ..
Traffic Noise | Drop Forge | Gas Turbine | Fast Ferry :Steel Factory. Generafor Compressor Discotheque
Noise 67.648(n) | 71.t dB{in) | 78.4 dB{in} | 64.5dB{in) ; 72.7 dB{in) = 60.2 aB(lin) | 60.3 dB(lin) | 67.0 dB{in)
Noise220Hz  .2920B(A) | 36608(A) | 350dB(A) 351 dB(A) | 336AB(A)  36.2dB(A) | 366dB(A) | 336AB(A)
L 629 dB(C) ! 87.3dB(C) | 73.7dB(C) . 61.7dB{C) | 66.0dB(C) | 58.8dB(C) | 50.0dB{C) | 57.8dB(C)
Danish Environmental |\ cop o1 5qg+ 1488 15048 | 13.4dB | 16443 | 14008 | 1808°
Protection Agency

Swaedish National Board |
of Health and Welfare

14.1dB 18.7dB 16.9 dB 16.8 dB 15.5dB 18.3d8 16.0dB 10.0 ¢B

*includes 5 dB "penatty”

Noise adjusted to dB{lin), dB(A), dB(C) scales. Calculated exceedances of
Danish and Swedish indoor criteria. (data from Danish Environmental Protection
Agency, 2002)

In their noise guidance, the WHO (1999) recommends 30 dB(A) as a limit for “a good
night’s sleep”. However, they also suggest that guidance for noise with predominating
low frequencies be less than 30 dB(A).

3. Wind turbine sound measurements
Figure 8 shows examples of the SPLs at different frequencies from a representative wind
turbine in the United Kingdom. Sound pressure level measurements are reported for a
Nordex N-80 turbine at 200 meters (UK Department of Transport and Industry, 2006)
when parked, at low wind speeds, and at high wind speeds. Figure 8 also includes, for
reference, 3 sound threshold curves (1SO 226, Watanabe & Moller, 85 dB(G)) and the
DEFRA Low Frequency Noise Criterion Curve (nighttime).
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Figure 8: Low Frequency Noise from Wind Farm: Parked, Low Wind
Speed, and High Wind Speed
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(UK Department of Transport and Industry, 2006)

In general, sound tends to propagate as if by spherical dispersion. This creates amplitude
decay at a rate of about -6 dB per doubling of distance. However, low frequency noise
from a wind turbine has been shown to follow more of a cylindrical decay at long
distances, about -3 dB per doubling of distance in the downwind direction (Shepherd and
Hubbard, 1991). This is thought to be the result of the lack of attenuation of low
frequency sound waves by air and the atmospheric refraction of the low frequency sound
waves over medium to long distances (Hawkins, 1987).

Figure 9 shows the calculated change in spectrum for a wind farm from 278 meters to
22,808 meters distant. As one moves away from the noise source, loudness at higher
frequencies decreases more rapidly (and extinguishes faster) than at lower frequencies.
Measurement of A-weighted decibels, shown at the right of the figure, obscures this
finding.
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Figure 9: Change in Noise Spectrum as Distance from Wind Farm
Changes
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Thus, although noise from an upwind blade wind turbine is generally broad spectrum,
without a tonal quality, high frequencies are efficiently attenuated by both the
atmosphere, and by walls and windows of structures, as noted above. As a result, as one
moves away from a wind turbine, the low frequency component of the noise becomes
more pronounced.

Kamperman and James (2008) modeled indoor noise from outdoor wind turbine noise
measurements, assuming a typical vinyl siding covered 2X4 wood frame construction.
The wind turbine noise inside was calculated to be 5 dB less than the noise outside.
Model data suggested that the sound of a single 2.5 MW wind turbine at 1000 feet will
likely be heard in a house with the windows sealed. They note that models used for siting
turbines often incorporate structure attenuation of 15dB. In addition, Kamperman and
James demonstrate that sound from 10 2.5 MW turbines (acoustically) centered 2 km (1%
mile) away and with the nearest turbine 1 mile away will only be 6.3 dB below the sound
of a single turbine at 1000 feet (0.19 mile).

4. Wind turbine regulatory noise limits
Ramakrishnan (2007) has reported different noise criteria developed for wind farm
planning. These criteria include common practices (if available) within each jurisdiction
for estimating background SPLs, turbine SPLs, minimum setbacks and methods used to
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assess impacts. Reported US wind turbine noise criteria range from: ambient + 10 dB(A)
where ambient is assumed to be 26 dB(A) (Oregon); to 55 dB(A) or “background” + 5
dB(A) (Michigan). European criteria range from 35 dB(A) to 45 dB(A), at the property.
US setbacks range from 1.1 times the full height of the turbine (consenting) and 5 times
the hub height (non-consenting; Pennsylvania); to 350 m (consenting) and 1000 m (non-
consenting; Oregon). European minimum setbacks are not noted.

VI. Conclusions

Wind turbines generate a broad spectrum of low-intensity noise. At typical setback
distances higher frequencies are attenuated. In addition, walls and windows of homes
attenuate high frequencies, but their effect on low frequencies is limited. Low frequency
noise is primarily a problem that may affect some people in their homes, especially at
night. It is not generally a problem for businesses, public buildings, or for people
outdoors.

The most common complaint in various studies of wind turbine effects on people is
annoyance or an impact on quality of life. Sleeplessness and headache are the most
common health complaints and are highly correlated (but not perfectly correlated) with
annoyance complaints. Complaints are more likely when turbines are visible or when
shadow flicker occurs. Most available evidence suggests that reported health effects are
related to audible low frequency noise. Complaints appear to rise with increasing outside
noise levels above 35 dB(A). It has been hypothesized that direct activation of the
vestibular and autonomic nervous system may be responsible for less common
complaints, but evidence is scant.

The Minnesota nighttime standard of 50 dB(A) not to be exceeded more than 50% of the
time in a given hour, appears to underweight penetration of low frequency noise into
dwellings. Different schemes for evaluating low frequency noise, and/or lower noise
standards, have been developed in a number of countries.

For some projects, wind velocity for a wind turbine project is measured at 10 m and then
modeled to the height of the rotor. These models may under-predict wind speed that will
be encountered when the turbine is erected. Higher wind speed will result in noise
exceeding model predictions.

Low frequency noise from a wind turbine is generally not easily perceived beyond 2
mile. However, if a turbine is subject to aerodynamic modulation because of shear caused
by terrain (mountains, trees, buildings) or different wind conditions through the rotor
plane, turbine noise may be heard at greater distances.

Unlike low frequency noise, shadow flicker can affect individuals outdoors as well as
indoors, and may be noticeable inside any building. Flicker can be eliminated by
placement of wind turbines outside of the path of the sun as viewed from areas of
concern, or by appropriate setbacks.

25



Prediction of complaint likelihood during project planning depends on: 1) good noise
modeling including characterization of potential sources of aerodynamic modulation
noise and characterization of nighttime wind conditions and noise; 2) shadow flicker
modeling; 3) visibility of the wind turbines; and 4) interests of nearby residents and
community.

VIl. Recommendations
To assure informed decisions:
»  Wind turbine noise estimates should include cumulative impacts (40-50 dB(A)
isopleths) of all wind turbines.
= [Isopleths for dB(C) - dB(A) greater than 10 dB should also be determined to
evaluate the low frequency noise component.
» Potential impacts from shadow flicker and turbine visibility should be evaluated.

Any noise criteria beyond current state standards used for placement of wind turbines
should reflect priorities and attitudes of the community.

VIIl. Preparers of the Report:

Carl Herbrandson, Ph.D.
Toxicologist

Rita B. Messing, Ph.D.

Toxicologist
Supervisor, Site Assessment and Consultation
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