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June 5, 2013

Mr. Erle Townsend, Environmental Specialist
Maine Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Land Resource Regulation

1'7 State House Station

Augusta, ME 04333-0017

Re: Independent Peer Review of the Revised Noise Impact Study for the
Saddleback Ridge Wind Project

Dear Erle:

Tech Environmental, Inc. (TE) has completed an independent peer review of the acoustic impacts of the
33-MW Saddleback Ridge Wind Project with regard to Maine Site Location of Development (SL.OD)
Regulations. The project is located in the Town of Carthage, Franklin County.

The applicant is proposing to mstall (12) GE 2.75-103 2.75-MW wind turbines with 85-meter hub
heights. The closest non-participating residence is approximately 3,120 feet to the southwest of the
nearest turbine. The previous RSG sound studies for either GE or Siemens turbines were reviewed and
found to be technically correct according to standard engineering practices.

The documents I received for this review include:

e A revised report by RSG, Inc., “Noise Impact Study for Saddleback Ridge Wind Farm™ dated
April 2013, which analyzes GE 2.75-103 turbines on an 85-m hub.

Review Standard

The purpose of this peer review is to determine if the acoustic studies submitted with the Application are
reasonable and technically correct according. to standard engineering practices and the Department
Regulations on Control of Noise (06-096 CMR 375.10), referred to herein as the “Maine Noise
Regulations”. The nighttime sound limit at a Protected Location is 42 dBA. (1-hour Lcg).

303 Wyman Street, Suite 295 | Waltham, MA 02451 | Phone: 781-830-2220 | Web: www.techenv.com
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Sound Power Levels Assumed for the Turbines

The sound power level (L) on a decibel scale! is determined by the manufacturer through a series of
prescribed field measurements using the International Standard TEC 61400-11 test method.” The TEC-
reported sound power level for a given hub-height wind speed is an average value, meaning there is a

" scatter of values about the average and the actual sound power level emitted in the field may either be

lower or higher. To quantify that variability in values of Ly, the IEC provides a method for assessing L
measurement uncertainty and unit-to-unit turbine production uncertainty, combining both into a total
uncertainty “K” factor (TEC Technical Specification 61400-14)°. The IEC method defines the “Declared
Sound Power Level” as L., + K, and the sum represents an upper-bound sound power level that, under
the stated wind speed conditions, will not be exceeded 95% of the time. The Declared Sound Power
Level should be used in acoustic modeling to ensure the predicted sound pressure levels are conservative
estimates and reasonably account for known uncertainties.

The applicant followed this procedure in modeling sound power levels that are the IEC reported
maximum value for the GE 2.75-103 turbine of 105.0 dBA plus an uncertainty K factor of 2.0 dBA.
The applicant then added a 1.0 dBA modeling uncertainty factor for the ISO 9613-2 sound propagation
method” at an inland location, and thus a total sound power level of 108.0 dBA was modeled for each
turbine. The modeling uncertainty factor of 1 dBA is in the middle of the 0 to 2 dBA range for
modeling uncertainty listed as a rebuttable presumption in sub-section I(7)(c)X9) of the Maine Noise
Regulations. '

Conservatism of the Combined Uncertainty Factor

Our review of the sound test reports for the Stetson I and Il wind energy facilities, where wind turbines
are located on ridge top settings similar to Saddleback Ridge Wind Farm, reveal use of the IEC reported
sound power level plus uncertainty K factor and adding 1 dBA for modeling uncertainty is a

conservative modeling approach for assessing wind turbine acoustic impacts.5 Thus, RSG’s combined
uncertainty factor of 3.0 dBA is appropriate and should accurately predict turbine sound levels.

! The sound power level is defined as 10*logo (W/W,), where W is the sound power of the source in Watts and W, is the
reference power of 107% Watts. The sound power level (energy density) and sound pressure level (what we hear) are not the
same, yet both are reported using a decibel levels scale. An acoustic model uses the sound power level of a wind turbine
along with other assumptions to calculate the sound pressure level heard at a receiver located a certain distance from the wind
turbine.

2 nternational Electrotechnical Commission, International Standard TEC 61400-11 Edition 2.1, “Wind turbine generator
systems — Part 11: Acoustic noise measurement techniques,” Geneva, 2006.

3 International Electrotechnical Commission, Technical Specification TS 61400-14,”Wind turbines — Part 14: Declaration of
apparent sound power level and tonality values,” Geneva, 2005,

4 International Organization for Standardization, Standard ¥50 9613-2, “ A coustics — Attenuation of sound during propagation
outdoors, Part 2: General method of calculation,” Table 5.

5 Tech Environmental, Inc., “Independent Peer Review of the Sound Level Assessment for the Oakfield Wind Project,”
September 1, 2011,

@TE‘ CH 2

BrviraieERTal



Saddleback Ridge Wind Project — Independent Peer Review June 5, 2013

Acoustic Model and Assumptions

Sound levels from the wind turbines were predicted using the Cadna\A acoustic model, the International
Standard ISO 9613-2 sound propagation method, and a conservative ground absorption factor of G=0.5
that represents winter frozen-ground conditions. Discrete receivers for residences were placed 4 m
above grade, corresponding to second-floor windows. RSG used proper analytical tools for evaluating
sound impacts. While the SO method provides estimates of accuracy for source heights up to 30 m and
the Saddleback Ridge Wind turbines are higher at 85 m, this acoustic modeling approach has been found
to be accurate for utility wind turbine sounds on several past projects with similar hub heights.

The project is located in a mountainous, forested area with some residential properties to the east and
south of the project. 'The two closest Protected Locations (Non-Participating residences) are
approximately 4,200 feet to the east (Receiver 12) and 3,120 feet to the southwest (Receiver 29). A
decibel contour map was generated for Saddleback Ridge Wind to allow verification of predicted sound
levels at other residential locations.

The acoustic modeling results are conservative due to the following assumptions:

1. All wind turbines were assumed to be operating simultaneously and at the design wind speed,
corresponding to maxinmum sound power.

2. All wind turbine sound power levels correspond to the IEC 61400-11 maximum sound power
level plus a combined uncertainty factor of 3.0 dBA.

3. The acoustic model assumed the most favorable conditions for sound propagation, corresponding
to a ground-based temperature inversion, such as might occur on a calm, clear night, or during a
downwind condition with a moderate wind speed.

4. No attenuation from trees or other vegetation was assumed.

5. Winter frozen ground conditions were assumed for minimal ground absorption (G=0.5).

6. Excess attenuation from wind shadow effects and daytime air turbulence were ignored.

Acoustic Modeling Results

With this conservative modeling approach, the applicant predicted maximum sound levels and the
results are documented in the tables and figures of the April 2013 RSG report. The maximum predicted
sound level at any protected location (500 feet from a non-participating residence) is 40.3 dBA at
Receiver 12B, and the maximum predicted sound level at any non-participating residence is 40.0 dBA at
Receiver 12. These maximum levels comply with the daytime (55 dBA) and nighttime (42 dBA) limits
in the Maine Noise Regulations. The maximum predicted sound level at any project boundary is 55
dBA at the boundary line east of T2, and this complics with the 75 dBA property boundary limit in the
Maine Noise Regulations.

@TecH 3
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Saddleback Ridge Wind Project - Independent Peer Review June 5, 2013

Tonal Sounds

An analysis of the sound power level spectrum for the GE 2.75-103 wind turbine reveals no potential to
create a “tonal sound” as defined in the Maine Noise Regulations. Thus, the 5-dBA penalty for tonal
sound does not apply to this project for permitting. Compliance sound testing will need to verify this
assumption.

Low Frequency Sound

Though there are no limits for low frequency sound in the Maine Noise Regulations, the applicant
offered a comparison of the maximum predicted turbine sound level in the three low-frequency 63 Hz
bands of 16 Hz, 31.5 Hz, and 63 Hz. The modeling results reveal that maximum low-frequency sound
levels at residences will be below the noise-induced vibration thresholds of American National Standard
ANSI §12.2-2008, “Criteria for evaluating room noise.”

Short Duration Repetitive Sound (SDRS)

The definition of SDRS in the section of the Maine Noise Regulations that pertains to Wind Energy
Developments is an impulse sound that s 5 dBA or greater “on the fast meter response above the sound
level observed immediately before and after the event.” Typically this modulation of the turbine mid-
frequency sound (the andible “gwish-swish™) has an amplitude range of 2 to 6 dBA. The 5-dBA penalty
for SDRS is applied to each 10-minute period in which more than five SDRS events occur.

The RSG Report provides a thoughtful analysis of the likelihood for SDRS to occur for Saddieback
Ridge Wind. From an analysis of wind shear and turbulence data for Saddleback Ridge and the Spruce
Mountain Wind project for which SDRS measurements arc available, and considering the fact the GE
2.75-103 turbine has Advanced Loads Control (ALC) allowing each blade to pitch independently to the
wind conditions, RSG concludes SDRS events will be infrequent at Saddleback Ridge. 1 conclude any
correction for SDRS is likely to be well below the 1.7 dBA difference between the maximum predicted
sound level at a Protected Location and the 42 dBA nighttime limit in the Maine Noise Regulations.

I note that the compliance testing requirements in Section I of the Maine Noise Regulations, “Sound
Level Standards for Wind Energy Developments™ do not specify how many 10-minute test periods must
occur in the day or night, only that 12 such valid test periods must be presented in the compliance test
report. 1 recommend that any permit the Department may issue for Saddleback Ridge Wind require that
at least 6 of the 12 test periods used in the compliance test report represent the nighttime period (7 p.m.
through 7 a.m.) during which the sound level limit is 42 dBA and during which wind shear and SDRS
conditions are more likely.

@TE* CH 4
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Construction Noise

Construction of the Saddleback Ridge Wind Project will produce sound levels similar to those generated
during roadway construction, and much of the heavy equipment is similar. Daytime construction
activity is not subject to the limits in the Maine Noise Regulations. Any nighttime construction activity
will need to comply with the nighttime limit in the Maine Noise Regulations.

Post-Construction Sound Level Testing

To ensure that the sound level predictions submitted by the applicant are accurate, and to ensure
compliance with the Maine Noise Regulations, including the provisions regarding SDRS and tonal
sound, the Department the Department should require post-construction sound monitoring for the
project, following the general test methodology outlined in the October 2011 Land Use Permit.
Whereas Noise Reduced Operation (NRO) is no longer required to achieve continuous compliance with
the Department’s nighttime sound limit, I recommend that sound testing be done at just two locations,
representing the nearest Non-Participating residence to the southeast (Receiver 12) and the nearest Non-
Participating residence to the southwest (Receiver 29), which also lines up with the turbine array on the
ridge. Sound compliance testing sometime during the first year of operation should be sufficient for this
project given that NRO is no longer part of the sound compliance plan.

Summary

A peer review was done of the report by RSG, Inc., “Noise Impact Study for Saddleback Ridge Wind
- Farm” dated April 2013. The results confirm: the turbine maximum sound power level with a
conservative uncertainty factor was used in the analysis; the acoustic model and its assumptions are
appropriate; the sound receiver locations are appropriate; the decibel contour maps adequately cover the
potential impact area; and the Department Regulations on Control of Noise (06-096 CMR 375.10) have
been properly interpreted and applied for the Saddleback Ridge Wind Project. RSG’s model estimates
for the Saddleback Ridge Wind Project, which include a 3.0-dBA uncertainty factor, are conservative
and tend to overstate actual turbine sound levels. No additional studies and/or monitoring requirements
are warranted.

For the reasons stated above, I conclude that the acoustic studies submitted with the SLOD Application
are reasonable and technically correct according to standard engineering practices and the Department
‘Regulations on Control of Noise (06-096 CMR 375.10).

Recommendations

I recommend that any new permit the Department may issue for the Saddleback Ridge Wind Project
require that at least 6 of the 12 test periods used i each sound compliance test report represent the
nighttime period (7 p.m. through 7 a.m.) during which the sound level limit is 42 dBA, and that the
compliance test report include a complete presentation of the data and calculations for the SDRS
analysis.
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide an independent peer review of the Saddleback Ridge Wind
Project Noise Impact Study.

" Sincerely yours,

TECH ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.

Vool G -.

Peter H. Guldberg, INCE, CCM
Managing Principal
3579/Letter Report June 5 2013 ver3
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BROWN & BURKE
ATTORKEYS AT TAw
152 Sprimg Strect- P, 0. Box 7530,
PCRTLAND, MamR (4112

TELEPHOME: 2 T-775-0265
RUFUS E. BROWH - ERAIL; RERGWH@RROWNBURKELAW.COM
M. THOMA SINE BURKE EMAR: THURKEGBROWHBUREELAW COM
Tone 28, 2013

VIA EMAIL: Erle. Townsend@maine.goy

Earle Townsend, Project Manager

Maine Departmient of Environmental Protection
Division of Land Resource Regulation

17 Staie Honse Station

Augusta, ME 04333-0017

Re:  Remand for Saddieback Ridge Wind, LLC, L-25137-24-4-
N/E-25137-TG-B-H {Approval}- Comments of Appellants
Friends of Maine's Mountain ef al. on Revised Noise Report

Desr Mr. Townsend:

1 have attached for review the reporis performed for Appeliants Friends of Maine’s
Wenmtains et al. on the Neise fmpact Study for Saddleback Ridge Wind Farm, dated April 2003
by RSG.

These consist of the Tollowing:

1. The Report of E-Coustic Solutions, dated June 28, 2013, titled “Issues
Regarding the April 2013 Noise hnpact Study for Saddleback Ridge
Wind,”

2. The Report of Robert W. Rand and Stephen E. Anibrose, dated June 28,
2013 titled “Independent Peer Review, Commients on the Report of Neise
Impact Study for Saddleback Ridge Wind Project,” and,

3, The Report of Robert W. Rand and Stephen E. Amibrose, dated June 28,
2013 titled “Comments on the Peer review by Peter Guldberg.”

Please email me that you have received this Jetter.

Thank you for your ;ass‘isténce.
Earle Townsend, Project Manager
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June 28, 2013
Pg. 2

fus , Brown

'RER/encl.

cc.  Gordon Simith, Bsq., with encl, via email
Robert Rand/Stephen Ambrose, with enzl,, yia email
Rick James, with encl., via emnail
Clients
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Noise CONTROL # SOUND MEASUREMENT ® CONSULTATION RicraRD R, Janes
Compunimy ¢ INDUSTRIAL & RESIDENTIAL © OFFICE. @ CEASSRODM & HIPPA OraL PRIVACY PRINCIPAL

P.0 Box 1129, Gkeros, Mk, 48805 TR S517-507-5067.
RICKIAMES@E-cousTiC.con Fax: {BES) 4614105

Issues regarding the April 2013
Noise Impact Study
For
Saddieback Ridge Wind
June 28, 2013

INTRODUCTION
Please accept the following commients on behalf of the Friends of Maine's Mountains (FMM)
regarding the Noise Tmpact Study (NIS) dated April 2013 for the Saddleback Ridge Wind Farm. The
following comments are a critical review of the April 2013 Noise Impact Study for Saddleback Ridge
Wind Farm prepared by Resouree Systers Group, Inc. (RSG) for Patriot Renewables, 1LIC, Quiney,
Massachuseits.,
This reviewer bad submitted previvus tomments on the original October zo12 Noise Impact Study.
{INI8) also condticted by RSG for Patriot Renewables, LLC. The earlier review, dated Decemnber 9,
2010, was addressed to Mr. Rufts Brown under the title of: "Critical Issues in the Patriot
Renewables "Noise fmpact Study of the Saddleback Ridge Wind Project.” In that earlier review a
nnmber of issues were identified including:

1) Problems with Cadna/A (Limitations on Use of 1SO 9613-2 Algorithms)

2} Line vs. point souree models.

3) Atmospherie Stability

4) Amplitude modulation/SDRS

5) Turbulence from Turbine Configuration

6) Problemns with NRO modes

7) Problerus with Low Frequency Noise

8) Wind Turbine Annoyanece’
This reviewer's. Dec. ¢, 2010 commenits provided eonsiderable background discussion that covered
issues either mischaracterized or else not disclosed in the original NIA. Tt also incladed a series of
deficieitcies found in the report ¢overing methodology, procedure and interpretation of the report
findings.
In this reviewer's opinion the revised April 2013 Noise Impact Study for Saddleback Ridge Wind
Farin by RSG for Patriot Renewables; LLC. contirues to demonstrate many, if not most of the
problems found in the original October so12 NIS. For that reasoi, it is asked that this reviewer's
Dee. 9, 2010 conmiments be considered as supplemental to-this review.

FINDINGS

Speeific comments and observations related to the April 2013 NIS are covered below. These will
build upon the observations and commentary of the October 9, 2010 comments by this reviewer to
r. Brown onthe earfier NIS by RSG.

Sounp PoweR AND MODELING ISSUES

Background: The description of how the model was developed shows that the model does not meet
the requirements set forth in the revised Section I-Sound Level Standards for Wind Energy
Developments of Chapter 375. At I(7)(c) the regulations define conditions to he represented i the
sound model for the report: '
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fe]A desaription of the equivaleht nolse levels expected tobie preduced by the sgind sources at protected
locations located within one mile of the proposed wird energy developrient, The description shall include a fuli-
page isopleths map deépicting the modeled decay rate of the predicted sound pressure levels expected to be
produced by the wind energy development at each dearly identified protected location withirr one mile of the
proposed wind énergy development. The predictive madel used to penerate the eguivelent noise Jevels expected
to be prodiced by the sound soyrces shall be designed fo represent the "predictabla worst case” impact on
adiacent properties and shalt inciude, at a minimum, the following:

4, Themaximum rated sound poweroutput [IEC 61400-31} of the seund sources epereting during nighttime
stable stmospheric canditions with high wind shear above the boundary layer and consideration of other
conditions that may affect in-flow airstream turbulence;

Attenuation due to geometric spreading, assuming that eath turbine is modefed asa pointsowce at hub
helght; '
Attenivation dus to air absorption;
Attenuation due to ground absorption/reflection;
Attenuation due fo three dimsnsional terraify
Aitenuation due to forestation;
Attenuatior: due to meteorological factors such ab but not limited to refative wind speed and direction
{wind rose data), temperatura/vertical profiles and rélative humidity, sky conditions, ard atmospheric
protiles;
%, inclusion of an “unceitality factar” adjustment to the maximum rated output of the sound sourges based
on the manufacturer’s recommendation; and
9. Inclusion, st the discretion of the Department, of an addition to the maximum reled output of the sound
sources to account for uncertainties in the modeling of sound propagation for wind energy developments.
This diseretionary gngertalniy factorof up 10 3 dBA may be reguired by the Deparbment hased on the
foltowing conditions: ; '
inland or coastal location, the extent and specificity of credible evidence of meteorological operating
conditions; and the extent of evaluation and/or prior specificexperience for the proposed wind turbings.
subject to the Department’s discretion based on the fwformation available; there is a rebuttable
‘presimption of an Uncertainty factor of 2 to 3 .dBA for coastal developments and of 0 to 2 gBA for inland
developrents, A
The wnderlined sections in the MDEP rioiseregulations are requirenvents that, inn this reviewer's
opinion werenot met by the model developed by RSG for the revised Saddleback Ridge Wind Farm
Noise Impact Studi.

bt
)

N o

IsstsE 1-S0UND POWER LEVELS DO NoT REPRESENT WIND TURBINE GPERATION DURING PRepICTABLE WoRsT Case
COMDITIONS

The model developed by RSG of the SRW project is not adjisted to account for ni ghttinie windshear
which is generally higher than 0.2, the maximum windshear permitted during testing under the
1EC61400-11 wind turbine sound power test procedure. The IEC61400 — 11 procedure requires
testing when windshear 0.2 or less. It defines this as one of the conditions required for: "Normmal
Operation.”

Nighttime atmospheric conditions tend to have higher windshear than during the day and these
inereases are assogiated with higher sound emissions from the wind turbines. Those higher
emissions need to be addressed in the model by adjustments to the seund power (LW). Nighttime
sound emissions during periods of high windshear and turbulence at hub and blade altitudes would
produce higher apparent sound power levels then the apparent sound power levels reported for
daytime "pormal operation”. ‘ '

The sound power levels used to program the April 2013 NIS spund propagation model are from
laboratory tests conducted during dayfime weather eonditions with lowin-fow wind turbulence, and

a smooth wind shear profile with & coefficient of less then 0.2. These are conditions agsociated with
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minimum sound emissions for each of the reported wind speed condifions. This faikere to correct
the sound power input data (Lw) for nighttime operation with high wind shears resulis in the model
undler predicting the "typical nighttime" condition of operations by 5 dBA or more not related to
issues of confidence Hmits which are described below:

Irt the discussion about the source for the RSG model's sound power (LW} there is-no mention of any
adjustinents to account for higher nighttime windshearand turbulence. However in the report's
discussion on windshear and turbulence (See NIS Section 10.1.1 Wind Shear, and Figure 19} and
associated narrative the referenced windshear and turbulence studies show that windshear of 0.2 to
0.5 are common occurrences: The bats which generally range from wind shear of 0.0 to 0.51n Figure
19 indieate that 0.2 is exceeded roughly half the fime. The NIS dismisses this by noting that wind
shears-of 0.55 or higher only octur 2% of the time. Thereis no discussion about the wind shear
being between 0.2 and 0.5 roughly 50% of the time..

Sitice complaints of high noise érnissions from wind furbines are often associated with nightiime
operation and wind shear tends to be higher at night then during the day, it is not amreasonsble to
view the wind shear conditions exceeding 0.2 as being associated with nighttime operation. Thus,
even if one accepts the premise that the extreme wind shears only oceur 2% of the time, over the
course of a year this represents 175 hours. This means.high noise could be present for perieds of an
hour or more every othér night over the course of the year. Including the effects of wind shear in the
range of 0.2 to 0.5 for half the time with the 175 hours where the wind shear is more exiremeshows.
that it is not appropriate to use the manufacturer's declared apparent sound power levels without
adjustments to represent this as the nighttime predictable worst case conditions. Tneluding an
adjusiment to the wind turbine 1ab test (IEC) to aceount for the higher noise during periods of higher
wind shear means that the predicted sound levels received at properties will be higher than shown in
the NIS contour mapy and tables, This also means the conclusions will not be based on the
predictable worst case situation but instead on a more moderate noize condition. Yei, the NIS
dismisses the need to make any such corrections oradjustments while malntaining that the
computer model represents eonservative assumptions,

- The peer review took no exceptions to the way the NIS. presented and addressed this issue.

ISSUE 2A-CoNFIDENCE LIvITS APPROPRIATE FOR SADDLEBACK RIDGE FOR ISO 9615-2 MobeL

The fact that predictions are-made forreceivers more than 1000 meteis fiom the wind turbines and
that locating wind turbines on ridges means the différence in height between source anid receiver
exceeds the limits for which the ISO nodel is validated are two signifieant elements thaf increase
uncertainty in accuracy of sound propagation predictions. Vet, the NIS shows that the model does

not even include the greatest degree of uncertainly anticipated for inland projects unider the MDEP
regulations much Jess the full 3 dB uncertainty called for in the ISO model standaid.

The major deviaiions between the Saddleback Ridge model and the conditions/assumptions for
which the ISO model was validated justify an upwards adjustrment of the reported sound power level
{105 dBA) by at least the 2 dBA rebuttable presumption for in-land projects permitted by MDEP and
more appropriately the full 3 dB the ISO standard specifies as its tolerance for times when the model
meets all of the assumptions. The NIS description of the conditions to be modeled are an
acknowledgment that the real world condifions the model is attempting to represent are outside of.
the limits for which the iso-model has been validated. These deviations Jjustify the need for an:
"....uncértaipty factor of up to 3 dBA..."

"The proper way to address the above issues would've been to use the fill 3 dB tolerance for
uncertainty as recormmended by the [S0-9613-2 standard, Using the full toleranee wonld result in a
2 dB increase in the predicted sound pressure levels at receiving properties. That is sufficient to put
the home that was 1.7 dB below the 22 dBA ni ghttime compliance limits {Buffer B-o12) over the
Timit.
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ISSUE 2B-IMPACT OF CONFIDENCE LIMITS APPROPRIATE FOR SADDIEBACK RinGE On S0UND POWER LEVEL

There are also confidence limits associated with the IEC61400-11 test proeedures used to determine
the mean apparent sound power level reported in the GE noise test report for the 2. sMW-103 Wind
Turbines vnder Normal Operation. This is reported as 165 dBA by GE and the NIS with associated
octave band sound pressure levels. Perthe IEC 61400-14 specification the mean apparent sound
power level reported from IRC61400-11 must have the confidence limits added to obtain the
Declared Apparent Sound Power Level (Lws). This is calculated from the sum of the mean of the
measured apparent sound power levels (105 L) added to the sample standard deviations
(approximately 2 dBA). The result is that the base sound power that should be used as meodel input
would be 107 Lwa before the confidence fimits for the IS0 9613-2 model are added. Sincethe
uneertainties of the measuiemenits of sound power and the sound propagation model are
independent the uncertainties are added.

In this reviewer's opinion the sound power level used asinput into the Saddleback Ridge sound
model is 110 dBA, not the 108 dBA used in the NIS.

The peer review did not take 'any'excgpﬁons to thie way these issues were addressed in the NIS.

Issue 3-Ground Fhactor

The NIS reports & ground factor of 0.5 was used as the input parameter in the model and identified
that ground factor is being associated with "mixed ground,” The peer review acknowledges the use of
the 0.5 ground factor the claims it was appropriate for “frozen ground” without mention of mixed
zround. In the opinjon of this reviewer, "froven groun ” would be the appropriate ground factor but
frozen ground is generally modeled with a ground factor of 0.0 not 0.5. The useof 0.5 inappropriate
for Ridge mounted turbines especially in regions with signifieant cold weather if the intent of the
miodel is t6 represent "predictable worst-case” noise impacts as required by L{7){c)-

Thesé is significaut debate among xdependent acousticians as to whether it is.correet to assume that
an elevated noise emitter will interact with the ground in the same manner as would sound frorn a
noise source located at elevations of 30 meters or less. For example, on page 266 of section 4.1
Decibel- Noise Calenlations of the WindPro 2.7 User Guide (Oct. 2010} thereis a discussion of the.
appropriate ground factor te apply for wind turbines. That states: :
General: The:damping of nolse due fo ground attenuation Tollows the general case.described by the
iSO 6613- 2 code. The user Is asked io select the general porosity of the ground with 0 being a hard
surface and 1 being & poreus surface. The default value is 1 bul recent works suggest that 0 Is & more
appropriate value, { Emphisis added}

1t woiild be appropriate for the model of the Saddleback Ridge project to follow these conservative
siggestions. Had the model been programmed with a ground aftenuation factor of 0.0 instead of 0.5
the sound levels at most réceptor sites would inerease about 1 dB. This inctrease of 1 dB in the
predicted sound levels would further decrease the margin of safety betwéen the sound levels
predicted at sensitive receiving properties and the MDEP'"s 42 dBA nighttime noise limits.

"This reviewer has to question the use of 0.5 i the first place and the peer reviewer's acceptance of
the value in spite of the peer reviewer recognizing "frozen ground” is more appropriate for the
"predictable worst-case” noise impact. Thisraises.a question as to whether the peer reviewer was.
either extremely pon-critical and accepting of the use of 0.5 in spite of it having a different meaning
1o the model developer and the peer reviewer or whether the peer reviewer is overtly atténipting 1o
paint ever a deficiency in the sound propagation model presented ini the Saddleback Ridge Noise
report.
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Issue a-Inter-inrbine snaéing wakes and in-flow turbolence

1t is generally accepted by acousticians working with wind turbines that to avoid having the weke
and assoclated turbulence produced by gne turbine become the inflow airfor turbine(s) located
downwind that 4 separation distance between tirbines of at least 5 rotor dlameters is required. Fora
wind turbine with a 103 meter blade five (5) rotor diaineters is approximately 1,600 feef. Three (3)
rotor diameters is 1014 feet, Inspection of the figures showing the location of the wind turbines on
Saddleback Ridge finds that the firbines dre closely spaced with inter-turbine spading of less than 5
rotor diameters being a frequent oceurrence. In some eases, the separation distance may be'as little
as 700 feet, less than three (8) rotor diameters

ssume E; miack ] "The RSG repott acknowledges the need

CRbdER ok -5 hiles to'maintain separation distances in its
S : discussion at 10.1 Causes of amplitude
‘modulation. That section states that to
avoid amplitude modulation turbulence
must be avoided. RSG niotes that'
turbulence may be naturally occurring
or ¢reated by wakes from upwind
turbines. Again on page 25 the report
states: "Inflow furbulence between.
turbines in a turbine siring can also
affect noise from the wind farm.
Proper turbine siting and eperation
Figuire 1-Tnterturbine spacing Gsing SWR report Figure z:n;nunizgsthts WP?O}C‘ turbine wake
18: Modeled Sonnd Pressure Lévels (dBA) under impact." No mention is made of the
Normal Operating Conditions close inter-turbine spacing for this

project and no adjustmenits are

provided in the model to accoust for such increased noise.

‘Cnce again this reviewer finds the RSG repott failing to address issues that relate to the accuraey of
the predicted values in spite of admissions that these issues ae relevant fo such accuracy. Further,
the peei reviewer appears to accept the limited discussion on such topiés and finds no fault in RSG
not addressing them in the development of the model or not providing any diseussion of how the
model may not be representative of some atmospheric and operating eonditions that could result in
sound levels higher than what are predicted.

NET EFFECT OF THE ISSUES RAISED IN 1 TO 4 REGARDING MIODEL REPRESENTATION AND SOUND POWER LEVELS

The proper use of eonfidence limits as shown above would result in the input sound power level
being 110 dBA not the 108 dBA used in the NIS. This still does not address the difference between,
test conditions on the test stand and the real world conditions the model is supposed to represent or
the-impact of assuming the ground factor is 0.0 instead of 0.5. :

The 110 dBA represents the sound power level that would be used if the model represented "Normal
Operation.” E.G. dperation under conditions of low wind shear imder 0.2) and low turbulence as
defined in IEC 61400 standards. Adjustments to the model td have it represent the "Predictabie
Worst-Case" noise impact associated with nighttime "operating duriag nightiime stable athosheric
conditions with high wind shear above the boundary layer..." when surface winds are calm or low such
that there is no wind induced noise present an additional adjustiment nmast be added to the 116 dBA
sound power level representing "Normal Operation.” Based on this reviewer's experience, there is at
least a five (5) dB increase in the sound levels at receptor sites during the nighttime conditions with
high wind shear and ttrbulence at the hub/blade elevations. This difference has been observed by
this reviewer at many wind utilities and was also observed and documented during the sound studies
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c’;mducted by the residents living near the Vinalhaven Island wind turbines. Afive (5)dB
adjustient would aceount for the observed increase in sound levels between daytime and nighttime
sound levels at sensitive feceivitig locations. .

Based on the ahove this reviewer would suggest that the sound power level used as input to the

sound propagation model of the GE 2.75MW-103 wind turbines is best represented as 115 Lw fora

model that is fo represent the "predictable worst case” noise impact for nighttime conditions as
required in I{7)(e). Had the NIS sound propagation model met the requirements put forth by this
review the result would be a seven (7) dBA inerease in the predicted soind levels ab-sensitive
receiving locations., This would significantly altér the conclusions. Many of the receiving properties
would experience 'predictable worst case’ sonnd Jevels that exceed the 42 dBA compliance limit set
fot nighttime under the MDEP regulations.

Again this reviewer finds the report focuses on issues such as wind and atmospheric eonditions as
they relate to the premise of wind induced sounds "masking" wind turbine sounds and not on how
the wind and weather atmospheric conditions affect sotnd emissions and propagation. In the
opinion of this reviewer that may be related to the observation that had the NI8 focused on the way
atmospheric conditions (both naturaily oceurring and those resulting from close spacing of wind
tirbines producing wakes aud turbulence), measurement and model confidence limits, and non-
coriservative assumptions such as those related to ground factors the NIS would have beer forced to
conclude the project does not comply with current MDEP regulations.

Further the peer reviewer uncritically accepts bioth the focts andassertions of the RSG report.

INDEPERDERCE OF VIEW BY Prer REVIEWER

As is noted a number of times in the discussion, the reviewer found significant issues with imany
aspects of the model construction and the assumptions upon. the N18's conclusion that the project
meets the MDEP requirements. However, for each of these issues the Peer Review is either mute or
accommiodating. This taises a guestion about whether the person conducting the peer Teview is
sufficiently independent in approach to be an unbiased source of a peer review.

The facts, as known to this reviewer is that the peer reviewer and company, like RSG, is known to
work elosely with wind turbine project developers and utility operators aceepts the RSG report’
without eritical cormments of the type butline in this review, leaves open the question of whethet the
MDEP is receiving an unbiased, independent peer review or one offers similar positions to those of
the acousticians preparing the reports that the subject of the peer review.

CONCLUSIONS

This review of the Saddleback Ridge Wind Project NIS raises the question of whether the NIS report
was prepared to inform others of the findings, as one wouild expect of an independent unhiased nocise
impact assessment, oris instead a teport that uses that data as a means to supportan a priori
opinicn. Instead of reporting and analyzing the faets as one would expeci, the report uses them ina
selective manner to demonstrate that the circimstances at the project site support that a priori
opinion. Meanwhile, important questions about the validity and wtility of the data that was collected
are ignored.

If the sound propagation model had made the necessary adjustments to input data to make the
model represent the predicable worst case noise impact as required by the MDEP regulations the
results would have been dramatically different that what the NIS sound propagation rodel depicts.
Instead of predicting that the closest non-participaling receiving properties would be within the 42
dRA limit set for nighttime noise by the MDEP the adjusiments which eould add as much as 7.dB to
the input sound power level the model would have shown that many of the non-participating
properties and homes would be above the limit. Somie by a fairly wide margin.
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Throughout this review it is noted that where the reviewer has found questions and indications that
the noise impact study does not conform to the requirements of the MDEP's wind turbine noise
regulations the Peer-Reviewer has beern generally supportive and accepting of these deficiencies.
The MDEP should be expecting a eritical review by their peer reviewer. This leaves openthe -
question of whether the MDEP is receiving an unbiased, independent peer review or one that only
offers similar positions 16 those of the acousticiang preparing the reports that are the subject of the
peer Teview,

Sincerely,
E-Coustic §
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Independent Peér Review: Noisé Report Saddlebuck Ridge Wind Farm, RSG Inc, Revised April 2013

Executive Summary

An independent review has beén completed. by Ambrose/Rand on the most recent "Noise Impact Stody™
for the proposed Saddleback Ridge Wind Farm in Carthage; Maine (referred to as the "Noise Report” in
this review), prepared by Resource Systems Group, Inc. (RSG) April 2013, The Noise Report was
volgminons and appeared well writter, yet it showed gaps and did ot inspire confidence in the noise

predictions.

In our professional opinion, the Noise Repoit is:
1) deficient in ifs response to the yequirements of the DEF fu Chapter 375.10(0)7,
2} merits conditions by the DEP under Chapter 373.10(E) to protect pubiic health and welfare,

Because of the deficiencies in the application, it is our professional opinion that the application shouid aot

‘be granted a permit. If the application i3 granted a permit despite the deficiencies, we believe the

appﬁ‘cation merits, apd should have, additional conditions applied io exsure the project can meet DEP
night zoise limits and especially, to protect the health and welfare of the'nearby publie. Following the
maodeling is pot enough. The Board has the power to do mote, and they shoild domore to profect the

public’s health aAnd welfare.

The findings of this peer review are-presented in more-detail in the attachmenis.

Respectfully Submitted,

StephenE, Ambtose, INCE (Brd, Cert) obert W, Rand, INCE

Stephon E, Ambrose, INCE (Brd. Cert.) -1- - Rabert W. Rend, INCE
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1.0 DEFICIENCIES

The requirements of the DEP under 375.10(1)7 are listed i1 Attachment A. The Nojse Report fails fo

comply with the Noise Rule as shown below.

{aj A map depicting the location of dll proposed sound sources associafed with the

wind energy developntent, property t'iowidaries'far' the proposed wind energy.

developmens, property boundaries of all adjacent properiies vithin onie mite of the

proposed wind energy developiment, and the locaiion of all protected locations foeated !

within one inile of the propesed wind energy developnient;

DEFICIENT: The figures provided {1, 18, aud A1) fiil to show propeﬂy‘ﬁouﬁ&aﬁgs of all adiacent
properties within one mile of the proposed wind engrgy development. The Noise Report did not provide

the information required, therefore it is deficient as a matter-of law.

(). Adescription of the equivalent noise levels expected 1o be produced by the sound
sayrces at protected locations located within one niile of the proposed wind energy
developmient. The description shall inelude d fill-page isopleths map depicting the
modeled decay rate of the predicted sownd pressurelevéls expected to be produced by the
wind energy development-ai each clearly identified protected location within ohe mile of
the proposed wind energy de”yeiOﬁfjne;it._ The predictive model used to generate the
eguivalent noise levels expecied to be produced by ihe sound sources shall be designed o
represent the "predictable worst vase” fmpact on adiacent properties and shall include; at

u mimimum, the following:

(o)l The maximum rated sound power ouiput (IEC 61400-11) of the sound sources
operating durivg nighttime stable atmospheric conditions with kigh wind shear above the
boundary laver and consideration of viher conditions that may affect in-flow airstream

turbrilence;

DEFICIENT: The Noise Rule quoted above requires an applicant to model the noise assuming

“predictable worst case” noise impacts. For that purpose 1t is required to analyze sound cutput in
4 D porp q

Steplien B, Ambrose, INCE {Brd. Cert.) -2 Robert W, Rand, INCE
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accordance with the IBC 61400-11 standard with high wind shear. The Noise Report failed to do this, TEC
61400-11 specifies neutral wind profile conditions, that is; low wind shear (ronghness length of 0.65 m,
e.g. shear < 0.2). GE's standard practice is. to guote maximum sound power output for-ipve;’Wind shezr, €.£.
"ogarithraie wind profile for surface roughness (20, ref) = 0.03 . This is & low wind shear condition,
comsistert with JRC 61400-11, NOT = high wind shear condifion required by the DEP. To mike the point

more clearly, GE offers to supply maximum sound power output under high sheat conditions, if requested..

The Noise Report fgure below shows the wind sheats that would be encountered at the site: The figure

marks in red {he very narrow range of operating wind shear within which, sound levels are guaranteed (0-

0.2). It is clear thit most of the time; the wind tirhines would be operating outside guaranteed operating
conditions. The Noise Report authors did 7ios request these data from GE-and did not submii the sound .

data for those “worst-case" conditions. Therefore itis deficient as & matier of law:

Figuie 18: Wind profile power low exponent by time of dey for 80 meter predicted wind speeds
shove 4 m/s. Boxes show 90% of datn and "whiskers” are the +5% and -5%.outliers

4.0
25
3.8 - SRW limited model rangs
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8.5 T
6.0 T o o pan
0.5
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7 3 4 5 & 7 8 @ 1t 12 §5 14 15 46 17 185 19 20 2T 22 23 24

Hour

(c)8.  Imclusion of an “uncertainty foctor? " adfistinent to the moximum rated output of

the saund sowrces based vw the mapgfacturer s recommendation;:

DEFICIENT: The Noise Report sapplied the manufacturer's ”ty;zi.c’al7' wncertainty of 2 dB. However, the
DEP requires the model be designed to represent the "predictable warst case, TEC 61400-11 states that

the "worst case” uncertainty may be on the order of 1.5 times the "typical” uncertainty. The Noise Report

Stephen E. Ambrose, INCE (Brd. Cert.) “3- Robest W, Rand, INCE
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-authors did not seek or submit the mannfaciurer's recommended "worst case™ unteriainty required by the
DEP,

Further, wind turbines exhibit what is called "directivity"; like-a speaker, sound levels are not uniform
around the furbine and can exceed the siogle-peint sound rating specified by TEC 61400-11. IEC 61400-
11 states, in D.4.2 Directivity, “As an estimate of the standaré uncertainity on the direciivity, [1.414] times
the combined standard wncertainty of the apparent sound power cati be used in cases where a more
detailed uncertainty analysis is not made.” The Noise Réport did not provide a detailed unceriainty
aﬁalysis on the directivity of the GE turbines. Therefore the authors should have used the additional
directivity factor in IEC 61400-11 of'1.414 times the "worst case” unéertainty derived from the single-
point IBC-61400-11 measurement. Eo'xxfever’the}r did not use directivity ancertainfy in the model at all.

The Noise Report did not provide the information required for "worst case™ uncertajuty and omitted IBC

61400-11 directtvity as an uncertainty factor entirely; therefore it is deficient as a matter of law.

(c).9.  Inclusion, at the discretion of tha Depdrtment, of an addition to the maxinnm

rated ouiput of the sound sources 1o nccount for uncertainties in the modeling of sound
propaganion for wind energy developments. This discretionary uncertainty. factor of up to

3 dBA may be required by the Deparmment based ori the following conditions: inland or
coastai location, the exientahd specificity of credible evidence of metsorological ~—
opergting conditions, and the extent of.evaluation and/or prior specific experience for the
proposed wind turbives, Subject to the Depertment’s discretion baséd on the tformation
available, there is.g re&ut&able'ysgupwzion of an uncertainty factor of 2 to 3 dBA for
coastal devélopments and of I fo 2 dBA for inland developments.

DEFICIENT: The Noise Report used a modéling uncertainty-of 1 dB, which is not conservative; it's at
the low end of the range vsed by the DEP. In the experience and judgment of the reviewers, this approach
was insufficient. The Noise Report asks the department to use a mimimum amousit of wWicertainty, yet
without a solid track record validating the low uncertainty factor. These very large turbines haven't been
deinonstrated yet to any useful extent. Our evaluation and prior specific experience with wind turbines
clearly supports that the DEP exercise its discrefionary powers and réguire a model unceértainty factor of 3
dBA and a total uncertainty factor of 5 dB. There is too little data validating a less conservafive approach

at Maine facilities, The DEP showld be more conservative with ihe uncertainty factors until there is more

Stephen E. Ambrose; INCE (Brd, Cert.) -4- Robert W. Rand, INCE
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experience with these-applications. Based on our experience, The DEP should sxercise its disctetion to
protect public health.

(It is understood that ths DEF lias chosen to use the wind industry interpretation of measurements
at Stetson 11 to frame the rebuttable presumption of 0-2 dB model uncertainty. That Jeaves standing the
unequivocal fact that the limited downwind data at Stetson 11 show an approximaie 5 dB error from
modeling based on manufacturer's sound power levels. The reviewers' experience at imultiple wind furbine
sites finds a similtar and consistent level of error; at least 5 dB error compared fo modeling from the
marfactarers guoted sound power levels. The repeated, predicteble 5-8 dB errvors escountered in the

field by the reviewsss strongly indicate the project will not comply with the DEP's 42-dBA night limit.)

(e} A description of proposed major sound controf measwres, including their

locations and expected performance.

DEFICIENT: The Noise Report deseribed one form of noise conirol, the GE Advanced Loads Control
(or ALC). The Noise Report authors stated, “we expect that this technology would result in lower
socurrénces of SDRS compared with other pitch control fechmologies (stall and common-pitch contrel)”,
without furpishing any documentation, caleulations, or engineering field test data on which to rést any
such expectations. Simply stating it will do something on fhe SRW ridge without any proof is imsufficient,
and says, "Trust me", "Trust tae” s a deficient resbonge to the DEP and should be considered deficient as

a matter of law.

&) A description and map identifving vne or more compliance lesting locations on or
necr the proposed wind snergy development site. The identified complianicé testing
locaiions shall be selécted to lake advantage of, prevailing dowmwind conditions anid be

able to meet ihe site selection criteria outlined in subsection {EHd)(2).

DEFICTENT: No description and map identifying one or more compliance testing locations on or near
the proposed wind energy development site was fourd in the Noise Report. The Noise Report did not

provide the information required, therefore it is deficient as a matter of law.

Stephen E. Ambrose, INCE (Brd. Cert) s - Robert W, Rand, INCE
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(i) A description of the compliance measurement protocol as required by subsection
8 below

DEFICIENT: No description of the complisnce measurement protocol as required by subsection 8 was.
found in the Noise Report, The Noise Report did not provide the information required, therefore it is

deficient as a matter of law.

i A description of the complaint response protocal proposed for the wind energy

developmerit. The complaint response protocol shall adequately-provide for, at a

minitain:

I A4 24—hqur' eorzmcf_jbr' compiainis;

2 4 complaint log accessible by the Department;

3. For those complaints that include sufficient information to warrant an

investigation, the protocol must provide jor an analysis as set forth in (@) through (c)
below. Sufficient information inclides, at o minimum; the name and address of the.
complainant; the date, time wnd duration of the sound event; a description of the sound
event, indoor or owideor, specific location and a description of any @udible sounds from.
other sowces outside or insidé the dwelling of the comiplainant. Anodysis of the eomplaint

by the licersee must irclude:

() documentation of the location of the riearest turbines to the cofplaint location

and grounid conditions in the area of the complaint locations

(b}  weather conditions at the time of the complaint and sirface and hub height wind.

speed und divection;
(e} power output and direction of nearest turbivies; and

{d} notification of complaint findings to the Depariment and the complainant;

Stephen F. Ambrose, INCE (Brd. Ceit.) - Robert W. Rand, INCE
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4 A plotting of complaint lovations and key information oN @ profect aréa map 1o
evaluate complainis Jor a consistent patern of site; operating and weather conditions;

anid

5. A vomparison.of these patterns t6 the compl ignie protocol o determine whether
testing under additiontl site and opetating conditions is necessary and, if so, d.testing
plan that addresses the locations and the conditions under which a pattern of vomplaings

had accurred,

DEFICTENY: No description of the complaint response protocol propesed for the wind energy
development was found in the Noise Réport. The Noise Report did not provide the information Tequired,

therefore i is deficient as a matter of law,

Stephen B. Ambrose, INCE (Brd. Cert) -7F- Robert W, Rand, INCE
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2.0 The project meyits conditicis by the DEP under Chapter 375.10(E)
to protect public health and welfare.

Therequirements of the DEP under Chapter 375.10(E) are listed it Attachment A, Points are presented

below to exjlain that the SRW project will create noise irmpacts and merits conditions if permitted.

2.1. The project is unkikely to cormply with the Maine DEP nighttime noise limit of 42 dBA for

several “profected location™ properties and in so doing, worseén community noise impacts.

RSG’s previous Neise Impact Studies were insufficient to gaiﬁ.permits for the applicant and wete dated
October 2010, March 2011 and May 2012, RSGs April 2013 Noise Report is for 12 GE 2.75-103 2.75
MW tarbines on the ridge of Saddleback Monntain. The 2013 Noise Report on the Saddleback Ridge
Wind project ("SRW") was for "assessing the potential for SRW's compliance with 242 dB sound limit at
nighttime protected locations, as ardered on March 5, 2013 by the _Mz;ine- Sﬁpre‘mje Coutt.”

REG modeled so close to 42 dBA during this round that it was required to get agreement from tmultiple
land owners in order to comply. RSG’s results indicate that the 42-dBA nighttime noise Hmit is exceeded
by upto 4 dB at approximately 3 to 5 “protected location”™ properties when using a fotal noise uncertainty:
adjustment of 3 dB. The Noise Report shows 8 properties agreed to being participating land owners
exempting the property from 42 dBA. through deed, quitelaim coveriant, or easement, signing away right
to claims. The Noise Réport authors did not explain or justify their choice of using easements as nojse

conirol which appear to waive claims for hedlth impacts on children.

Whexn the DEPs formerdy recomitnended 5-8B fotal uficertainty adjustment is applied, the number of
“protected location” properties increases, with 2 more that have not waved their rights to nojse levels
below:42 dBA nighttime. ‘There are at Jeast 7 other “protected location” properties with predicted Tioise
levels greater than 41.5 dBA. (Tt should be noted that 1/10 dB precision is impractical; moise levels do not
track to a /10 of a dB in the field.) When sustained SDRS oceurs, the DEP mandates 4 5-dBA pensliy on

the measured levels, resulting in levels over 42 dBA at all nearby locations.

in the Noise Repoert, RSG used only 4 3 4B uncerfainfy adjustment "o aceount for both sound power and.
sound propagation uncertainty according to the current DEP noise rules.” A 3-dB uncerainty has proven

tobe clearly iﬁsuﬁi-cieﬁt based on the reviewers experience af Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan and

Stephen E, Ambrose, INCE (Brd. Cert.) -8 Robert W, Rand, INCE

221



222

Fadependenit Peer Review: Nojse Report Saddleback Ridge Wind Famn, RSG Inc; Revised April 2013

Wisconsin and other wind turbine sites. Large industrial wind furbines "worst case" sound levels are
consistently 5-8 dB Iouder than predicted from manufactarer's "typica}'" sound power levels. Oné year of
Mars Hill sound measurements determined facility sound levels [1] were 5 dB higher than the model
predicted and at times as high as 7-8 dB.

Fignre 1
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Figure 1. Comparison of Medel and Measured Fat Field Noise Levels: Mars Hill: 28 GE1.5sle Wind
Turbines, and Stefson: 38 GE1.5sle Wind Turbines, The downwind data are similar for both facilities,
sypporting a minimum 5 4B uncertainty adjustment is needed for modeling from sound power levels.

Careful veview of the field data underlying the DEP routine mulemakings indicates that the full 5 dB
auncertainty adjustment is warranted and-appropriate. Afier the. 2008 year-long study at. Mars 11, the DEP
considered it hecessary to 2pply 2 minimum of 5 B for the uncertainty adjustment for future wind project
applications, Recently, this was inappropriately decreased to (-2 dBA for mountain locations based o1l a

flawed analysis of wind turbine measirements at Steison [2]. A careful review of the limited Stetson

' MARS HILL: Data oompiled from Sound Level Study: Compitation Of Ambient & Quarterly Operations Sound
Testing. October 15, 2008, Maine DEP Order No. 1-214635-26-A-N.

2 STETSON: Data compiled from Operations Compliance Sound Level Study, LURC Final Developragnt Plan
Permit DP4788, Condition Number 6. Neise, JULY 27, 2009,

Stephen E. Ambrose, INCE (Brd. Cert) 9. ) Robert W, Rand, INCE
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downwiad data (see €P-4 in Figure 1 below) determined that the Stetson Tacility has the potential for the

sams 5-0B noise increases over the basic noise prediction model as used for Mars Hill (same turbines,

The downwind data represents the highest noise levels from a large noise source. N‘nisb levels upwind and
crosswind are lower than downwind. Stetson CP-4 was the only reporied location measured downawind.
The limited downwind noise'data at Stetson CP-4 ha strong agreement with measurements made at Mats

Hill for the same distarice.

Based on our experience, the 7-8 dBA difference measured at Mars Hill bevond 2500-5 iy representdtive
and probable for homes tiear the SRW (see Figure 7). However, it is apparent that an additional 2-3 dB
safety margin shove the § dB uncertainty would have been prudent to ensure compliznce with the
Supreme.Court order. Given the small track record.int Maine for large facilities, the Noise Report has too.
little consideration for including prediction model safety factors. The DEP should exereisé its discretion

under 16(E) and réquire 5 4B total uncertzinty to gssure compliance.

Figure 2
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Figure 2. Comparison of SRW 2013 Model, and measured levels at Mars Hill {quister, lower-power
turbines}.
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The peer-teviewers find that the RSG model is too Tow by at feast 2 dB compared to actual field-
theasurements showing at least a 5-dB difference between modél and measured lévels for ridge-top wind
turbines in Maine. The Noise Reporf's modeled sound levels are provided in Table 1 below; which
" Inchadas a column pr.esm’{i:ng the computed total with a 5-dB uncertainty. It was found that two nen-
participating locations could exceed 42 dBA and another seven are withini 172 dB of 42 dBA. Since sound
_méter variability are at least /-1 dB, it may be assumed that these locations could be found o exceed the
47 dBA limit when measurad fn the field, When sustained SDRS penaltics are-assessed in decordande

with the DEP routine fulemaking, all nearby locations are above 42 dBA..

The Noise Report authors did not explain or Justify using easements as noise control which appear to
waive claitns for health impacts on children. They did not explain hew children in excmpted properties
are protected by their noise i:ontml metfod (they aren't protected). This is-a serions health issue that wis
formally recognized at loast as far back as 2006 [3], Without the easements, the facility does not-comply
with the 42 dB night noise limif. With the easements, and accoufiting for, the typical model errors found at

avmerous wind facilities, at least {wo non-participating homes are also exposed to levels over 42 dBA.

Regardless of the State's demonstrated enthusiasm for wind energy; it should not perrit

developments to proceed using a noise control option that deliberately puis children at risk.

Our evalustion and prior specific experience with wind furbines clearly suppgrts that the DEP
exercise its discretionary powers and require a madei'untertaimjf factor of 3 dHA and s fotal
uncertainty factor of 5 dB. There is toq liftle data validating a less conservative approach at Maiue

facilities. The DEP should exercise its discretion-to protect public health,

* Guidberg, P., Prefiled Direct Testimony, Verment Public Service Board Docket 7156, June 27, 2006,
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Table T
_ Receier R ) Hhm UM Xm UTM Y.m Elewm WModeled dBA Closes! WE Distm_ Distf 5 dB uncerainty with SDRS
BOOY Padicipating 1.5 281783 4040550 421 46.2 T 558 1825 48.2 £3.2
1 Paricipating 4 391938 4040591 379 454 107 713 2339 47.4 52.4
2 Pariicipating 4 3B249 AB4050 TN 42.0 o8 1133 I8 4.0 48,0
BOOZ Paricipating. 15 302357 4940688 349 418 08 ‘885 3264 3.8 48.8
3 Participating: 4 302444 4040845 333 416 T08 1174 . 3851 438 48.8
BOO4 Padicipaling 15 392953 4940346 316 41.3 T07 0e2 3484 43,3 483
4 Participating 4 292407 A9A0R7Y A7 41.0 w0 1213 8660 430 480
BOOS Paficipating 1.5 391093 4039740 291 40.7 08 1187 3808 dz.7 47.7
BUZ3 Pirticipafing 1.5 390156 - 4930007  S18 406 Firi 758 2489 428 7.6
|23 Parficipating 4 330132 4938946 MO 40,6 01 821 2604 42.6 47.8
5 Barticipating 4 33084 403082%  F78 40:5 o 1336 4383 42.5 AT.5
25 Paficipating 4 880572 4098626 573 3.2 To1 1023 3357 412 46.2
24 Pédisipating 4 360287 4038B5R 340 38.7 To1 108 3528 40.% 45,1
BOT2  NonParficipating 15 381679 4039317 209 40,3 08 1149 3768 423 47.3
BO2Z NonPaticipating 1.5 391000 4038847 348 40.4 09 66 3168 424 47.1
12 WofiParticipating 4 381708  403u97 287 40.9 yoF 1304 4278 42,0 47.0
BODS  Noen-Paficipating 1.5 391958 489309559 280 . Q4o T05 1268 - 4ib4 419 5.9
1t Mon-Pedicipafing 4 301828 4030202 285 39 03 1327 4355 ¢ 41.9 46.9
& Mon-Partisipating 4 3920B4 4938473 285 - - 299 05 1416~ 4645 41.9 469
‘22 Non-Paiicipsfing 4 391063 4838700 343 207 o 117 3668 AL . 4e7
7 MonPariicipating 4 392107 4080470 284 337 o5 1438 4710, 4.7 357
S Non-Farficibating 4 392048 4930374 266 39.8 T3 A5 4707 . o ALB 485
032**  Non-Paticipating 4 389532 4939645, 769 304 ™ 1028 3373 41.4 . B4
BO32*** NogParicipafing 1.5 389676 4030640 200 389 T4 BRF 2010 40.5 45.9
28 NorPaticipating 4 389808 4038835 300 e 154 978 33 0.9 45.9
15 NomParicipating. 4 309832 4980000 271 388 ™3 1455 4774 40.8 45.8
e Mon-Participating 4 282186 4939388 255 388 05 1565 - 5133 - 40.8 45.8
BO29  MNon-Particlpating 1.5 380933 4938951 207 336 To4 25 3086 408 45.6
28 NonPalicipating 4 380316 4038880 304 384 T01 1053 8455 404 454
18, Noa-Participatiig 4 300977 4038441 358 38.0 To1 1298 4253 £5.0 45.0
16 NenPatlicipating 4 292102 4833447 243 379 0¥ 16683 5455 399 449
27 MonPadicipsting 4 380870 4938675 904 3.8 o 1166 3827 39.8 448
21 hNonPadivipaling 4 300815 4838311 351 370 ™1, 1368 4488 380 4.0
15 NonParlicipaling 4 3091595 4938484 232 6.5 Tot 1620 5316 383 439
16 MNohPadicipatiog 4 301246 40u8318 214 36.8 T 4532 BOZ5 3.3 438
33 Non-Paticipating 4 380037 4g@emzz 232 387 o7 1541 5055 38.7 43.7
18 Noh-Participsting 4 391074 4938252 337 3.6 COT01 1500 4052 8.6 436
307 NonPadicihating 4 389250 4930023 256 365 o, 1413 4B3s. 85 435
20 NonPaticipaiing 4 380981 4o3sdgs  aad 585 TO1 1508 4851 38,5 43.5
334 NonPaiclpafing 4 380000 4040058 234 365 TO1 1808 5278 385 43.5
14 NonPaticipating 4 391887 4o3g4s2 279 /5 T 1706 5595 285 435
BO34 NonPaicipating 1.5 280156 4040058 252 64 1 1481 4792 -3B.4 43,4
17 ‘Non-Paficipéing 4 399177 4988244 399 364 01 1562 124 36.4 43.4
31 NonParficipating 4 383087 4930268 243 38.3 ™ 1478 4850 38.5 43,3
26 Mon-Parlicipaling. 4 300540 4938330 =8 35.2 09 1308 4282 37.2. 422

Table 1. Table adapted from Noise Repori, Table A-4. SRW Model reveals difficulties with regulatory
compliance. The Noise Report uses a 3-dB uncertainty. A colunn has been added showing nofse Tevels
with a total 5-dB uncertainty factored in, a typical minimum error found at other sites by the reviewers.
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2.%. There is no noise impact assessment in the Naise Report, and onie shsolutely needs to be theve,

JTmpact is not & number, but ratler a iuman response ie a cfiimge in the acoustic environmernt. There

is strong evidence for a negative community noise response as experienced at other Maine wind
turbine sites. The resulting deficiency is that 1) regulatory eversight is uninformed sbout the
potential for adverse é:mﬂmunit’y impzets, and 2) thé project could adversely affect nearby

residents, without rénedy.

This review acknowledges and understands that Maine's regulatory framework is not open io discussion
or debate for this application. At the sarse time; there are yery clear indications from the regialory
Jramework, the Noise Report's design and the-experience of the reviewers that the neighbors’ health and
welfare will be compromised if the fucility:is installed and operdted. The DEP has the power fo exercise
discretion. There isn'tmuch inforsmation yel from the limited uncertainty foctors the DEF hus chozen for
wind furbine modeling. Experience with wind turbine noise impacts leads vy to urge the DEP {0 exertise

additional conditions within its discretion to protect public heulth near large industrial wind furbines.

Noise regulafion standards are meant 1o protect the public safety, health, and welfare. Welfare means well-
being, the absence of infirmity. It is well recognized by the State of Maine that noige must be confrolled to
protect the public well-being, However, the exisiing regulafofy limits by theraselves do not adequately

inform the observer as to their potential for failure to protect the public well-being,

Tn Maine, wind furbines are being sited in rural and wilderness areas. Over 90 percent of the land area in
Maine is rural, and some 60 perceit [4] of Maine restdents live in rural areas wherte it is very guist. The
Maine noise regulations were crafted to address an urban neise issue, They dre too high for rural areas.
The noise complaints that bave surfaved at wind facilities in Maine confirm that thé Maine noise Hmif of
45 dBA,night (recently reduced to 42 ABA;night by the State legislature and DEP acknowledging the
adverse noise impacts of wind turbines in rural Maine) remains oo high to prevent = serlous noise mnpact

in guiet rural aress. Fven Hessler Assogi&tcs advocates for no more fhian 39:5 dBA, night,

Wind turbines createJow frequency noise, which enters idto homes at significant distances out to a mile,
or more, disturbing sleep and activities. The A-weighted sound level is recognized as a poor nietric fof
regulating low frequency rioise becanse it flters-out low frequency noise. The best way to use the dBAas
a regutatory it for low freguenicy noise is 10 reduce the allowed level, just as the legislature has dooe,

but to a level that prevents complaints in the duiet rural areasof Maine. Annoyance forming the basis for

4 Maine rural aress, populations &t hitp:/fwwwi.ersusda govidatafiles/Rural Definitions/ Statelovel Maps/MEB. pdf
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complaints from wind turbine noise starts in the low 30s ABA, some 10 dBA below the Maine regulatory
Hizkit at night.

The Noise Reportf should have assessed whether the regulatory limit is an appropriate eriterion tc; prevent
complaints. Since the regulatory Timit is not sufficiént to prevent.complaints, then a suitable criterion
should have been provided that does prevent compleints, and the project evaluated to that criterion. This.
was not found in the Noise Report. The resulting deficiency is that 1) regulatory oversight is uninformed
about the potential for ddverse community impacts, and 2) the project. conld adversely affect nearby

tesidents, without remedy.

Maine Noise Regulation Limitations

The USEPA published a very significant environmental nofse document in 1974, “Inforreation on Levels
of Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Weélfare with an A&equate Margin of
Safety” (550/9-74-004). This was a compilation of 55 community noise studies conducted primarily in
urban areas exposed to'a variety of transportation, commercial and industrial sources. Utban areas were
of prime interest bacduse this is where ‘_th-e majority of the population resided. The recotimended noise
Limmits were based on the logarithmic equivalent average of the time-varying dB A noise levels, abbreviated
as Leg. ‘The noise Himits were separated in to two-groups, daytime and nighttime. Daytime is 55 dBA
and nighttime is 10 4B more sitingent at 45 dBA to minimize indodr nighttime sleep interference. This-
critesion is applicable for urban areas and includes a 5 dB margin-of safety. Tt canbe noted that without
the 5 dB wmargin of safety, the noise limits would be 60-dBA day and 50-dBA night.

In the lafe 19807s, Maine adopied noise limit fegulations to address a specific nighttime noise prohlem in
Portland. A sygnificant mumber of residential neighbors were complaining about nighttinie noise being
generated by a nearhy commercial facility loading ships. The Maine DEP sought expert assistance and
held public hearings for interested parties to present evidence and fndicgs. In the ‘en-éi, the DEP came 1o
2 compromise between cominercial and residential land use. Commercial activities wonld need to Hmit
their activity noise levels at nearby noise-sensifive properties, which meet the DEP definition of
“protscted locatjon”.. The noise limit will vary depending on thie predominasit zoning and existing noise
levels, Urban areas would have higher noise limits of 60-dBA dayvtime and 50 dBA nighttime, whereas
non-urban areas would be limited to 55 dBA and 45 dBA, respectively. The difference is that the 5 dB
maigin of sefety was removed for urhan areas. In the end, the DEP adopted the USEPA noise lmit

recommendations for wrban areas and applied them fo the entive State including quiet rural arevs.

Stephen E. Ambrose, INCE (Brd. Cert.) -14- Robert W, Raad, INCE
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Unfortunately, the DEP did niot recognize the cautionary wetnings presented in Appendix D related 1o
quiet and rural acoustic environments. Majne has only a few wban areas, whercas the state is dominated
by rural or remote land, having noise evels at least 20 to'30 dB quister. This explains why there are 50
many noise complaints about wind turbines. A Maine conrt recognized this and reduced the nighttime
noise limit by 3 dB to 42 dBA,

Applying the findings presented in EPA Appendix I resulfs in a nighftfme noise guideline of 35 dBA for
rural areas. ‘Wind tutbine woise Ievels vary vp and down with wind speed ard blade rotation. The DEP
noise limit is mandated to be decreased by 5 dBA when this sdund variation meets the definition for
“shorl duration repetifive sound” (SDRS). The SDRS penalty would reduce the 42-dBAnighi nelse limit
fo 37 dBA. which is only 2 dB higher than the USEPA 35 dBA finding.

Criterion development

This section outlines briefly a method that assesses fornoise impact to determine = criterion to prevent
noise corplaints. The BPA Nommalized Ldn has been used to asséss for conumimity noise impact rom its
inecption in 1974 {5] to présent day. Acoustic consultants working for the wind industry have used the
EPA method successfully to prevent complaints for projecis other than wind power [6]. However, the.

authors of this report have not found a single wind turbine study that assessed to prevent complaints,

The authors developed a chart (see Figure'3) for simple review of potential corivmimity noise impacts
ustag the same Normalized CNR Method emploved by ather acoustival consultants Noise levels were
also compared to well known wind turbine noise annoyance findings [7]. Noise impact was determined
for predieted SRW noise levels of 35 to 40 dBA at nearest non-participating residences (370 42 dBA
when factoring if the 5-dB uncertainty found at Mars Hill). The result:

- Widespread Conipldints and a significant percentage of people highly annoyed.

The analysis determines that the Noise Report is deficient bigcause it is designed to create compleints and

high amoyance for nearby residénts which will imipact publi¢ health and well-being. The Noise Report

® vInformation On Levels OFf Bivironmental Noise Requisite To Protect Public Health And Welfare With An
Adequate Margin Of Safety”, EPA 550/9-74-004, March 1974,

® Example of Normalized CNR use on a project other than wind powers Mengs, C., Resjdential mpact eriteria and
abatemésit strategies for reller coaster noise, Harris Milier Miller & Hanson, Toc, Internoise 2002,

7 Pedersen B, P—v::;ssdn Wave K., Perception end annoyance dug to wind {urbine noise! A dofg—response relationship,
Tournal of the Acoustical Socigty of America 116, 2004,

Stephen E. Ambrose, INCE (Brd. Cert) -15. Robeit W. Rand, INCE



Independent Peer Review: Noise Report Saddleback Ridee Wind Farm, RSG Inc, Revised April 2013

design is in direct conflict with 1) the preamble.of CMR 375.10,.2) standard engieermg practices to
protect the public, and 3) the INCE membership Canon of Ethics, which sequire members to hold
paramonnt the safety, health and welfate of the public.

These deficiencies of the Noise Report call for additional conditions by the DEP using its discretion
under Chapter 375.10.E to protect public health and welfare.

Figure 3

Percentage of compiunity highly onnoyed by wind turbine noise
compared to pormalized EPA community reaction to intrusive nofse in rural areas
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Figuie 3. Reaction level and percentage of people snnoyed by wind turbine notse in rural areas, with

SRW predicied noise levels. Actual noise levels are expected to be higherﬂi&ﬁ'prejdicféd,
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What is annoyance, and why is it useful fn the cositext of identifying protective noise levels? The EPA
answered those questions in its 1974 Condensed Version of EPA Levels Documest, on page 21 [8]:

"For the purpese of identifying protective noise levels, annoyance is quantified by using the.

percentage of people whe are annoyed by noise.”

From this definition, the acoustic consultant and regulating body can entploy the altendy-determiried

levels of anuoyance to wind turbine noise to develop and assess a ériterion proteciive of public heglth and

welfare. The Neisé Réport omitted this work entirely.

% Hixcerpl from Condensed Version of EPA Levels Docutnent, 1974, page 21:

Discussion

2
A

fye

ta annoyance simply a “welfars™ sffect?

Anntyanee IS a reflection of adversa sffects which cannot ba ascribed soléfy 1o “heatth™ or
relfars.” “Pubiic health and welfara’ in the context of the Noise Control Act i3 an ncdvisible
term; there ara no saparate “health™ effects or "welfere” effects. “Byhiie heatth and welfars™ in-
cludes personal eomfort and welt-being, and tha abgance of mental 2nguish, diswrbances and
annoyance 23 wall sk the absence of clinical symptoms such zs hearing foss or demonsirsble
pheysiologigal injury.

What is annoyance diig {o noiss? ‘

Neolss apnovance Ity be viewsd as any negative subjective reaction to noise of the part of an
individual or group. It is- not'an indication of weekress or inability to, cope with stress on the pant
o the annoyed. Mors Ikely it signifies transtent lor possibly lasting] strass beyond the caatre] of
the conscigus individual. This s oftan expressed on soclal strvays as e perogmiags of people,
why express differing degrees of disturbanee or dissatistaction due te the noisiness of their en-
vironments., For the purpose of jdantifying protective nioiss levels, annoyance is quaniified by us
ing the percentags of people who sre annoyed by mofsa: This is Telt to be the best estimate of
tha average geneval adverse response of peoply, and In fur, is viewsd ag reflacting aciiviry in-
tsrference and the overal deslre for quist.

Are people anpayad at levels below an Lds of 45 or BE dB?

individuals, or even gioups, may be annoyed by noiss atlow {avels—ithe dipping faucet of hum-
roing flourescent bulb ars goud examples, Annoyancs depends very much on the situstion, and
an Individual differences and nokse duretions.

What 8o compiaints represent?

Complajrits are used by officials as an indication that a noke prablem exists {aithough a noise
probiem may well exist In the absence of specific complaints). However, they do not necessarily
represet the magnitwds of & nolse prablem. The réimbet of people wha fiie complaints is only 2
wvery small perosmtage of those who are annoyed,

Stephen E. Ambrase, INCE (Brd. Cérl.) . ~17-

Robert W. Rand, INCE



231

Independent Peer Review: Noise Report Saddleback Ridge Wind Farm, RSG Inc, Revised April 2013

2.3. Contrary to the Noise Report's assurances; the project will induce building vibratien and rattle

from wind turbing noise emissions in the 16 Hz octave band.

The Noise-Repoit states,

"Low freguency sound is a component of the sound .genﬂmtéd‘by wind furbines. A with
infrasound, high levels of low frequercy sound can induce rattling in light-weighi
partitions in buz??dz’ngs, The Ariericon National Standards Fastitute standord, ANSI 8122,
“Criteria for Evaluating Room Noise”, recommends thot levels be kept below 85 dB ot 16
Hz; 65 dB at 31.5 Hz, and 70 dB at 70 Hz inside the building to prevert moderately
perceptible vibrazion and ratiles. As discusséd éezm Zoni ﬁequeﬁcy}ama’ from SRIF is

modeled to be well below these parameters.”
The Noise Report-oinits analysis of the 16 Hz octaye band low frequency sound, stating,

“Of all permanenily occupied participating and non-participating residences the highest
sound level outside et 31.5 Hz is 63 dB and at 63 Hz is 59 dBA. This modeled sound level
is below the noise-induced vibration threshold. Modeling at infrasound frequencies was
not conducied, as modern wind turbines iypically do not generate problematic infrasound

levels.”

- The Noise Report was deficient in not providing 16 Hz noise measurenients for peer réview to assess the
statement. Despite carefully listing retommended noise lfmits to prevent vibration and rattles, the Noise

Report did niot bother to mddel low frequency sound at 16 Hz.

A coinparative cvaliation was done by the péerteviewers using data [97 from Siemens 2.3-93 wind
turbings, siroilar vet sroaller and with shorier blades thar the SRW turbines, In that reference’s Figore 8.1~
6b, the 16 Hz octave band sound level was documented ut & dB higher than the 31.5 Hz bund. In that
reference's Seciion 8.3, the outside to inside noise reduction at 16 Hz 'was measured dt 4-5 dB. The 16 Hz
octave band interior noise level for residences nearthe SRW tiirbines was estimated assuing 1} the
highest sound level ouiside at 31.5 Hz is 63 dB, 2) the difference between 16 and 31.5 Hz bands is
comparable (+8 dB), and 3) the outdoor-indoor reduction is comparable (-4 dB conservatively, for

windows open), tsing the aquatio-‘n shown below.

? ONeal, K., et al, A Study of Low Frequency Noise and Infrasound from Wind Turbines, Bpsilon Associates, July
2009,
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Lineite{ 16HZ) = Lo (31.5Hz) + 8- 4
Linsige(16Hz) = 63 + 8~ 4
Eiosiae T6HZ) = 67 dB.(excesding ANSI §12.2's 65 dB)

‘The computation looks like this.

75
) SRW 18 Hz dB level not provided.
- O Estimated, +8dB, 315 to 16 Hz
70. ——-—lw <— Estimated, -4 dB pulside fo hside. [~
dB
gras O
65 e % M b D YT G B e B LA R [ w-‘-m;v-‘m-;
; SRVY pradicted
€ | 5248 outside
at31.5Hz
80 - -
55 Foaees e b e 5 8 e e A £ 11 s e s e 2. £ e 18 ek T by i il st i3 e}
18 315
Dictave Band, Hz

The peer-reviewsrs.concluded ¢hat the facility's low fréquency noise levels will induee perceptible

building vibration and rattle frem wind turbine noise emissions in the 16 Hz eetave band.

It is worth noting that the SRW's modeled ontdoor level in il 31.5 Hz band on which this evalnation was
based 1s an average level, and did ol factor in the tofal uncertainty found at other sites rior the goist
case” uncertainty requived by the DEP and defined in IEC 61400-11. The Noise Report also did not
account for, or supply measurements of, low frequency amplitude modulotion in the 315 and 16 Hz bands
for review. Modulated, peaking and londer low frequenicy noise levels impinging on the houses could

result in a highér percentage of time with perceptible vibration and rattie.

This deficiency of thie Noise Report call for additicnal conditions by the DEF using its discretion
under Chapter 375.10.E to protect publie Eealth and welfare.
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2.4. Contrary to the Noise Report's assuraticés, there is fittle evidence of increased far-field noise -

reduction for the yevised GE 2.75 octave band spectra,
Figure 3
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Figure 3. Conreptual evaluation of differences in far-field dBA level due to differences in spectra shape.
Although the GE 2.75 has d lower speetrum shape i the 200-800 Hz bands compared fo the GE 1.54le,

there wasno significant difference found in the dBA level in this example test.

The Noise Reportstated that the GE 2.75 MW wind turbines have "lexs sound gnergy i the lower
Jrequencies and morve sound energy in the higher frequencies. T Tiis hs the éffect of lowering sound levels
ai a disiance, sittce higher frequency sound atteruates more quickly than low freguency sound.” To
evaluate this statement, the peerreviewers obizined a real-world "distance term” {sound drop with
distance) at Mars Hill where strong complaints and legal action surfaced. The model sonnd power level
was compated fo the measured sound pressure level for the distance of 2500 feet on May 28, 2008, The
resulting distance tetmt {DT: model nrinus measared) was applied to the SRW GE 2.75 sound power levels
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to compais a sound pressure level spectrum and GBA value for 2500 feet [10]. The result is shown in
Figure 3 above. This test is provided as an example of how to assess spectrum shape effects on ABA.
However, contrary o R3G assurances, no-si;gliﬁi:ani reductign in dBA was found. [t was inferred from
this. result that the Noise Report does not account for "worst case” propagation conditivns found in the

real world, which is a deficiency.

This deficieney of the Noise Report eall for additionat conditions by the DEP using its discretion
under Chapter 375.10.E fo protect publie health and welfars.

1 The distance tefm used for this example evaluation is shown here In decibels forthe one-third octave bands from
50 to 1600 Hz, from data obtained May 28, 2008 at 2500-feét.
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Attachment A. Chapter 375.18.1(7) Submissicns

(7 Submissions

Techuical inférmation shall be submitted describing the wind energy developer’s plan and intent to make
adequate provision for the control of sound. The wind eneigy develpper’s plan shall centam the
following:

(a) Amap depicting fhe location of all proposed sound sources associated with the wind energy
developmeént, property boundaries for the proposed wind energy developmeént, property bounddrles-of all
adjacent properties within one mile of the proposed wind energy development, and the locston of all
protecied locations located within one mile of the proposed wind energy development;

(b) A deseription of the major sound soutces, inclading tonal sound sources and sources of short
diration repetitive sotnds, associsted with the construstion, operaﬁon and maintenance of the proposed
wind energy development;

ic) A description of the equivalent nelse levels expected to be prodiced by the sound sourees at
protected locations located within one mile of the proposed wind energy developmient. The description
shall include a full-page isopleths map depicting the modeled decay rate of the predicted sound préssure.
levels expected to be produced by the wind energy development at each clearly identified protected
location within ene mile of the proposed wind emergy development. The predictive model used to
generate the equivalent noise levels expected to be produced by the sourd sources shall be des;gned to
represent the “predictable worst case” impact on adjzcent properties and shall include, at a minimum, the
following:

1 The muaximum rated sound power output (TEC 61400-117 of the sound sources operating during
nighttime stable atmospheric conditions with high wind shear above the boundary layer and consideration
of ofher conditions that may affect in-How afisiream turbulence;

2. Attenuation due to geomeiric spreading, asswming that each mrbine is modeled as a point source
at tub height;

3. Atteanation due 1o afr absorption;

4, Attentation due to ground abserpfion/reflection;

5. Attenuation due fo thrée dimensiorial terrair;

G. Attenuation due to forestation;

7. Attenuation due to meteorological factors such as but riot limited to relative wind speed and

direction {wind rose data), temperature/vertical profiles and relative humidity, sky conditions, and
atmospheric profiles;

8. Inclusion of an “uncertainty factor™ adiustment to the mammum ated output of the sound sources
based on the manufactorer’s recomrhendation; and

g, Inclusion, at the discretion of the Department, of an addition to the maximem rated oufput of the
sound sourees 1o account for uncertainties in the modeling of sound propagation for wind energy

Stephen B. Ambrose, NCE (Brd. Cert.) 22 Robert W. Rand, INCE
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developments. This diseretionary vacertainty factor of 'ap to 3 dBA may be required by the Department
based on the following conditions: inland or ¢osstal location, the extent and specificity of credible
evidence of meteorofogical operating conditions; and the extent of evaluation and/or prior specific
experience for the proposed wind turbines, Subject to the Department’s discretion based on the
information available, there ig a rebuttable presumption of an nncertainty factor of 2 to 3 dBA for coastal
developments and of 0 to 2 dBA for inland chalopments_

{dj A deseription of the protected locations neat the proposed wind energy development.

(¢} A description of proposed major sound confrol measures, including their locations and expected

performantce.

{ A comparison of the expected sound levels from the proposed development with the:sound level
limits of this regulation.

(gy  Acompariscn of the expected sound fevels from the proposed development with any quantifiable
noise standards of the municipality in which the propesed development will be located and of any
prunicipality which may be affected by the noise. '

(hy A description and map identifying one or more compliance testing locations on or near the propesed
wind energy development site, The identiffed conpliance testing locations shall bé sélected to take
advantage of prevailing dewnwind conditions and be able to miest the site selection mtena outlined in
subsection I(8)(d}(2).

{1y A description of the compliance measarement protocol as required by subsection 8 below:

G) A description of the complaint Tesponse protocol proposed for the wind energy development. The
comp}amt response protocol shall adeguately provide for, at.a minimums:

1. A 24-hour contact for complaints;
2, A complaint Jog accessible by the Department;

K For those complaints that include safficient information to warrant an investigatios, the protocol
must provide for an analysis as set forth i (a) through (c) below, Sufficient iifoimation inchudes, at 4
miniroun; the name and address of the complainant; the date, time and duration of the $ound event; a
deseription of the sound event, indoor or outdoor, specific locafion and a deseription of any andible
sounds from other sources outside ot inside the dwelling of the complainant. Analysrs of the complaint by

the licensee must include:

() docummentation of the location of the nearest turbines £0 the complaind jocation and ground
conditions in the area of the complaint location;

(by  weather conditions at the time of the complaint and surface and hub height wind speed and
direction;

{c) power cuipuat and divection of nearest turbines; apd

{d}  notification of complaint findings to the Department and the complainant;

Stephen E. Ambrose, INCE (Brd. Cert} -23- Robert W. Rand, INCE
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4. A plotiing of complaint locations and key information on 4 project aréa map to evalnafe
complaints for a consistent pattern of site, operafing and ‘weather conditions; and

5. Acomparison of these patterns 16 the complianice protocol fo determine whetber testing urder
additional site and operating conditions Is necessary and, if so, a testing plan that addresses the locations
angd the conditions under which 2 patiern of complaints had oceurred.

Stephen ¥. Ambrose, INCE (Brd. Cert) L %4- Robert W, Rand, INCE
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Attachment B. Chapter 375.10(E) Terms and Conditions

E "Ferms and Conditions

The Board faay, s a term o condition of approval, establish any reasonable fequirerent o
ensure that fhe developer has made adeguate provision for the control of noise from fhe development and
to-reducs the fmpact of noise on protected locations. Such conditions may include, but are fiot limited to,
enclosing eguipment or aperations, imposing Fmits on hours of operation, or requiring the employment of
specific design fechnologies, site design, modes of operatich, of traffic pafterns,

The sound Tevel limits presoribed in this regulation shall not prechude the Board under Chapter
375.15 from tequiring a developer to demonstrate that sound levels from a developmert will fiot
unreascnably disturb wildlife or adversely affect wildhife populations. Tn addition, the sound level liniiis
shall not preclude the Board, as a term or condition of approval, from requiring that lower sound level
fimits be met to ensure that the developer has made adequate provision for the protection of wildlife:

Stephen . Ambrose, INCE (Brd. Cert} 225 Robert W. Rand, INCE
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15 Great Falls Read, Windham, ME 04062 65 Mere Point Road, Brunswick, ME 04011
tel: 2077.892.6691 - seaa@myfairpoint net rand@randacoustics.com - tel: 207.632,1215
June 2R, 2013

Rufus B, Brown, Esg,
Brown & Burke

152 Spring Street
PO Box 7530
Portland, ME 04112

Subject: Comunents ¢n the Peer Review by Peter Guldberg of Teck Bovironmental
Saddleback Ridpe Wind Famy, Carthape, Maine, RSG Tnc, Revised Anril 2013

Rufirs;

At the request of the appellants in the Saddleback case (Dogket BEP-12-137) oir professional opinion is.
provided herein of the DEP's independent peer reviéw (IPR) by Peter Guldberg of Tech Environmental,
by Ietter Junc 5, 2013. The letter reviewed the most recent Noise Impact Study (the "Noise Report")
performed by RSG Frc. for the proposed wind turbine facility consisting of 12 GE2.75-103 2.75 MW
{urbines on Saddleback Mountain in Carthage, Maine - the Sadﬂl&ba"ck Ridge ' Wind project ("SRW).

Guldberg/TE stated the purpose of his teview was to "determine if the acoustic studiés submitted with the
Application are réasonable and techuically correct according to standard engineering practices and the
Department Regulations on Control of Noise (06-096 CMR 375.10)." He gave full approval to the Noise
Repart.

It is important to cobsider the source of the review: Additional information offercd somic troubling insight
into the Guldberg/TE review method and approach as Listed below.

1. Guldberg/TE has performed preconstruction xoise studies on at least three large wind turbine projects
that now appear to exceed state regulatory noise limits and have resulted in strong cornpléints and appeals

to stop the noise. He ignored noise impacts and was wrong on every project reviewed. See-attachment 1,

2. We understand Guldberg/TE is on the board of directors of The Environmental Business Council of
New England, Inc., an organization dedicated to "enhance business aad job growth of both established
and ernerging environmental and energy businesses”. Records released in 2011 under the Freedom OF
Information Act (FOIA) reveal that Guldberg/1E sought t "handle organized opposition to cormmuniity
wind projects” with sther organizations working with the wind power industry. See attachments 2-1&.2.

By all appearances, this person comes from & background with affiiations that are wind industry based,
He has-affiliated himself with the industry. He is riot independent.

“1-

239




240

Peer-Roview of SRW IPR Letter dated June 5 2613 . : Saddleback Ridge Wind.

More quesfions arose as 5000 48 We read Guldberg/TH's review on the SBW Noise Report..

3. Guldberg/TE completely missed the mmnerous deficiencies that render the Noise Report defivient as a

inatter of law.

4, Guldberg/TE was silent about oise impacts for reighbors including children living near ihe proposed
SRW. This is absolutely counter to 1) the prearible of CMR 375,10, 2) standard erigineering prastices,
and 3) the TNCE membership Canon of Ethics, which require members. to hold paramount the safety,
heatth and welfare of the public.

What is even miore troubling is that in 2006, Guldberg/TE gave cantionary direct testimony to the Pyblic
Service Board of Vermont on Docket 7156 1'1. Guldberg/TE jdentified miajor defidiencies in the
application under review; under-estimating Sound power and maxirium received sound levels, alack of
jmpact assessment for neighbors, and other deficiencies. Guldberg/TE recommended measuring at an
existing wirid facility with the turbines under-consideration to determine the extent of impulsive noise.
Guldberg/TE said that the report had nnderestimated the sound level "by 5 t0.8 decibels". He said that the:
suthor "had failed to demonstrate that the projeet will not have an undue adverse health impact on public

health.” Guidherg/TE wroté a specific cavtion about nieise impacts on special-needs children.

In stark contrast to Guldberg/TE's 2006 testimony, Guldberg/TE comyiatdy missed mrmerons

deficiencies i the SRW Noise Report, and said nothing abont noise impacts on children.

What made Guldberg/TE depart so far froni his previeusly caréful, cationary approdch in 20067 What

“did the neighbors arotmd the SRW gver do to Guldberg/TE to get his tubber starop in 20137

Fuzther, we understand that Guidberg/TE hag recently advocated changing the Massachusetts DEP noise-
compliance test 'me-thcd., which would have the effect of making it casier to comply with the DEP's noise
Jimits, tat not change the-noise impasct, for wind projects with which Guldberg/TE is associated.
Guldberg/TE wrote a leter to a Mr. Ruiz who is the owner of a Kingston, Ma wind turbine whick Pater
studied before construction. The letter is attachied.

Guldberg/TE says the Massachusetts DEP poise test method is "scientifically invalid". This i$ an attended
noise measurement method used for decades now in Massachusetts. It measures the maximom (Slew
response) noise level for the infrusive neise against the (§low respanse) 1.90-backgronnd. The Mass DE?P

tests compliance as an increase being fess than 10 dB over the exising background L50. Tt's a simple test

! Guldberg, P., Prefiled Dircet Testimony, Vermont Poblic Service Board Docket 7156, June 27, 2005.
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that has worked well ‘over the years when properly conducted. Guldberg wants to chan ge Lmax-over L80
to LB over L0 for wind furbines. That would have the effect of ignoring the average and maxinmurm
levels produced by the wind turbine. The difference usin @ this Gﬂé‘tﬁag/"}’l% method in 2 {est is that the,
wind turbine factlity could now "pass" the test bt the cornzmumity noise fmpacts would remain the same.

This method could also allow larger, Tonder turbines to be installed and operated near homes.

These are not the actions of a person upholding public safety, health, and welfare..

- Guldberg/TE is now. associated with multtple wind tirbine projects that liave exceeded noise Hirnits and
created cornplaints and appeals to stop the noise. FOIA records snggest a conflict of interest. The picfure

that has gmerged in our review is notf one of an independent, impartial, ‘careful advisor.

Commercial developments that generate noise must strive 1o be good acoustic neighbors to surrounding
residences. Wind turbine facility applicaiits have only distance as a reliable noise control optior
Applicants and the DEP depend on impartial, carefully prepared advice from acbusﬁcqi consultanis who
work to uphold the law and protect public safety, health, and welfare, o ensure the project will comply-

with noise regulations and prevent complaints and noise impacts,

Respeotfully Submitted,

Eekn Sl |

Stephen £. Ambrose, INCE (Brd. Cert) ohert W, Rand \INCE
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Attachment |
Guldberg/TE has performed preconstruction noise studies on at least three large wind turbine projects that
now appear t6 exceed state regulatory nuisé limits and have resulted in strong cmn};ﬁahts«;aﬂﬁ appeals o

stop the noise. He ignored noise impacts and was WIODE o1 every proj ectreviewed,

1.1 Kingston. Massachuseiis

GuI&Bc:giTE performed and c‘ertiﬁed preconstrisction hoise. sh;_&y for four large 1.5+ MW wind turbines
in Kifgston [2]. The reports evalvated the cummilative impact of the three 1.5+ MW O'Donuell wind
turbines and the fourth 1.5+ MW Town wind turhine, Guldberg/TE reports concluded that all four
turbines separately and together would comiply .with'tﬁe Massachusetts DEP noise Hmits (ho more than 18
dRB aver the bagkground L.90). No cofmunity noise impact assessment was found in the preconstruction

noise studies. This is required in order to deternyine if there will be a noise impact.

Restlt: Complainis drd strong appeals fo stop the noise emierged soon after the O'Donmell turbines were
started up, and legal action commenced, I 2013, a professional Noise Evaluation determined that the
O'Donnell wind tushines significantly exceeded the MADEP noise limits, with the foflowing {31.

Using the average operational levels measured at the four residential locations and the
average ambient levels measured at the reference location, NCE assessed compliance
with the MADEP noise regulation. Ofthe four neighborhood Tocations, two were found to
e in excaess of this regulation with Increases over the reference/background noise level of
12 and 16 decibels. NCE alse caledlated the increases of the ina ximuim measursd
residentia] levels over the minimum mieasured reference levels. This worst-case
assessment produced overages of 1316 22 decibels above the reforence background. The
turbine induced noise is significantly above the MADEP regulation that only permits up

to a 10 decibel Intrease.

? Guldberg, P.. Acoustic Stady of the O'Donoell Wind Energy Project, Kingston, Massachosetts. Tech
Environmentsl, April, Fuse and November 24140,

3 Rahtiarian, M., Beaudry, A., 0" Donnell Wind Turbines Neiss Evaluation, Kingston, MA. NCE, Inc. April 2013.
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1.2 Fairhaven, Massachusetts

Guldberg/TE performed and certified the preconstruction noise study for two large 1.5-MW wind
turbines in Fairhaven in 2011 and previously in 2007 [4]. It was stated in 2007 that the wind turbines
would be naudible to neighbors at least 40 percent of the time. No change was made to that statement in
2011. No review of noise levels, audibility or community noise impact was provided for similar sized 1.5~

MW turbine noise impacts (Mars Hill, Freedom, and Vinalhaven, Maine; and many others).

Result: Strong complaints and appeals to stop the noise emerged soon after the turbine started operating.
Following Massachusetts DEP field tests in 2012, the Guldberg/TE noise predictions were found to be 2-
10 dB deficient (see Figure A1.2-1 below). The Mass DEP declared the facility out of compliance with
State noise limits. The Fairhaven Board of Health has ordered the facility shut down at night until

measures can be taken to reduce the noise levels.

Figure A1.2-1
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Figure Al.2-1. Fairhaven predicted levels and Mass DEP 2012 measurements (comparison by authors).

1 Guldberg, P., Acouvstic Stdy Of Vestas V82 Wind Turbines Fairhaven, Massachusetts, Tech Environmental,
September 201 1; first study performed May 2007, and Supplemental Information issued May 11, 2007.
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1.3 Nantucket Island, Massachinsetts

Guldberg/TE, performed and cettified the precoastruction noise study for the 100kw wind turbine at the.
Nantucket High School [5]. Unceitainties were apparently not consi dered in the model, and the highest
wind speed assesséd was 8 m/s, well below actual wind speeds aloft on Nantucket, The predicted highest
levels at the nearest neighbors was 33 to 44 dBA. No community roise impact assessment wag found in

the preconstruction rioise study.

Result: Strong complaints and appeals to stop the nojse emerged in the nearby residential area soon after
the turbine started operating. The actual noisé levels measured in 2012 were 5-6 dB higher than predicted
and a prominent tone or lum was found [6]. Measurements indicated that the Town and the MADEP

noise limits were exceeded respectively by up to 12 dBA and 20 dBA at the nearest properties.

Figare A1.3-1
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Figure A1.3-1, Nantucket High School 100kw wind turbine predicted levels and field survey results,
comparison from Advisory Letter, Attachment C (by authors).

* Guldberg, P., Acoustic Study of the Nantucket High Schiool Wind Turbine. Tech Epvironmental, June 2010
6 Ambrose, ., Rand, R., Advisery Letter, Madaket Wind Turbine Acoustic Amalysis. Febroary 2012,
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Attachiment 2-1

Records released in 2011 under the Freedom Of Information Act (FOIA) reveal that Guldberg/TE sought
to "handle organized opposition to community wind projects” with other organizations working with the
wind power industry.

FOIA e-mail record shown below from Guldberg/TE (Peter Guldberg, president of Tech Environmental,
Inc: and on the Board of Directors of the Environmental Business Couneil of New England),
communicating with the Massachusetts Clean Energy Center, coordinating a meeting at the offices of
HMMT, Ine. (another acoustical consulting firm in Massachusetts); January 12, 2011.

Fromss Pater Guldberg

Ta: Orizndo Marfinez;

Subjer: RE: conferance eall

Date; Wednesday, January 12, 2011 2:11:15PM
Crlando-

Fine, It expect your call,

Did you get the message [ sent shout the EBC wind Energy group meeting on 1718
Tuesday 10 a.rm. 5t HMMH (Burlington). The group would weleome your
attendance to discuss how our respective organizations can handle brga'nized
spposition to commimity wind projects in Mass. Are you available? {Wiore
information—call Szeve Barrett at 781-852-3125.

-Poter

From: Orlando Martinez {mailto:OMartinez@MassCEL con]
Sent: Wednesday, January 12, 2011 2:43 PM

Toi Peter Guidberg

Subject: conference call

Peter, ‘
Can we have a brief conference call 1o B0 over your praposed scope of work? How
about 1 pm tomorrow, Thursday? .

Ortando Martinez

Project Manager

Massachusetts Clear Energy Center

55 Summer $t, Sth Fioor, Boston, MA 02110
{617)315-9324 Fax: (617)315-9355
omartinez@rnasscac.com
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Attachment 2-2

Peter Guldberg, president of Tech Environmental, Iic. (Guldberg/TE) and on the Board of Directors,
Environmental Business Council of New England, Ine.
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May 10, 2013

Mr. Kially Ruiz, President
Agquinergy, LI.C

60 Almy Knoll Terrace
Portsmouth, RI 02871

Re: Comments on the DEP Lp10-Loy Test Merthod for Kingsion Wind
Dear Kially:

I understand the DEP Lm,rto{@q test method that was applied in testmg the Town of Falmouth’s wind
turbines is part of a larger Acoustic Monitoring Test Protocol proposed for the Kingston Wind
Tndependénce Turbine.! Along with other acoustic consulting professionals, I have voiced concerns
about the Lpay-to-Log test method in discussions with regilatory officials over the past ten months
regarding existing wind energy projects. Specifically, the method used in the Falmouth tests has
significant scientific flaws. As you requested, this letter provides a quick summary of those concerns.

The Lpax-to-Log Test Method is Inconsistent with How Existing Projects Were Permitted

To be enforceable, a regulatory standard, such as the DEP Noise Policy, needs to be transparent and
easily understood, and test resulfs to enforce the siandard need to replicable. Unfonuna‘{ely, the Lyy-to-
Lo test method does nol meet these criteria. Existing wind energy projects in Massachusetts, incliiding
Kingston, were designed in conformance with the Noise Policy and its Log-to-Lag test method. DEP’s
use of the Ly.-vs.-Leg test method is inconsistent with how projects were designed to ensure compliance
with the State Noise Regulation, and it is inconsistent with the sound power levels provided by turbine
© manufacturers under International Standard IEC 61400-11, which form the basis for the turbine Iayout.
Bagic fairness under the law would suggest that projecis be tested and Jjudged using the same
methodology under which they were approved and permitted. Since no manufacturer can provide L.,
sound power levels, it is impossible to design a project to meet the Ly-to -Lgg tést method,

The Comparison of Two Different Sound Metrics is Scieii.tifica]ly Invalid

By definition the Ly sound level is the highest sound level recorded, and the Log sourid level is one of
the Jowest levels recorded (representing the quietest 10% of the time} dunng the monitoring: parmd
With no turbines vperating, there is a significant spread i in the existing sound-environment between I,
and Leg levels, by definition. Thai spread can exceed 10 dBA. This phantom increase in the Lop level § 15
always present and is due to the improper comparisen of dissimilar sound metrics.

! HMMH, “Final Scope for Acousticai Menitoring of Kingston Wind Independence Wind Turbine,” March 15, 2013,

Address: 303 Wyman Street, Suite 205 | Waltham, MA 02451 | Phone; 781-830-2220 | Fax: 781-890-9451 | WebsHe: www iachesyv.com
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When a rmeasurement is made with the turbine on, the. increase due to the turbine cannot be separated

from the phantom increase (caused by dissimilar sound metrics) because the spread in the baseline

sound caused by comparing dissimilar metrics is not audible. Thus, the Lnue-vs.-Loo test method can
significantly over-predict the increase i the ambient somnd level atiributable to the new source (the
wind turbine).. This pharitom increase cannot be properly attributed. to the source and thus the Lpax-v8.-
1oy test method is scientifically invalid in'my opinion.

The Lia-vs.-Log Test Method Can Produce a Fictitious Vielation

The Lyec-vs.-Log Method used in Falmouth compared the Liax sound level (turbine on) to a baseling
(turbine off) Lop sound level. By definition, the maximuin sound level L. is always higheér than the
quietest-10%-of-the-time sound level Lgo.

Sound data from the Falmouth site reveal that L.y levels are significantly higher than Loy levels when
the wind turbines are furned off. From the DEP report “Attended Sampling of Sound from Wind
Turbine #1, Falmouth, MA” (May 2012), the Appendix B Sampling Data for “Background Sound
Levels” show the following spread between Ly and Lgg 5-second sound levels. The Ly levels listed

below ‘match DEP’s method, 1.6, they are the 1™ highest 5-second measurements in each S-inute
period.

Table 1
Background Seund Levels at 211 Black Smith Shop Read, Falmouth
‘ Turbines Off, March 7 and 8, 2012

Start Time of | S Leg Lipsr — Ligo, Spread
5 min period (dBA) (dBA) Phantom Increase {dBA)
3/7,2:30 am. 345 29.3 52

311, 2:42 am. 231 29.0 6.1

377, 2:50 a.m. 344 28.8 5.6
3/7,3:15 aun. 485 303 18.2
3/7,3:23 am. 49.4 30.7 187
3/7,3:32 a.m. 49.5 30.8 T 187

R, 223 a.m. 46.7 40.0 6.7

3/8. 2:30 am. 46.1 40.0 6.1
3/8,2:37 a.m. 44.9 385 54

3/8, 2:55 am. 50.5 407 9.8
3/8,3:02 am. 46.1 40.7 5.4
3/8,3:07 am. 49§ 39.8 g3

@recH 2

enviranmeriral
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In surnmary, while I understand the Lonax-to-Log test method was used by DEP at the Town of Falmouth
wind turbines, and is being used al other existing wind energy projects, this method has significant

scientific flaws. Accordingly, I have concerns as o the accuracy of the fest method in fairly judging

compliance of existing wind projects with the DEP Noise Policy.

Sincerely,

TECH ENV [RONMENTAL, INC,

Peter H. Guldberg, INCE, CCM
President
3749/Letter May 102013

[@TEeCH 3
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GORDON R. SMITH AR SR B 1 (INE PORTLAND SQUARE

ATTORNEY FORTLAND, MAINE 04112-0586.

gsmith@verrilldana.com 20G7-774-4000 « FAX 207-774-749%

Dircer; 207-253-4926 www verriltldana.com
July 3,2013

VIA Electronic Mail

lirle Townsend, Project Manager

Mainc Department of Environmental Protection
17 Stale 1louse Station

Augusta, MI: 04333-0017

Re:  Licensee Response to Comments by Appellants
Saddlehack Ridge Wind, LLC
[.-25137-24-A-N/L.-25137-TG-B-N (approval)

Dear Erie,

1 am writing on behalf of licensee Saddleback Ridge Wind, LLLC ("SRW™) in response to
comments submitied on June 28, 2013 by appellants Friends of Maine’s Mountains el al.
{(“Appellants”) in the dbov&capuoncd remand proceeding before the Board ol Environmental
Protection. In addifion 10 responscs contained in this letter, SRW*s acoustic eéngineer, Resource
Systems Group ("RSG”) has provided technieal responses in a separate memorandum, which is
attached f{o this letier.

Together with the RSG memorandum, SRW offers the [ollowing responses to
Appellants’-comments:

1. Appellants ¢laim that SRW did not submit a map showing property boundaries of all adjacent
properties within one mile of the project. (Ambrose and Rand al 2.)

Response: The Law Court’s remand order required the Board to apply the 42 dBA limit,
Specifically: the remand ordey stated, “We vacate the Board’s order and remand for
further review using the 42 dBA nighitine sound level limit infrodueed in 06-096 CMR
375(10)(1}(2)(b).” Friends of Maine’s Mountains v. Bd. of Envtl. Prot., 2013 ML 25, 9 17,
The remand order does not reference the sound rule’s procedural submission
requirements. In aceordancewith the Court’s order, SRW submitfed substantive
information demonsteating that the Project will comply with the 42 dBA limit. The
referenced property boundary map is pot relevant to that analysis. Nevertheless, it is
attached to this submission as Exhibit A.

Porgland = Augusta + Boston = Stamford « Washington, DO
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2. Appellants claim that SRW did not provide documentation demonstrating the effectiveness of
the GE Advanced Loads Control (ALC) technology in reducing SPRS. (Ambrose and Rand at

3.}

Response: As discussed in detail in SRW’s Noise Impact Study submitted fo the Board on
April 9, 2013, the Projeet is not expected to resuli in sipnificant SDRS that would affect
compliamee with the 42 dBA limit. This analysis is based on several faclors. First, an
analysis ol a year of meteorclogical data collected af the Project site indieates that site-
specifie conditions are wof conducive to significant amplitude modulation that can cause
SDRS. Sceond, exfensive monitoring and analysis of sound emissions at an operating wind
power facility (Spruce Mountain Wind) indicate that similar site condifiens and project
layout have not caused amplitude modulation that would resull in application of an SDRS
penalty. Finally, SRW provided information regarding ALC, a newly-available
independent blade piteh technology expected to reduce the incidence of amplitude
modulation. The deseription of ALC was provided fo the Board for infermationl,
purposes but is not necessary for the Project fo demonstrate compliance. Inany event,
once the Projeet is operational it will be required to demonstrate complidnes with the 42
dBA limit, including any penalty for SDRS, through sound monitoring under worst case
conditions.

3. Appc]'lan'ts claim that SRW erred by not identifying proposed compliance lesting locations.
{Ambrose and Rand at 5.} ‘

Response: As noted above in Response #1, the Law Court’s remand order did not require
] 3 1

SIZW to male alf of the submissions contained in Chapier 375(10)(1)(7). Submission of
proposed compliance testing locations is not relevant or helpful to the Board in its review of
SRW?s compliance with the 42 dBA sound limit. Nevertheless, SRW has identified
proposed compliance testing locations en the wap attached as Exhibit A. These locations
were chosen based on the locations recommended in the June §, 2013 peer review by Tech
Euvironmental and hased on the measurement procedures established by Chapler

375(10)(D(RH().

4, Appellanis claim (hat SRW erred by not providing a description of the compliance
measurement protocol. (Ambrose and Rand at6.)

Response: As noted above in Response #1,.the Law Court’s remand order did not require
SRW to male all of the submissions confained in Chapter 375(10)(1)(7). A deseription of
the complianee measurement protocol will not assist the Board in its review of SRW’y
compliance with the 42 dBA sound limit when Chapter 375(10)(1)(8) éxplicitly establishes
the compliance measurement procedures that mast be followed. SRW will perform its
sound mounitoring in aceordance with C_Empier?;?i(]E}}(E)(S}.
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5. Appellants claim that SRW crred by not including a complaint response protocol, (Ambrose
and Rand at 6-7.)

Response: As noted above in Response #1, the Law Court’s remand order did not require
SRW to make all of the submissions contained in Chapter 375(10)(I)(7). The submission of
u complaint response protocol will not assist the Board in its review of SRW’s compliance
with the 42 dBA sound limit. Regardless, the Projeet’s complaint response protocel, which
is consistent with Chapter 375(10)(1)(7)(j), which has been reviewed and approved by
Department stalf, and which is unatfected by the Law Court’s remand order, is contained
it SRW’'s Site Law license.

6. Appellants ¢laim that SRW “did not explain Gl‘ju'siii'y using easements as noise control which
appear to waive claims for health impacts on children.” (Ambrose and Rand at 11.)

Response: Exemption front noise limits by sound casement is speeifieally provided for by
Chapter 375(10)(C)(5)(s). The exemption by casement is unaffected by the Board’s
adoption of the wind power speeific sound rules in Chapter 375(10)(I). A sounid easement
is an agreement behween a developer and a landowner in which the landowner is
compensated for a specific use of the landowner’s property.

7. Appellants claim that the newly adopted wind power noise rules, including the 42 dBA
nighttime sound level, are insufficient to prevent complaints and asa result SRW should have
assessed the project’s noise impacts against a standard suggested by Appellants rather than
against DEP Rules Chapter 375(10)(1). (Ambrose and Rand at 13-17.)

Response: The wind power specific sound roles contained in Chapter 375(10)(1) were
adopted by the Board after an exhaustive rulemaking on fhe issue of wind power sgund.
During the rulemuaking the Board considered various methods of sound regulation and
ultimately adopted the numerical limifs and associated requirements contained in Chapter
F75(10)(1)(2)(b). These are the specific limits that Appellants argued must be applied in
their appeal te the Law Court of the Board’s affirmance of the Project. Appellants ean
hardly now drgue that a different limit should apply. In any event, the Law Court
instructed the Board to apply the 42 dBA Iimit, nof fo consider whether yet another set of
standards i€ appropriate.

Thank you for your atfention to thismatter. Please contact me with any questions.

————

ce:  Cynthia Bertocgi
Mark Bergeron
Pepyy Bensinger, Fsq.
Rufus Brown. Lsq.

4547286
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MEMORANDUM

Gordon Smith, Verrill Bana LLP

T Todd Presson, Patriot Renewables LLC

From:; Kenneth Kaliski, P.E., INCE Bd. Cert

Response to Saddleback Ridge Wind Appeﬁant Filing of June 28, 2018 Regarding
Noise Issugs

Date: 3 July 2013

Subject:

We have reviewed the reports of Rick James of E-Coustic Sclutions, and Robsert Rand and
Stephen Ambrose, dated June 28, 2013, submitted on behalf of the appeliants to the Saddleback.
Ridge Wind project. The appellants’ various claims are numbered below, followed by our
responses. '

1) The appellants make a number of claims regarding the validity of the predictive sound
modeling used for Saddleback Ridge Wind (SRW), including:

¢ That SRW's;sound model did not assume predictable worst case conditions because it
used the manufacturer’s sound power output for low wind shear conditions rather than
high wind shear conditions. (Ambrose and Rand at 2-3; James at 2-3.)

e That SRW's use of a 2 dB manufacturer’s uricertainty factor was insufficient because it
did notaccount for the effect of directivity. (Ambrose and Rand at 3-4. )

e That the monitoring date from the Stetson Mountain wind power project does not
support the use of 3 dB overall modeling uncertainty because Stetson compliance
testing was not done under downwind conditions. (Ambrose and Rand at 8-10.)

e That SRW should have used a ground-absorption factor of 0.0 (for frozen ground) rather
than 0.5 (for mixed ground). (James at 4.)

e That SRW should have used a 3 dB modeling uncertainty factor rather than a 1 dB
‘modeling iincertainty factor because theré is too little data to validate the use of 1 dB
and because of the height of the turbines above receptors. (Ambrose and Rand at 4-5;
James at 3-4.)

55 Rallroad Row = White River Junction, Vermaont 05001
TeL 802.295.45598 ¢ rax B02.295.1006 ¢ www.rsginc.com
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Response: The modeling procedures established in the'new Maine DEP Chapter 375 noise rules
are based on the experience gained comparing preconstruction modeling with post-
construction sound measuréments. Some of these comparisons, as well as more recent
examples, are shown in Table 1, below. It each, the modeling used the same ground factor as
the Saddleback model (G=0.5), but with a +5 uncertainty factor (whereas.Saddleback uses +3).
The monitoring results are re-evaluated using the current compliance requirements, ie. looking
at 12 10-minute samples meeting the described criteria, which include the turbines generating
their maximum rated sound power, receptors generally downwind of the turbines, and
conditions of high wind shear. -

The results show that the models over-predicted measured sound levels by, on average, 4.0 dB.
All models over-predicted by 2 dB or more. These results show that the +5 dB uncertainty
added to the modeling results by these projects is conservative, and that dropping the
uncertainty level to +3 dB is still a conservative approach.

Table 1: Comparison of modeled and monitored sound levels, using current compliance
criteria (Chapter 375(I)(5)

Site Receptor Date Winds Modeled | Monitored | Difference
Level Level
Rollins RNA 11/25/2011 | Downwind 45.1 41.8 +3.3
RNB 11/25/2011 | Crosswind 43.5 415 +2.0
RSA 11/25/2011 | Downwind 43.2 40.5 +2.7
Spruce - April 2012 | Downwind 47.0 41.3 +5.7
Stetson Il | ST2-B 11/18/2010 | Downwind 44.5. 40.7 +38
, 12/8/2010 | Downwind |  44.5 41.9 +2.7
ST2-D 11/18/2010 | Downwind 45.2 40.8 +4.4
12/8/2010 | Downwind 45.2 40.2 +5.0
Bull Hill A 11/24-25/ | Downwind 433 37.2 +6.1
) 2012 ‘
Average +4.0

The appellants present their own chart of monitoring data from ‘Mars Hill. However, this data
was not collected using the current protocol outlined in Chapter 375(10){D) (e}, nor was it
analyzed for compliance using the current methodology. The same Mars Hill monitoring results
were presented to DEP by Ambrose & Rand in a report dated December 9, 2010-in opposition to
the Saddleback Ridge Wind project, on their Figure A.3-1, which is part of the record of this
permitting proceedirig. Between then and now, the compliance assessment methodology has
changed, including the change from evaluating the highest 10-minute Leqto an arithmetic
average of 12 10-minute Legs, but their evaluation of the Mars Hill monitoring results remains
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the same. It is impossible to make any conclusions using Mars Hill if the menitoring data was
not analyzed according the procedures described in the regulation that will be applied to
Saddleback.

The appellants discuss the need for additional uncertainty factors for wind shearand
directionality. However, the tests done under the DEP compliance protocel atall of the wind
farms noted in the above table were done under high wind shearas a requirement. In addition,
they were done in both the downwind and crosswind positions. Tests were done under various
ground cover conditiens, including frozen and non-frozen ground.

The modeling assumptions identified in'RSG's report are generally more conservative than
standard practice outside of Maine. As an example, members of the British DTI/BERR Noise
Working Group on wind farm noise recommend:

“On the evidence available, we consider that ISO 9613-2 calculations using either G=0 or
G=0.5 (Gs=Gm = Gt') will lead to appropriate predication of noise immission/¥ levels at
typical receptor locations; depending on the input values of other parameters. The use
of either (a) G = 0 together with measured (IEC 61400-11 test) sound power levels or
{(b) G= 0.5 {with a 4 metres receptor height) together with vendor's warranted sound
power levels {or measured turbine sound power levels plus an allewance for
measurement uncertainty}, will generally result in realistic estimates of noise
iminission levels at receptor locations downwind of wind turbines. Noise immission
levels calculated using these combinations of parameters can generally be relied on for
the purposes of noise assessment.” 2

‘Asanother example; the Ireland EPA requires the use of G=0.5, unless over water or where the
ground is completely hard. They do not require any uncertainty value added to the mean sound
power of the turbines.

As noted in the staternent above from the British working group members, the use of G=0.5
with the manufacturer’s sound power uncertainty added is considered equivalent to G = 0 with
no uncertainty applied. In the case of the submittal, the former method is used, with additional
uncertainty added.

Regarding the appellants’ claim that the sound model should use sound power outputs based on
high wird shear, GE warrantees its sound power figures for all meteorological conditions. The
GE warranty does not distinguish between high wind shear and low wind shear in providing
sound power numbers, and contrary to appellant’s claim, GE does not have separate sound

L "Immission” refers te the level of sound received.

2 Bowlder, D., Bullmore, A1, Davis, B, Hayes, M, Jiggins, M., Leventhall, G, McKenzie, A, “Prediction and Assessment of
Wind Turbine Noise - Agreement about relevant factors for noise assessment from wind energy projects,” Acoustics
Bulletin, Vol 34 no 2, 2009
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power values for high shear conditions for i’hese turbines. Please see the letter from GE
attached as Exhibit B. '

2) The appellants claim that sound monitoring at Stetson 11 “shows an approximate 5 dB error
from the modeling based on manufacturer’s sound power levels” and that "the reviewer’s
experience at multiple wind turbine sites finds a similar and consistent level of error;atleast 5
dB error compared te modeling from the manufacturer’s quoted sound power levels.”

Response: The values in Table 1 for Stetson are based on our own evaluation of the Stetson II
data provided in the Stetson Wind II, LLC operational sound testing report prepared by Bodwell
EnviroAcoustics LLC in March 2011. During those tests, winds were consistently from the west
and the test positions were all east of the turbines. During the valid pericds, wind turbines were
generating maximum rated sound power, and wind speeds at 10 meters were generally below 6
mph. During these periods, and even outside these periods, the measured 10-minute sound
Jevels varied little. Our calculation of the range in the model’s overestimation of measured
compliance levels ranged from 2.6't0 5.0 dB. Putting it i the same terms as the appeliants, the
monitoring at Stetson 11 shows that the model, using only the manufacturer’s mean sound
power level would require uncertainty additions of between 0 dB and 2.3 dB. If we look at all of
the anitoﬁng sites, the combined sound power and propagation uncertainty that would be
added to the model averages 1.0 dB. As noted above, the combined sound power and
propagation uncertainty that has been added to thie SRW model is 3.0 dB.

3) Appellants claim that at Mars Hill and other projects in Maine, monitored downwind sound
levels exceeded model predictions (using no uncertainty factors) by 5 dB; and exceeded model
predictions {using no uncertainty factors) by 7-8 dB at receptors beyond 2,500 feet from
turbines. (Ambrose and Rand at 9-10.)

Response: As noted above, the Mars Bill monitoring data is not collected nox evaluated
according to the current DEP methodology, which includes a higher jevel of quality control,
techniques to control for background noise, different SDRS and tonal methods; and different
averaging times and methods. More recent monitoring done consistent with the current
methodology shows that the approach used in the Saddleback Ridge noise assessment is
conservative and consistent with the allowable range of values given by the DEP Chapter
375(10)(I) régulation.

4) Appellants claim that SRW erred by not modeling predicted sound levels for the 16 Hz octave
band and that sound levels at 16 Hz will exceed ANSI recommended levels: (Ambrose and Rand
at 18-19.)
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Response: The appellants’ estimate of the worst-case participant 16 Hz sound level is:
speculation. First, there is no data available on the infrasound levels from the GE turbine that is
proposed at Saddleback Ridge. There is no foundation to establish thatthe Siemens turbine
measured in Texas has a similar spectral shape as the GE proposed at Saddleback Ridge. As an
example, the difference between the 16 Hz and 31.5 Hz octave band sound levels cited by the
appellants in Texas is 8 dB. In comparison, the difference between those two octave bands
measured near the GE turbines at the Rollins project averaged 4 dB. Finally, the 1S0 9613
methodology is not intended for estimating infrasound. While the subject of low-frequency
sound is important, the Law Court did not remand the application to DEP for evaluation of low
frequency-noise, as low frequency noise is not regulated by DEP outside of its contribution to an
overall A-weighted sound level.

5) Appellants’ claim that, based on measurerents taken by appellants at Mars Hill, SRW's
modeling using updated GE sound power curves was flawed. {Ambrose and Rand at 20-21.)

Response: The appellants make an argument that the modeling conducted by the applicant is
fiot consistent with their measurement of attenuation from a completely different wind farm,
Mars Hill. The Mars Hill project has more than twice as many turbines and tighter turbine
spacing. While the appellants’ approach is novel, it is an “apples to oranges” comparison and
not consistent with the requirements of Chapter 375(10), which require site-specific
parameters when preparing predictive modeling estimates of sound levels.

6} Appellants clain that turbines must be spaced five rotor diameters apart in order tc avoid
inflow turbulence and that several of SRW’s turbines are only spaced three rotor diameters
apart. (Jamesat5.)

Response: The appellants say that “it is generally accepted by acausticians working with wind
turbines that to avoid having the wake and associated turbulence produced by one turbine
become the inflow air forturbine(s) located downwind, that a separation distance between
tarbines of atleast 5 rotor diameters is required.” No support is given for this assertion.
Acousticians generally have no expertise’in calculating the level of turbulence created by a wind
turbine. A similar claim was made in testimony submitted by Mr. James in the Saddleback Ridge
Wind DEP permitting proceeding, and at that time he cited a teleconference with “"GE
management in charge of land and offshore wind turbines.”! We know: of o rule-of-thumb with
respect te turbine spacing and turbulence. Turbine spacing at SRW is based on site~specific
topography, meteorology and other factors, and was developed based on the expertise of the

1 {etrer from Rick James to Rufus Brown, Pecember 2, 2010, as part of Exhibit 2 to 2 December 10, 2010 filing by
Rufus Brown on behalf of Friends of Maine’s Mountains.

289
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project developer and wind turbine manufacturer to define acceptable turbulence limits and to
site and operate the turbines accordingly. In this case, the turbine layout for this project has
been approved by GE.
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Andy Novey

Patriot Renewables, LLC
549 South Street
Quincy, MA 02186
Office 857-403-0119
Cell 617-413-8927

July 3, 2013

Subject: GE 2.75-103 Guaranteed Sound Power Output

Dear Mr. Novey,

The GE product specification defines the near field soun
generally a guoranteed value irrespective of wind shear. The product specification for the GE 2,75-103
wind turbine proposed for use by Saddleback Ridge Wind, LLC guorontees a maximum sound power
output of 105 dBA with an uncertainty of 2 dBA at the turbine hub height, irrespective of wind shear.
Noother maximum sound power specification is offered.

Very truly yours,

Al I, oo

Matthew Thompson
Commercial Leader
Northern U.S. & Canado

General Elsctic International, Inc,
GE Power & Water Proprietary & Confidentz)
4547208

Matthew | Thompsoa

Corarmnercial Leader

Northern LLS. & Canada
Renewahbile Enargy

1 River Raod, Bldg 53-4025
Schenectady, MY 12345

T 518 385 5696
M 307 851 1862
matthewthompson@gecom

d emission level of our wind turbine, which is
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FOCUSED KNOWLEDGE. REAL SOLUTIONS,

July 11,2013

Mr. Erle Townsend, Environmental Specialist
Maine Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Land Resource Regulation

17 State House Station

Augusta, ME 04333-0017

Re:  Review and Response to Comments by Appellants
Saddleback Ridge Wind Project
Dear Erle:

[ have reviewed the comment letters from Rick James, Robert Rand and Stephen Ambrose, submitted on
behalf of the Appellants to the Saddleback Ridge Wind project, and the Licensee responses -- a letter
from Gordon Smith of Verrill Dana and a technical memo from Ken Kaliski of RSG. As you requested,
I am commenting on the technical portion of the appellants’ documents and the licensee responses. 1 am
not commenting on legal issues.

Review of the Ambrose/Rand and James Letters on NIS for Saddleback Ridge Wind

I have reviewed the June 28 letter from Ambrose and Rand on behalf of the appellants. The appellants’
claims are grouped together and numbered below, followed by my responses. ‘

1.

Appellants claim the map of property boundaries is insufficient as a matter of law.

Response: The property boundaries shown on the predicted sound contour map (Figure 18) in
the RSG report are sufficient for determining that the redesigned project complies with all sound
limits in Chapter 375(10)(1).

Appellants claim the RSG report did not assess sound impact for high wind shear conditions.
Appellants claim larger uncertainty factors than those used by RSG (+2 dBA for sound power
level, +1 dBA for modeling uncertainty) and a ground factor of G=0 should have been used.
Appellants base their opinions in part on measurements from the Mars Hill project.

Response: International Standard IEC 64100-11 does not limit test conditions to low shear
conditions. Appellants are misinterpreting the “reference roughness length” of 0.05 m, which is
used after field measurements are collected to adjust the data to “reference conditions” (Section
8, Equation 7). Section 7.2.1 of the IEC Standard lists acoustic measurement requirements and
directs that measurements be taken to cover as broad a range of wind speeds as possible. By

303 Wyman Street, Suite 295 | Waltham, MA 02451 | Phone: 781-890-2220 | Web: www.techenv.com
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i

necessity, turbine manufacturers test their products for a wide range of wind shear conditions as
they need to understand the sound power produced under all operating conditions and obtain the
relevant data for offering purchasers a performance guarantee. No low-shear limit is imposed on
testing done under the IEC Standard. The letter from GE Wind Energy provided by the Licensee
confirms that the maximum sound power level of 105 dBA with an uncertainty level of 2 dBA
corresponds to operations under all wind shear conditions, including high wind shear.

The appellants® suggested value of G=0 for the model is inappropriate as that would treat the
ground surface as an acoustic mirror, perfectly reflecting all sound energy.

The appellants’ use of data from Mars Hill is inappropriate. The data were not collected using
the current protocol outlined in Chapter 375(10)(D)(e), and the method for processing and use of
compliance measurements has changed significantly since the Mars Hills analysis was done.

Uncertainty factors and other modeling assumptions act together to provide a level of
conservatism in the predicted sound levels. The modeling procedures recommended in the
recently revised Chapter 375 noise regulations are based on experience gained comparing
preconstruction modeling with post-construction sound measurements. The RSG noise impact
study was done in accordance with the Department’s established noise impact assessment
procedures with regard to the selection of the uncertainty factors and the ground factor value of
G=0.5. From my independent examination of the compliance test results for Stetson and other
inland Maine wind energy projects that were properly tested, I have concluded that these
established procedures yield a sufficiently conservative result in terms of predicted maximum
turbine sound levels. It should be noted that compliance testing required by the Department is
done under temperature inversion conditions that represent high wind shear and thus the worst
case for sound impacts. In conclusion, the RSG report modeled the worst case conditions for the
GE turbine in accordance with Chapter 375(10)(I).

Appellants claim the description of Advanced Loads Control (ALC) in the RSG report represents
a deficiency.

Response: ALC is not relied upon for the compliance demonstration in the RSG report. Since
ALC is designed to perform better than standard blade pitch control, it is reasonable to assume
that incidents of SDRS will be minimal for the project. The maximum predicted sound level at’
any Protected Location is 40.3 dBA at Receiver 12B, which is 1.7 dBA below the nighttime limit
of 42 dBA. That is an adequate margin of safety for possible SDRS incidents that might occur
during compliance testing for Saddleback Ridge Wind project.

Appellants claim the RSG report did not specify proposed compliance monitoring locations.

Response: The Department, in consultation with its acoustic consultant, is the one that
determines the sound compliance monitoring locations and those are often made a Condition of
any permit that is issued. The TE review report dated June 5 recommends compliance
monitoring at Receivers 12 and 29.

TecH 2
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5.

Appellants claim a different sound limit than the 42 dBA listed in Chapter 275(10)(I) should be
applied to Saddleback Ridge Wind.

Response: The wind energy specific sound rules contained in Chapter 375(10)(I) were adopted
by the Board after an exhaustive rulemaking on the issue of wind power sound. The 42 dBA
nighttime limit for Protected Locations was set by the Board to protect all persons living on a
residential parcel. The Board did not exclude children in its considerations. The Law Courts’
Remand Order requires the Board to apply the 42 dBA sound limit.

Appellants claim turbine spacing for the project is too small, stating wind turbines should always
be spaced 5 rotor diameters apart.

Response: The appellants are not experts in the design and layout of wind energy projects, nor
do they have the information and expertise held by the manufacturer GE Wind Energy or the
Licensee Patriot Renewables in judging the proper turbine spacing for a specific site, considering
topographical and meteorological conditions, and the performance of the specific turbine. The
comments by the appellants are pure speculation and should be treated as such. GE has offered
warranties for the project, taking info account the possible wake turbulence from adjacent
turbines in the planned layout. The RSG report, which used the maximum sound power level
and uncertainty factor listed in the GE warranty, modeled the worst case conditions for the
project in accordance with Chapter 375(10)(I).

Review of the Licensee Responses

The technical information in the RSG memo and the Verrill Dana letter provide a full reply to
appellants’ claims and comments. I agree with their responses.

Response to the Ambrose and Rand Letter on Guldbere Peer Review

I have reviewed the June 28 letter from Ambrose and Rand on behalf of the appellants to the Saddleback
Ridge Wind project. The appellants’ claims are numbered below, followed by my responses.

1.

Appellants claim Tech Environmental, Inc. (TE) performed preconstruction noise studies on:

three wind turbine projects in Massachusetts (Kingston, Fairhaven, Nantucket), that TE-
predicted sound levels do not match actual sound levels from those operating projects, and that
the three projects exceed regulatory limits.

Response: In Massachusetts, the DEP Noise Policy limits the increase in the 1-hour Loy sound
level to no more than 10-dBA above a pre-construction Lgg baseline. Compliance with the Noise
Policy is proved by comparing Loy measurements made with the sound source operating to Log
measurements with the sound source tumed off. All existing wind energy projects in
Massachusetts have been planned and constructed in accordance with this Noise Policy and its
written Lgg-to-Lgy test procedure.

ETECH 3
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a. In Kingston, the O’Donnell wind project was constructed using a different make and model
of turbine, and using a different layout, than that analyzed by TE in its pre-construction
sound impact study. Since the project built by O’Donnell is not the one analyzed by TE, no
before and after comparison of sound levels can be made. No DEP compliance tests have
been done on the O’Donnell wind project. The NCE report mentioned by the appellants is
seriously flawed and did not follow either ANSI or DEP test protocols. :

b. In Fairhaven, the Town of Fairhaven wind project was constructed using Sinovel SL1500
turbines. TE provided the pre-construction sound impact study to the Town in September
2011 for the SL1500 project; the TE report makes no mention of turbine audibility.
Compliance testing has revealed that when evaluated with the Lgo-to-Loo test consistent
with how it was permitted, Fairhaven Wind complies with the DEP Noise Policy and actual
sound levels are comparable to predicted levels in the TE pre-construction sound study.

Mass. DEP, however, decided to change its compliance limit for wind turbine projects affer
Faithaven Wind was permitted and built and to apply a more stringent sound limit, a
comparison of the Liyax sound level with the turbine ON to the Log level with the turbine
OFF, retroactively to the project. Since the Limax level is by definition always higher than
the Lgg level, DEP found that Fairhaven Wind exceeded the new more stringent standard by
0.7 to 2.9 dBA under certain wind conditions (Mass. DEP report dated May 21, 2013). The
owner/operator is pursuing blade pitch modifications to lower sound levels and in the
interim one turbine is being kept off during nighttime hours. Evaluated using the DEP
Noise Policy under which Fairhaven Wind was permitted and constructed, actual sound
level measurements are comparable to the TE pre-consiruction report model predictions.

¢. In Nantucket, a small NW100 turbine was constructed at the Town’s High School. TE
provided the pre-construction sound impact study in July 2010 to the Nantucket Public
Schools. The TE report notes there are high background sound levels at the project site.
The Ambrose report mentioned by the appellants is seriously flawed and did not follow
either ANSI or DEP test protocols, nor did it account for high background sound levels
from other nearby noise sources. No DEP compliance tests have been done on the
Nantucket High School wind turbine.

2. Appellants claim Guldberg is affiliated with the wind energy industry and not independent.

=

Response: | have provided objective acoustic consulting advice to State and local governments
regulating the wind industry and to project proponents regarding the likely sound level impacts
of proposed projects. In the State of Maine, I only provide acoustic consulting services to Maine
DEP and provide no services for the wind energy industry. Neither TE nor I have ever worked
for the Licensee. There is no conflict of interest regarding my work for Maine DEP in providing
4 critical review of the Saddleback Ridge Wind project.

The email listed by appellants (Attachment 2-1) was publicized by a resident of Falmouth,
Massachusetts in that Town’s local newspaper in an unsuccessful attempt to bar TE from bidding
on a municipal contract with the Town of Falmouth to do an independent peer review of another
consultant’s work. TE was awarded that work by the regulatory agency. The Environmental
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[

Business Council (EBC) effort mentioned in the email involved the development of educational
materials for Town Boards to help them fairly evaluate a project with respect to local By-Laws.
The attached letter to the Editor of the Falmouth Enterprise, published in May 2011, provides the
facts surrounding the EBC meeting.

. Appellants claim TE missed deficiencies in the RSG report “Noise Impact Study for Saddleback

Ridge Wind Farm” dated April 2013, which “render the report deficient as a matter of law™.

Response: The RSG noise impact study was properly done following the Department’s
established noise impact assessment procedures. Issues regarding the law are addressed by the
Licensee in the letter from Verrill Dana.

. Appellants claim the TE peer review of the RSG report ignored noise impacts on nearby

neighbors to the project, including children.

Response: The RSG report predicted sound impacts at the two closest Protected Locations
(residences), which are approximately 4,200 feet to the east (Receiver 12) and 3,120 feet to the
southwest (Receiver 29). A decibel contour map was also generated for Saddleback Ridge Wind
to allow verification of predicted sound levels at all other residential locations. The wind energy
specific sound rules contained in Chapter 375(10)(I) were adopted by the Board after an
exhaustive rulemaking on the issue of wind power sound. The 42 dBA nighttime limit for
Protected Locations was set by the Board to protect all persons living on a residential parcel.
The Board did not exclude children in its considerations. The Law Courts’ Remand Order
requires the Board to apply the 42 dBA sound limit.

. Appellants claim Guldberg testimony in a Vermont case seven years ago is somehow relevant to

the Saddleback Ridge Wind project.

Response: Testimony from the Vermont case is not relevant to Licensee’s application. In
particular, the State of Vermont does not have a noise regulation for wind energy projects or for
impulse noise. By contrast, Maine DEP has issued wind energy specific sound rules contained in
Chapter 375(10)(I), rules that include limits for impulse noise (Short Duration Repetitive Sound).

. Appellants claim Guldberg has advocated changing the Massachusetts DEP noise compliance

test method, referring to a letter to Mr. Kially Ruiz dated May 10, 2013. Appellants also claim
the Lyax-to-Log test method has been used for decades in Massachusetts.

Response: The facts are the opposite from those claimed by Appellants. Until last year, no
energy project in Massachusetts was evaluated using an Lya-to-Loo compliance test, and all were
evaluated using the long-standing Lgo-to-Log test that is defined in DEP procedure manuals.
Massachusetts DEP changed the Noise Policy test method it applies to wind energy projects in
2012 by administrative fiat, without rule-making and without taking comment from the public or
from acoustic professionals. I have pointed out the significant problems with DEP’s change of
test method.
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Most existing wind turbines in Massachusetts are small municipal projects and the officials in
those Towns are understandably concerned and upset about the fact DEP is now applying a more
stringent sound limit, a comparison of the Lmax sound level with the turbine ON to the Lgg level
with the turbine OFF, retroactively to projects that were permitted to comply with the Lgo-to-Log
comparison in the Noise Policy. Mr. Ruiz operates Kingston Wind Independence, a one-turbine
project on the Town landfill for the Town of Kingston. The letter dated May 10 answers a
request from Mr. Ruiz to summarize arguments I have made in meetings with DEP staff and the
DEP Commissioner over the past year. Other well-respected acoustic consultants in the region -
have voiced these same concerns in the same meetings with DEP. All of this information was
presented to Mass. DEP a year ago.

7. Appellants claim Guldberg is associated with multiple wind projects that have exceeded noise
limits and claim he has a conflict of interest.

Response: As detailed in the Response to claim #1, T have no conflict of interest regarding the
Saddleback Ridge Wind project, and I provide Maine DEP with independent, expert advice
regarding the compliance of applicant proposals with the Maine DEP Noise Regulations, Chapter
375(10)().

No DEP compliance tests have been done on two of the three projects listed by the appellants
and no objective evidence of non-compliance exists for those projects. For the third project,
DEP found that Fairhaven Wind exceeded a more stringent standard than the one under which it
was permitted by 0.7 to 2.9 dBA, for certain wind conditions. Pre-construction predicted sound
levels in the TE report for Fairhaven Wind are comparable to the Log-to-Log test results for
Fairhaven Wind, confirming that TE properly evaluated Fairhaven Wind at the time the project
was planned and permitted, using the DEP Noise Policy in effect at that time.

Respectfully submitted,

TECH ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.

%H.qm..

Peter H. Guldberg, INCE, CCM
Managing Principal
3579/Letter of Response to Appellants July 11 2013
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TECH®

FOCUSED KNOWLEDGE, R

EAL EGLUﬂENS,_ s
May 31,2011

Mr. Bill Hough, Publisher
Falmouth Enterprise

50 Depot Avenue
Falmouth, MA 02540

Re: Turbine Email ‘Troubling’
To the Editor:

In his letter “Turbine Email Troubling” published May 24 in the Falmouth Enterprise, J. Malcolm
Donald’s reading of my email and his rush to judgment reveals a basic misunderstanding. As a
professional that often provides support to Town planning and zoning boards, I have witnessed a
recurring problem for Town boards when they are evaluating a wind energy special permit application.
The issues they must deal with are complex, and in regards to acoustics the terminology can be baffling.
Organized opposition groups often overwhelm Town boards with documents, “studies,” and articles
from the web that appeal to fear. The barrage of material directed at zoning boards, and the ferocity of
many of the claims, makes it difficult for laymen serving on such boards to do their job of fairly
evaluating a project with respect to local By-Laws. To help local officials, the Environmental Business
Council has undertaken an initiative to develop educational materials on wind turbines and their
potential environmental impacts, and to provide those materials to Town boards so they are better
equipped to understand and thoughtfully consider all the information they receive, including testimony
from opponents. That is how the EBC working group has decided to “handle” the problem several of us
professionals have identified. The working group is not “actively working against” anyone. Mr. Steve
Barrett of HMMH is to be commended for leading this initiative and giving his time to the goal of
developing objective, educational materials for Town boards. Some wind energy projects will be
approved, and others will be denied a permit, as Jocal officials make decisions. Our role as professionals
is to help Town boards understand the issues, and separate the facts from the speculation, so they can
make a reasoned decision consistent with local By-Laws.

Sincerely yours,

TECH ENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
/ﬁw.w:]

Peter H. Guldberg
President

303 Wyman Street, Suite 295 | Waltham, MA 02451 | Phone: 781-890-2220 | Web: www.techenv,com
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Leola Ballweber <muttermutt@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 3:00 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Sound problems in Woodstock

Dear Mr. Townsend,

It was requested of me to share with you some of the experiences I have had hete in
Woodstock concerning the sound from Spruce Mountain Wind, LLC. I live 1.2 miles from tower 1
and aprox. 1.5 miles from tower 2. T have done hand held metering at night with readings of 50 to
57 dba. When we have a rain storm, the brook by the house is running higher, T can here the
turbines over both the rain and the sound of the brook.

At times they sound like jet engines and and at other times they just whoosh whoosh,
cither way it eats on a person's netves to have their peace on earth destroyed by man made
machines.

Spruce Mountain Wind petitioned DEP to drop the NRO at theit wind project and T and
others contested it. The one sound monitor that the company had was found to be not
working. The mice had chewed the wires and caused it to malfunction. If we had not made an
issue of it, then we would have never know that the company could not monitor itself. DEP
does not have the power to enforce regulations, which is a big disappointment, because these
turbines have not had the due process of study as to how they affect humans and animals.
Privatization of these companies also is 2 hindrance to enforce. Action, then counter actions
and our courts just don't have the laws to enforce the protection of the people.

Right now, Woodstock voted in an ordinance, done by the people, yet, Patriot
Renewables, LLC, owners of Spruce Mountain Wind Project, has come back to the Selectmen
and asked about "IF" changes could be made so that at some point they could put latger
turbines on the mountain, This to me is a tell tale sign that they may be looking to expand
somewhere in Woodstock in the near future. The life span of these turbines now ate suppose to
be twenty years and I ask why ate the so concerned this ealy in the game.

I can tell you that this project affects more than just Woodstock. The town of Sumner
and adjoining townships are affect by the travel of sound beyond the town line. Tt affects
peoples emotions when they feel they have no control over the sound and sites they are forced
to accept because of poor laws that were pur into affect hastily and not given full thought and
research.

I hope that I have been some help in understanding what has affected me and how it has
affected me. We need sound laws to regulate a wind program that basically has minimal
regulations and no way to enforce what is in place.

Thank-you for your time and as I sign off with all my letters.... May God guide you , keep you
and send his Angels to watch over you.

Sincerely:
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Leola R. Ballweber

506 Cushman Road
Bryant Pond, ME 04219
207-809-9371
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Leola Ballweber <muttermutt@®yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 3:29 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: footnote on Sound

Mr. Townsend,

One addition on sound here in Woodstock and I know there has not been any study omn it:
Here at my home, I experience an echo of the sound from the turbines. The mountains ate set in a
form that causes the sound to bounce of the other mountains in the area and travel back at my
home. This basically enhances the sound to 2 more compounded level. T live in the valley, so it
leaves me to question what exactly is happening concerning the sound and how it travels and
echo's back from the mountains around my home. I know that the sound maps that where
presented by the company showed that the sound at my residence would be the no higher than 35
dba. The company that did the sound map was WRONG. Any company can put in whatever
numbers, into a computer program, and show a wonderful presentation. The presentation was
flawed and not conducive to truth in this instance. There is nothing that can be done for my
situation, but I would ask that it not be repeated again, just for the sake of industrial development.

[ 'am aware that Jay Cashman, Inc. had to have connections to some one to buy the
mountain top and access. The land has been leased around the project and private citizens and
Bayroot, LLC are getting paid money by the project. Bayroot, LLC is part of the Yale
Investment fund, (as in College Alumni), and is managed by Wagner. Everyone has their hand
in the money till, but the citizens have no tights and respect for the sacrifices forced onto them
by these large companies. I will add that the stripping of lumber did not start until the project
was a definite "GO" and what a mess they made here on the mountain.
Again, Thank-you for your time and God Bless and Keep you and may his Angels be with you
always.

Sincerely:

Leola R. Ballweber
506 Cushman Road
Bryant Pond, ME 04219
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

Fram: alice barnett <mekaybarentt@gmail.coms>
Sent: Menday, June 10, 2013 11:57 AM

To: Townsend, Erfe

Subject: FOIA Peter Goldberg

It is worth noting that in the last four years, the DEP staff refused to read my transmitfals to them, referring
them instead, unread, to the "3rd party” consultant. The 3rd party consultant now is Peter Guldberg from
Massachusetts, who is a board member of the EBC, a wind promotion orgenization, with FOIA revealing his
intent to counter adverse pereeptions about wind turbines; Peter is also the author of fhe preconstruction noise
studies at Kingston, Nantucket, and Fairhaven which have all produced strong appeals to stop the noise; and
violate State noise limits. If the Maine DEP operates now the way it has in the past, should we count on
enlightenment occurring?
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

Frome
Sent:
To:
Subject:

alice barnett «mckaybarentt@gmail.com>

Monday, June 10, 2013 12:02 PM

Townsend, Erle

Enforcement procedure for Saddleback Ridge Wind

‘What is the complaint protocol? Two monitors?

8 It is unclear from the record how the Department and Board intend to enforce sound level limits for wind
projects. In its response to public comment, the Board noted, “[T]he 42 dBA sound limit is an enforceable
standard which must be met regardless of pre-development modeling predictions.” The Board’s rules provide
gnidance on obtaining measurements for enforcement, but not on the enforcement procedure.

2 C.M.R. 06 096 375-14 § 10(H)(4.1)(a) (2012).MAINE SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT Reporter of
Decisions Decision: 2013 ME 25 Docket: BEP-12-137 Argued: November &, 2012 Decided: March 5, 2013
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 11:48 AM
To: ‘alice barnett’ _

Subject: RE: Saddleback Ridge Wind receivers.
Alice —

The map on page 22 of the new Noise Impact Study for Saddleback shows that the properties you ist
below are outside of the 42 dBA line around the Saddleback project. Therefore, under the law, there
will be no adverse impacts due to excessive noise at the properties because the noise will be within
allowable limits. Also, as you know, these sites are not protected from scenic impacts because they
are not considered scenic resources of state or national significance.

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207} 991-8078 | Erle.Townsend@Maine.gov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mckaybarentt@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 11:54 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddleback Ridge Wind receivers,

1. 1The record is unclear about which specific individuals are appealing to this Court. The parties that appealed the Department’s
decision to the Board, however, included several individuals who own properties that are located near the project site and were used in
the Noise Impact Study.. ‘

MAINE SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT Reporter of Decisions Decision: 2013 MFE 25 Docket: BEP-12-137 Arg..ued: November &,
2012 Decided: March 5, 2013

Jjohn Steele is receiver #32, he does not WIND in his backyard as he operates a tourist business. His overniglit campers remark on the
good night's sleep they get in the Maine woods.

Pravid Jackson is receiver # 29. He does not WIND in his backyard as he wants to open a tourist business in 20 15.

Douglag Geis is receiver # 22. He does not want WIND in his backvard as he wishes for his children and grand children to always
enjoy their piece of wilderness on Gray's MTn (Saddleback Ridge).

Patrick Gorham is receiver # 12 and he does not want WIND in his backyard as he understands Maine real estate and the price of a
beantiful view.

Patriot Renewables sound study has the closest receiver at 3,120 feet. All of the above have structures under 4000 from a turbine,
Unless WIND buys these properties, they are valueless.
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john Steele is receiver #32, he does not WIND in his backyard as he operates a tourist business. His overnight
campers remark on the good night's sleep they get in the Maine woods. 207-272-8012

David Jackson is receiver # 29. He does not want WIND in his backyard as fie wants to open a tourist business
in 2015. 207-562-4764

Douglas Geis is receiver # 22, He does not want WIND in his backyard as he wishes for his children and grand
children to always enjoy their piece of wilderness on Gray's MTn {Saddleback Ridge). 207-562-7746

patrick Gorham is receiver # 12 and he does not want WIND in his backyard as he understands Maine real
estate and the price of a beautiful view. 207-357-7525

Patriot Renewables sound study has the closest receiver at 3,120 feet. All of the above have structures under
4000 feet from a turbine. Unless WIND buys these properties, they are valueless. '



281

Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: alice barnett <mckaybarentt@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 2:22 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: Saddleback Ridge Wind receivers.

In the words of Supreme Court Judges..."what are you going to say to these people?...sorry?"

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 11:48 AM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend@maine.gzov> wrote:

Alice —

The map on page 22 of the new Noise Impact Study for Saddleback shows that the properties you list
below are outside of the 42 dBA line around the Saddleback project. Therefore, under the law, there
will be no adverse impacts due to excessive noise at the properties because the noise will be within
allowable limits. Also, as you know, these sites are not protected from scenic mpacts because they
are not considered scenic resources of state or national significance.

Erle Townsend
Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.qov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mckaybarentt@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 11:54 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddieback Ridge Wind recejvers.

L. 1 The record is unclear about which specific individuals are appealing to this Court. The parties that appealed the Department’s
decision to the Board, however, included several individuals who own properties that are located near the project site and were used in
the Noise Iimpact Study.

MAINE SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT Reporter of Decistons Decision: 2013 ME 25 Docket: BEP-12-137 Arg...ued: November &,
2012 Deeided; March 3, 2013

lohn Steele is receiver #32, he does not WIND in his backyard as he operates a fourist business. His overnight campers remark on the
1
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good night's sleep they get in the Majie woods.
David Jackson is receiver # 29. He does not WIND in his backyard as he wants 16 open a tourist business in 2015.

Douglas Geis is receiver # 22. He does not want WIND in his backyard as he wishes for his children and grand children to always
enjoy their picce of wildermess on Gray's MTn {Saddleback Ridge}.

Patrick Gorham is receiver # 12 and he does not want WIND in his backyard as he understands Maine real estate and the price of a
beautiful view.

Patriot Renewables sound study has the closest receiver at 3,120 feet. Al of the above have structures under 4000 from a turbine.
Unless WIND buys these proparties, they are valueless. :

john Steele is receiver #32, he does not WIND in his backyard as he operates a tou rist business. His overnight
campers remark on the good night's sleep they get in the Maine woods. 207-272-8012

David Jackson is receiver # 29. He does not want WIND in his backyard as he wants to open a tourist business
in 2015. 207-562-4764

Douglas Geis is receiver # 22, He does not want WIND in his backyard as he wishes for his children and grand

children to always enjoy their piece of wilderness on Gray's MTn (Saddleback Ridge). 207-562-7746

Patrick Gorham is receiver # 12 and he does not want WIND in his backyard as he understands Maine real
estate and the price of a beautiful view. 207-357-7525

Patriot Renewables sound study has the closest receiver at 3,120 feet. All of the above have structures under
4000 feet from a turbine. Unless WIND buys these properties, they are valueless.
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 2:28 PM

To: ‘alice barnett’

Subject: RE: Saddleback Ridge Wind recejvers.
Alice -

The Department cannot erforce a law that doesn't exist. The standards in Site Law rules and in the
Windpower Act are pretty clear. Noise from the project is limited to 42 dBA or less at protected
locations. These are protected locations, and the noise from the project will be less than 42 dBA at
them, therefore the standards are met. Scenic impacts are requlated for scenic resources of state or
national significance, which are c?eariy defined in the law. These locations are not scenic resources of
state or national significance, so scenic impacts on these locations are not regulated. These are the
laws and rules that we have to work with.

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 991-8078 | Erle.Townsend@Maine.gov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mckavbarentt@amail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 2:22 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: Saddieback Ridge Wind receivers.

In the words of Supreme Court Judges..."what are you going to say to these people?...sorry?"

On Tue, Jun 1 1, 2013 at 11:48 AM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend@maine. pov> wrote:

Alice —

The map on page 22 of the new Noise Impact Study for Saddieback shows that the properties you fist
below are outside of the 42 dBA line around the Saddleback project. Therefore, under the law, there
will be no adverse impacts due fo excessive noise at the properties because the noise will be within
allowable limits. Also, as you know, these sites are not protected from scenic impacts because they
are not considered scenic resources of state or national significance.

Erle Townsend
Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation

Department of Environmental Protection
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17 State House Station | Augusts ME 04333

{207) 991-8078 | Erle.Townsend@Maine.qov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mckaybarentt@amail.com}
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 11:54 AM

To; Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddleback Ridge Wind receivers.

i, 1The record is unclear about which specific individuals are appealing to this Court. The partics that appealed the Department’s
decision to the Board, however, included several individuals who own properties that are located near the project site and were used in
the Noise Tmpact Study.

MAINE SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT Repértf_:r of Decisions Decision: 2013 ME 23 Docket: BEP-12-137 Arg.. ued: November 8,
2012 Decided: March 5, 2013

Tohn Steele is receiver #32, he does not WIND in his backyard as he operates a tourist business. His overnight campers remark on the
good night's sleep they get in the Maine woods.

David Jackson is receiver # 29, He does ot WIND in his backyard as he wants to open a tourist business in 2015.

Douglas Geis is receiver # 22, He does not want WIND in his backyard as he wishes for his children and grand children to always
enjoy their piece of wilderness on Gray's MTn (Saddleback Ridge).

Patrick Gorham is receiver # 12 and he does not want WIND in his backyard as be understands Maine real estaie and the price of a
beautiful view.

Patriot Renewables sound stody has the closest receiver at 3,120 feet. All of the above have structures under 4000 from a turbine.
Unless WIND buys these properties, they are valueless,

John Steele is receiver #32, he does not WIND in his backyard as he operates a tourist business. His overnight
campers remark on the good night's sleep they get in the Maine woods., 207-272-8012

David Jackson is receiver # 29. He does nat want WIND in his backyard as he wants to open a tourist business
in 2015. 207-562-4764

Douglas Geis is receiver # 22. He does not want WIND in his backyard as he wishes for his children and grand
children to always enjoy their piece of wilderness on Gray's MTn {Saddleback Ridge). 207-562-7746
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Patrick Gorham is receiver # 12 and he does not want WIND in his backyard as he understands Maine real
estate and the price of a beautiful view. 207-357-7525

Patriot Renewables sound study has the closest receiver at 3,120 feet. All of the above have structures under
4000 feet from a turbine. Unless WIND buys these praperties, they are valueless.
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Bertocei, Cynthia S

From: alice batnett <mckaybarentt@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 3:09 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: structire codes.

Attachments: DEPEricHammstructure codes 001jpg

Notice that Eric Ham called one of my structures as a "permanent” roof. That structure was in place before
application was accepted by DEP. Who is Eric Ham to call the structure with the permanent roof a recreational
vehicle? The axles were destroyed by the bull dozer pulling this structure to miy parcel.

It is a seasonal residential occupancy providing living, cooking and sleeping facilities and does have a
permanent outdoor sanitary facility.
-amb
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Bertocci, Cynthia §

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 3:17 PM
To: ‘alicé barneit’

Subject: RE: structure codes.

Alice —

The letter states that Eric’s determination is specifically based on “the two structures represented by
the photos appear fo be recreational vehicles; therefore they are not considered fo be residernices
under the above definition”, Do you have a HHE-200 for the septic systemn?

Erle Townsend ,

Environmental Speciafist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 891-8078 | Erle.Townsend@Maine.qov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mckaybarentt@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 3:09 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: structure codes.

Notice that Eric Ham called one of my structures as a "permanent” roof. That structure was in place before
application was accepted by DEP. Who is Eric Ham to call the structure with the permanent roof a recreational
vehicle? The axles were destroyed by the bull dozer pulling this structure to my parcel.

Tt is a seasonal residential occupancy providing living, cooking and sleeping facilities and does have a
permanent outdoor sanitary facility.
-amb
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Carthage Property Wednesday, December 1, 2010 2:0
Froim: "Ham, Bric” <Eric.Ham@maing. gove
“Alice Barnett" <gempaint@yahoo.com>, “dan mckay" <mcikaydan2@gmail.com>

Cur "Warren Brown" <Warren_Brown@umit.maine.edus, "Andy Movey® .
<ANovey@jaycashman.coms>, "Haillowell, Dawn® <Dawn.Hallowell@mains.gov>

Ms. Barnett and Mr. Mckay,
Thank you for all of the recent information you have submitted regarding your property in Carthage .

I have been gathering information in order to make a determination for the purposes of the Saddleback Ri
Wind project (L-25137-24-A-N, L-25137-TG-B-N) noise regulations. Mr. Mckay’s original email states tha!
the purposes of the Saddieback Ridge Wind application, he would like the property to be considered &
residence or planned residence and be treated as a protected location.

Chapter 375(10)(G) (16) defines a residence as planned when the owner of the parcei of land on which ti
residence is to be located has received all applicable land use permits and the time for beginning constru
under such permits has not expired. It also states that these permits must be obtained prior to submittal ¢
application. | spoke with a representative from the town of Carthage on multiple occasions and was told
town did not require building permits for new residences. The town does however require permits far any
of wastewater disposai system. 1 requested information from you regarding any permits you have obtaine
future residence’s on the parcel. You stated that you did not yet have a permit for wastewater disposal. 3
also forwarded along a temporary harvest notification form for my review.. | contacted the Department of
Conservation and was informed that they have not received that filing. If filed in the proper timeframe, the
Department does not consider this as documentation of 2 planned residence. This does not indicate the
location of the residences and the ‘change of use’ stipulation of the notification is solely for the use of app
timber harvest standards to the parcel.

The photo that was forwarded to me of the two existing structures on the property shows two camper trail
one with a permanent roof and one without. 375(10)(G) (14) defines a residence as & building of structur
including manufactured housing, maintained for permanent or seasonal residential occupancy providing Ii
cooking and sleeping facilities and having permanent indoor or cutdoor sanitary facilities, excluding
recreational vehicles, tents, and watercraft. The two structures represented by the photos appear to be
recreational vehicles; therefore they are not considered to be residences under the above definition.

Based on the facts outlined above including the information you submitted, and the Department's Rules, t
Department determines that there are no existing residences or planned residences on the property and
therefore, the property is not a protected location.
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: alice bamett <mckaybarentt@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 3:43 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: structure codes.

No Idonot. Would it make a difference? An out house is used every where on this mountain...

What is a recreational vehicle?

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 3:17 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erfe. Townsend@maine.gov> wrote:

Alice -

The letter states that Eric’s determination is specifically based on “the two structures represented by
the photos appear to be recreational vehicles; therefore they are not considered o be residences
under the above definition”. Do you have a HHE-200 for the septic system?

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Enviranmental Protection

17 Siate House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207} 891 u80_?8 { Erle. Townsend@Maine.gov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mckavbarentt@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 11,.2013 3:09 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: structure codes.

Notice that Eric Ham called one of my structures as a "permanent” roof. That structure was in place before
application was accepted by DEP. Who is Eric Ham to call the structure with the permanent roof a recreational
vehicle? The axles were destroyed by the bull dozer pulling this structure to my parcel.
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It is a seasonal residential occupancy providing living, cooking and sleeping facilities and does have a
permanent outdoor sanitary facility. :

~amb
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: alice barnett <mckaybarentt@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 432 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: Enforcement procedure for Saddieback Ridge Wind

same as Woodstock vet, mice ate wires etc. wrong hotline number etc.....we cannot win.
Any fines set? Any compensation for sufferers?

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 2:38 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend@maine.gov> wrote:

Alice -

The complaint protocol for Saddleback is spelled out in section 5(G) of the original license (the
license that was appealed): '

“G. Complaint Response. In light of concerns raised by interested persons in this proceeding regarding the
investigation of sound related complaints at similar facilities, the applicant must set up a toll free complaint
hotline designed to allow concerned citizens to call in a noise related complaint 24 hours per day, 7 days per
week. The hotline number must be clearly noticed to all abutting property owners and posted in prominent
locations around the project site and within the towns of Carthage, Canton, and Dixfield municipal offices.
For those complaints that include sufficient information to warrant an investigation, the applicant must,
within two business.days of receipt of the complaint, collect the complainant information (name, location,
time of complaint and other complaint information) and the meteorological and operational data from the
project at the time of the complaint, and submit that information to the Department and the complainant. At
the Department’s request, the applicant shall plot complaint locations and key information on a project area
map to evaluate complaints for a consistent pattern of site, operating and weather conditions; and submit this
analysis to the Department with a comparison of these patterns to the compliance protocol outlined above to
determine whether testing under additional site and operating conditions is necessary and if so, shall propose
a testing plan that addresses the locations and the conditions under which the pattern of complaints has
occurred. The applicant will be responsible for the reimbursement of all costs incurred by the Department in
the review of any noise related complaint.”

Should investigation of a complaint or complaints show that there was or is a violation, normal
enforcement procedures would apply. A Notice of Viclation {NOV) would be issued, probably resulting
i a Consent Agreement (CA) and some kind of mitigation to bring the project into compliance.

| think that the reason the Board rules don't talk about enforcament is because the Board doesn't do
enforcement, the Department doss,
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Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.qov

From: alice barnett [mallto:mckaybarentt@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 12:02 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Enforcement procedure for Saddleback Ridge Wind

What is the complaint protocol? Two monitors?

8 It is unclear from the record how the Department and Board intend to enforce sound level limits for wind
projects. In its response to public comment, the Board noted, “[T]he 42 dBA sound limit is an enforceable
standard which must be met regardless of pre-development modeling predictions.” The Board’s rules provide.
gnidance on obtaining measurements for enforcement, but not on the enforcement procedure.

2 C.M.R. 06 096 375-14 § 10(H)(4-1)(a) (2012).MAINE SUPREME JUDICIAL COURT Reporter of
Decisions Decision: 2013 ME 25 Docket: BEP-12-137 Argued: November 8, 2012 Decided: March 5, 2013
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 4:47 PM
To: ‘alice barnett'

Subject: ‘ - RE:structure codes.

If vou had the HHE-200, it might help establish a date for permitling of the trailer as a residence.

Erle Townsend

Envirenmental Specialist ~ Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME (4333

(207) 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.gov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mekaybarentt@aimail.com)
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 3:43 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: structure codes,

No I donot. Would it make a difference? An out house is used every where on this mountain...

What is a recreational vehicle?

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 3:17 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend@maine.gov> wrote:

Alice —

The letter states that Eric’s determination is specifically based on “the two structures represented by
the photos appear 1o be recreational vehicles; therefore they are not considered to be residences
under the above definition”. Do you have a HHE-200 for the septic system?

Erle Townsend
Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
{}epa{‘rmént of Enviranmental Protection

17 Stale House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 891-8078 { Erle Townsend@Maine.gov

From: alice barnetl [mailto:mckavbarentt@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 3:09 PM
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To: Townsend, Erfe
Subject: structute codes.

Natice that Eric Ham called one of my structures as a "permanent” roof. That structure was i place before
application was accepted by DEP. 'Who is Eric Ham to call the structure with the permanent roof a recreational
vehicle? The axles were destroyed by the bull dozer pulling this structure to my parcel.

It is a seasonal residential occupancy providing living, cooking and sleeping facilities and does have a.
permanent outdoor sanitary facility.

-amb



Bertocci, Cynthia §
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From: alice barnett <mckaybarentt@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 9:30 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: structure codes.

What is a recreational vehicle? You need to know Carthage does not require that septic rule as many, many
people set-up their own septics. Are they structures and being taxed as such? Yes

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 4:47 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend{@maine. gov> wrote:

If you had the HHE-200, it might help establish a date for permitting of the trailer as a residence.

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.gov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mckaybarentt@gmail.com]
Sent; Tuesday, June 11, 2013 3:43 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: structure codes.

No Idonot. Would it make a difference? An out house is used every where on this mountain...

What is a recreational vehicle?

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 3:17 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend{@maine gov> wrote:

Alice —
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The letter states that Eric’s determination is specifically based on “‘the two structures represented by
the photos appear fo be recreational vehicles; therefore they are not considered to be residences
under the above definition”. Do you have a HHE-200 for the seplic system?

Erle Townsend
Environmental Specialist = Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 991-8078 | Ede.Townsend@Maine.qov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mckaybarentt@amail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 3:09 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: structure codes.

Notice that Eric Ham called one of my structures as a "permanent” roof: That structure was in place before
application was accepted by DEP. Who is Eric Ham to call the structure with the permanent roof a recreational
vehicle? The axles were destroyed by the bull dozer pulling this structure to my parcel.

It is a seasonal residential occupancy providing living, cooking and sleeping facilities and does have a
permanent outdoor sanitary facility:

-amb
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 2:58 PM
Te: ‘alice barmnett'

Subject: RE: structure codes.

Alice —

Here is a link to the FAQ page about septic systems and other subsurface disposal systems.
[hitp://www.maine.gov/dhhs/mecdc/environmental-health/plumb/fag.htm] The second and third
guestions are applicable in your case, | think.

There is no specific definition of a recreational vehicle in the NRPA or Site law, but there is one in 10
M.R.S.A. 214-A §1432(18-A), in the séction of Maine law that governs the “Regulation of Business
Practices between Recreational Vehicle Manufacturers, Distributors and Dealers”. Here's the link to
that page of Maine law: hitp://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/10/title 10sec1432.html

The definition is:

18-A. Recreational vehicle. "Recreational vehicle” means a vehicle that is either self-propelled or
towed by a consumer-owned tow vehicle, is primarily designed to provide temporary living quarters for
recreational, camping or travel use, complies with all applicable federal vehicle regulations and does not require
special highway movement permits to legally use the highways. "Recreational vehicle" includes motor homes,
travel trailers, fifth-wheel trailers and folding camping trailers.

Erie Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 991-8078 | Erle.Townsend@Maine.gov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mckaybarentt@agmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 9:30 AM

To: Townsend, Erle '

Subject: Re; structure codes.

What is a recreational vehicle? Youneed to know Carthage does not require that septic rule as many. many
people set up their own septics. Are they structures and being taxed as such? Yes

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 4:47 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend@maine gov> wrote:

If you had the HHE-200, it might help establish a date for permitting of the {railer as a residence.

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation

1
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Depariment of Enviranmental Protection
17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.gov

From: alice barnett [mailtoimckavbarentt@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 3:43 PM '

To: Townsend, Erle '

Subject: Re: structure codes.

No I donot. Would it make a difference? An out house is used every where on this mountain. ..

What is a recreational vehicle?

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 3:17 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend(@main€. gov> wrote:

Alice —

The letter states that Eric's determination is specifically based on “the two structures represented by
the photos appear to be recreational vehicles; therefore they are not considered to be res:dersces
under the above definition”. Do you have a HHE-200 for the septic system?

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 891-8078 | Erle.Townsend@haine.qov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mckaybarenti®gmaii.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 3:09 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: structure codes.
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Notice that Eric Ham called one of my structures as a "permanent” roof. That structure was in place before
application was accepted by DEP. 'Who is Eric Ham to call the structure with the permanent roof a recreational
vehicle? The axles were destroyed by the bull dozer pulling this structure to my parcel.

1t is a seasonal residential occupancy providing living, cooking and sleeping facilities and does have a
permanent outdoor sanitary facility.

-amb
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: alice bamett <mckaybarentt@gmail.com>
Sent: 5 Thursday, June 13, 2013 1:49 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: visual cumulative

Attachments; mitbiuevisualcumulative.jpg

__Hmtbluevisualcumulative.jpg

The image is manipulated from a photo simulation in Saddleback Ridge Wind project application. The
photographer was on Mount Blue summit in Weld Maine. The first towers are the actual locations set by
Patriot Renewables in their photo. The second towers are my simulation of where | think they wiil be on
Colonel Holman Mountain in Dixfield, Maine. The third set of towers, a viewer will see, is on Canton Mountain
looking south.

3, Evaluation criteria.

A. The significance of the potentizally affected scenic resource.
vit. Blue Park = 70,000 visitors annum.

B. The existing character of the surrounding area is undulating, curvy, glacial worn, forested,
sugarloaves.
C. The expectation of the typical viewer = wilderness.

The image shows the cumulative scenic impact of three developments proposed by one WIND company. Can
you imagine what the night sky will look like?

LD 1147 An Act To Protect Maine’s Scenic Character. Alice McKay Barnett Carthage Maine

£ :mtbiuevisuafcumuiative.jpg
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: alice barpett <mckaybarentt@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2013 2:54 AM

To: Tewnsend, Erle

Subject: Spruce Mountain Wind complaints.

hitp:7/woodstockwindordinance.blogspot.com/p/comiments-complaints. hitml

Erle, Has anyone asked Mike Rogers of Maine Revenue Services what will happento the town's valuation?
OOps, we are talking sound and complaint protocol I hope.

Is complaint protocol an area that can be addressed in this remand?
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Bertocci, Cynthia S
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From: " Townsend, Erle

Sent: Friday, June 14, 2013 11:26 AM

To: ‘alice barnett'

Subject: RE: Spruce Mountain Wind complaints.
Alice ~

As far as | know, there has been no contact with Mike Rogers regarding any property valuation issues

related o any licensed or proposed wind projects.

The Court order is pretty specific regarding the area of review for the remanded Order:
“We vacate the Board’s order and remand for further review using the 42 dBA nighttime sound
level limit as introduced in 2 C.MLR. 06 096 375-15 § 10(I)(2)(b) (2012).

The specific rule referenced, 375-15 § 10(1)(2)(b), is:
“(2) Sound Level Limits for Routine Operation of Wind Energy Developments

The sound levels resulting from routine operation of a wind energy development measured in accordance
with the measurement procedures described in subsection I(8) shall not exceed the following limits:

{a) 75 dBA at any time of day at any property line of the wind energy development or contignous
property owned or controlled by the wind energy developer, whichever is farther from the proposed
wind energy development's regulated sound sources; and

(b) 55 dBA between 7:00 am. and 7:00 p.m. (the "daytime limit"}), and 42 dBA between 7:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m. (the "nighttime limit'") at any protected location.”

That being said, if you have a specific concern regarding the complaint protocol for Saddleback, let
me know about it and I'll look into it for you.

Thanks

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 991-8078 | Erle Townsend@Maine.gov

From: alice barnett [maiito:mckaybarentt@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2013 5:54 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject; Spruce Mountain Wind complaints.

htip://woodstockwindordinance blogspot.com/p/comments-complaints. himl

Ede, Has anyone asked Mike Rogers of Maine Revenue Services what will happen to the town's valuation?

OOps, we are talking sound and complaint protocol I hope.
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Is complaint protocol an area that can be addressed in this remand?
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Bertocci, Cynthia §

From: afice barnett <mckaybarentt@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2013 8:22 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Barnett structure SRW

The 5th wheeler has, and for the last 3 years bad, a pitch roof measuring 16 feet 10 inches from peak to ground
that you could not legally haul down the highway. Tt also has no axles for they were removed upon moving the
trailer to site. This structure was on site before Patriot Renewables had their public meeting in Carthage prior to
permit submission. thank you -amb
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2013 9:08 AM
To: ‘alice barnett’ .

Subject: RE: Bamett structure SRW

Alice —

The definition of recreational vehicle talks about a RV being “primarily designed to provide temporary living
quarters” (see below). The removal of the axJes and the addition of the roof are after-market

modifications. Also there is nothing in the record to show that the trailer (and additions) is there legally —no
building permit or other documentation from the town, and no THE-200 for the privy.

18-A. Recreational vehicle, "Recreational vehicle” means a vehicle that is either self-propelled or
towed by.a consumer-owned tow vehicle, is primarily designed to provide temporary living quarters for
recreational, camping or travel use, complies with all applicable federal vehicle regulations and does not
require special highway movement permits to legally use the highways. "Recreational vehicle" includes
motor homes, travel trailers, fifth-wheel trailers'and folding camping trailers.

Erig Townsend .

Environmental Specialist - Division of L and Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Statfion | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 981-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Miaine.qov

From: alice barnett [maiito:mckaybarentti@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2013 8:22 AM

To: Townsend, Ere

Subject: Barnett structure SRW

The 5th wheeler has, and for the last 3 years had, a pitch roof measuring 16 feet 10 inches from peak to ground
that you could not legally haul down the highway. It also has no axles for they were removed upon moving the
frailer to site. This structure was on site before Patriot Renewables had their public meeting in Carthage prior to
permit submission. thank you -amb
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: alice bamett <mckaybarentt@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2013 8:08 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Is the information frue?

Why have an independent acoustical engineer fest your wind turbine? Because independent engineers will
include all the data collection points.

Noise measurements taken from the sides of the turbines, rather than the back or front are in general louder. The
loudest of the two sides is the side where the blades are coming down to you and the blade tips are polnting
directly at you. This noise from the side is commonly called a random assault or the rope effect of the wind
moving down the blades that weigh as much as seven tons each. This is similar to the noise heard from the rope
when you jump rope af high speeds.

When doing acoustic noise research be sure have a data collection point about 50 degrees out from where the
tips of the blades point. The noise level at this point is 2 Decibels higher.
22 hours ago - Like
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Bertocci, Cynthia §

alice barnett <mckaybarentt@gma'il.cﬁm>

Fromi:

Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 407 PM
To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: campers

Rocky Mountain Terrain Park in Carthage Maine has thousands of campers a year, Can their location be
protected?
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Bertocci, Cynthia S .

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Wednesday, june 26, 2013 10:03 AM
To: ‘alice barnett’

Subject: RE: campers

Alice —

The Racky Mountain Terrain Park does not meet the definition of a protected location. Any
residences associated with the park would be considered protected locations. Examination of the
sound contour map in the April, 2013 NIS shows the Rocky Mountain Terrain Park to be well beyond
the 42 dBA sound contour.

it seems unlikely that the turbines wouid be heard at ail above the nolse generated by the users of the
park, judging from the videos on their website.

Thank you

Erle Townsend _

Environmental Specialist « Division of Land Resource Reguiation
Department of Environmental Profection

17 State House Station | Augusia ME 04333

(207) 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.gov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mckaybarentt@gmail.com?
Sent: Tuesday, Jurie 25, 2013 4:07 PM

To: Townsend, Ere

Subject: campers

Rocky Mountain Terrain Park in Carthage Maine has thousands of campers a year, Can their location be
protected?
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

Froim: alicé barnett <mckaybarentt@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2013 9:50 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: SRW maonitor requests

Hi Erle,

f have spoken to all four receivers below and they request noise monitors at their locations. Thank You -amb

~ John Steele is receiver 432, hie does not WIND in his backyard as he operates a tourist business. His overnight
campers remark on the good night's sleep they get in the Maine woods. 207-272-8012

David Jackson is receiver # 29. He does not want WIND in his backyard as he wants to open a tourist business
in 2015. 207-562-4764

Douglas Geis is receiver # 22. He does not want WIND in his backyard as he wishes for his children and grand
children to always enjoy their piece of wilderness on Gray's MiTn {Saddleback Ridge}, 207-562-77456

Patrick Gorham is recelver # 12 and he does not want WIND in his backyard as he understands Maine real
astate and the price of a beautiful view. 207-357-7525
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2013 9:52 AM
To: ‘alice barnett’

Subject: RE: SRW monitor requests

Is John Steele the guy at the Rocky Mountain park you mentioned yesterday?

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Reguiation
Department.of Envirenmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.gov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mckaybarentt@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2013 9:50 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: SRW monitor requests

Hi Erle,
| have spoken to all four receivers below and they request noise monitors at their locations. Thank You -amb

John Steele is receiver #32, he does not WIND in his backyard as he operates a tourist business, His overnight
campers remark on the good night's sleep they get in the Maine woods. 207-272-8012

David Jackson is receiver # 29. He does not want WIND in his backyard as he wants to open a tourist business
in 2015. 207-562-4764

Douglas Geis is receiver # 22. He does not want WIND in his backyard as he wishes for his children and grand
children to always enjoy their piece of wilderness on Gray's MTn (Saddleback Ridge). 207-562-7746

Patrick Gorham is receiver # 12 and he does not want WIND in his backyard as he understands Maine real
estate and the price of a beautiful view. 207-357-7525
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: alice barnett <mckaybarentt@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2013 10:43 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: SRW manitor requests

yes and his wife owns 2 structures with-in receptor map. Will forward receptor numbers..

On Thu, Jun 27, 2013 at 9:51 AM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend@maine.gov> wrote:

{s John Steele the guy at the Rocky Mountain park you mentioned yesterday?

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.gov

From: alice barnett [mailto:mckaybarentt@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, June 27, 2013 9:50 AM

To: Townsend, Erfe

Subject: SRW monitor requests

Hi Erle,

t have spokeﬁ to all four receivers below and they reguest noise monitors at their locations. Thank You -amb

John Steele is receiver #32, he does not WIND in his backyard as he operates a tourist business. His overnight
campers remark on the good night's sleep they get in the Maine woods, 207-272-8012

David Jackson is receiver # 29. He does not want WIND in his backyard as he wants to open a tourist business
in 2015, 207-562-4764
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Douglas Geis is receiver # 22. He does not want WIND in his backyard as he wishes for his children and grand
children to always enjoy their piece of wilderness on Gray's MTn (Saddleback Ridge). 207-562-7746

patrick Gorham is receiver # 12 and he does not want WIND in his backyard as he understands Maine real
estate and the price of a beautiful view. 207-357-7525
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Bertocci, Cynthia §

From: alice barnett <mckaybarentt@gmail.coms

Sent: Friday, June 28, 2013 2:25 PM

To; Townsend, Erle; alice barnett

Subject: outhouses in Carthage

Attachments: Mancini camp andouthouse JPG; Mancini outhouse has a barrell for containment JPG;

neighbors outhouse.JPG; no holding tank PG

The town of Carthage premise is and has always been, "You build it and we come tax it later." In other words
you don't need a building permit in Carthage to build because there is no comprehensive plan. There are several
people in my area alone that can and will swear to this fact.

Camps were built in our area we are now ﬁndin_g out that they were taxed even before a septic and or a out
house was installed. One camp was given a PVG from Patriot Renewables with an outhouse just like ours on
site. Reference "Mancini".

Also we have contacted the town fathers and they are privy to the fact that we Have a structure. They find it in
their best interest that they do not acknowledge it. As far as our house goes we were never told about HHE-200
also because we still did not need a building permit.

The reason we built an outliouse on our site is we saw so many at camps in Carthage that we thought it was the
norm.

If your concern is my toilet/sewage then you are admitting that 1 have a structure.
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

- From: Hart Daley <bucktracker@yahoo.com>

Sent: Saturday, fune 08, 2013 10:51 AM
To: ' Townsend, Erle _
Subject; Clarification on sound estimates - Saddleback Ridge - Carthage

Dear Mr. Townsend,

I wonld like to ask'a few questions régarding the. noise studies involving the proposed Saddleback Wind Project in
Carthage, ME. Llive in Dixfield approximately 2 miles from the top of Moirison Hill, which is just 3/W of the
proposed project site. From my residence, which is in the basin between Saddleback Ridge and Colonel Holman
Ridge, I can hear tractor trailer trucks travelling on Route 2 quite loudly on a quiet morning / evening..so you can
understand my concern about noise emitted frorh these tutbines, especially if I end up being surrounded by them
due to the CUMULATIVE noise impact that will be created if Saddleback Ridge, Canton Wind and Colonel
Heoliman projects become a reality. I am concerned. that my family and myself will have to move from this beautiful
quiet area and even more concerned that I will not be able to sell my home due to the massive devaluation of my
propesty valtes that most certainly will occur from this cumulative effect.

1. Why is it that if Patriot Renewables L1C declares they ate going ta operate within "legal sound limits" they have
offered residents in Carthage $10,000 cash or buyouts of their property? {I can provide the actual docoments
written by Patriot Renewables LLC)

2. In layman's terms, as I am not an acoustics specialist, can you explain the doubling of sound by dBA? ] have been
told that if the normal noise limit is 20 dBA then 40 dBA is far more thas a doubling of sound.

3. 1 realize that the wind industry measures sound from different distanices to residences, however is it taken into
consideration if there ate no physical barriers between the residence and the tutbine? The reason I ask is my house
Is located at the base of a mountain with 2 completely unobstructed path to the top of the mountain. There are no
trees 500" feet high between my house and the mountain top-so the turbine noise will have a direct unbufferred path
to Iy house.

4. “Whatis the "design wind speed” needed for the turhines to generate maximuni sound power?

5: It is assumed that alf wind crbine sound power levels correspond to the IEC 61400-11 maximum sound power,
level {plus a combined uncertainty factor of 3.0 dBA). If the permit allows 42 dBA at night does that mean it could
actually increase to 43, 44 or 45 dBA because of the wncertainty factor?

6. It says the acousfic model assumed the most favorable conditions for sound propagation, corrcsponding ko a
ground based temperature Inversion, such as might occur on a calin, clear night or during 2 downwind condition
with a modetate wind speed. I live in an atea that is zccustomed to 18 - 20 dBA on a regular basis (according to
Patriot Renewables own documents) and I would like to know how much londer this will be at 42 dBA? I would
also like to know whatis considered "moderate wind speed”? ‘

7. Why is it that wind projects list {2) different sound levels? A daytime and a nighttime noise level ie: 55 dBA /
42 dBA? If the facility is capable of working at 42 dBA at night, then why can't they just work at that sound
level ail the time? : -
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8. 1 have read many studies that fow frequency sound (1fs) does cause adverse health affects in humans. Can you
assure me that there will be no adverse health affects subjected wpon my family by (1) the Saddleback Ridge
project and (2) by a CUMULATIVE effect created by being surrounded by (3) industrial wind projects? This is
a Very Very serious conceri.

O Tt states SDRS has an impulse sound of 5 dBA. Does this mean that when this occurs the sound levels may
jump from 42 dBA to 47 dBA unexpectedly during the night? I know for a fact that surrounding residents in
Woudstock, riear the Spruce Wind project have complained about noise / sound problems and that their peace
and quiet has been forever changed.

16. Ts Tech Environmental Inc., funded in any way by Patriot Renewable LLC or are any employees /

technicians directly influenced in any way by Pafriot Renewables LLC. ? The reason I ask is to make sure the
sound studies condicted are not biased in any way, shape or form. :

Thank you in advance for your time in answering these guestions,
Sincerely,
Hart Daley

7 Hidden Meadow Lane
Dhxfreld, ME (4224
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erie

Sent: Tuesday, June 11,2013 8:37 AM

Tot ' Hart Daley ‘

Subject: RE: Clarification on sound estimates - Saddieback Ridge - Carthage
Mr. Daley—

| have responded to your guestions in the yellow highlights below.

Erle Towrsend

Erviranmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmertal Profection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.gov

From: Hart Daley [mailto:bucktracker@vahog.coii]

Sant: Saturday, June 08, 2013 10:51 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject; Ciarification on sound estimates - Saddleback Ridge - Carthage

Dear Mr. Townisend,

I would like to ask a few questions regarding the noise studies involving the proposed Saddleback Wind Project in
Carthage, ME. I live in Dixfreld approximately 2 miles from the top of Motrison Hill, which is just S/ W of the
proposed project site. From my residence, which is in the basin between _Saddiebadk'Ridga and Colonel Holtnan
Ridge, I.can hear tractor trailer trucks travelling on Route 2 quite loudly on a guiet morning / evening...so you can
understand. my concér about noise emitted from these turbines, especially if I end up being surrounded by them
due to the CUMULATIVE noise impact that will be created if Saddleback Ridge, Canton Wind and Colonel
Holman projects become a reality. I am concerned that my family and myself will have to move from this beautiful
quiet area and even more concerned that I will not be able to sell miy home due to the massive devaluation of my
property values that most cettainly will occor from this camulative effect.

1. Why is it that if Patriot Renewables LIC declares they are going to operate within "legal sound hrmts" they have.
offered residents in Carthage $10,000 cash or buyouts of their property? (I can provide the actual documents
wtitten by Patriot Renewables L1.C)

The sound. limits in Chapter 375 (the legal sound limits) apply at “protected locations”; If a property
owner sells a developer an.easement that allows the project to exceed those limits, then that property
is no longer a protected Iocation, and the llmlts do not apply there.

2. In layman's terms, as T ami not an acoustics specialist, can you explain the doubling of sound by dBA? I have been
told that if the normal noise limit 1s 20 dBA then 40 dBA.is far more than a doubling of sound.

According to the April, 2013 Noise Impact Study for Saddleback page 5; section 3.4, “However; for
every 10 dB increase in sound pressure, we perceive ah approxtmate doubhng of loudness. Small
changes in sound level, below 3 dB, are generally not perceptible.”

3. I realize that the wind industty measures sound from different distances to residences, however is it taken into

consideration if there are no physical barriets between the residerice and the futbine? The reason I ask is my house

1s Jocated at the base of a mountain with a completely unobstructed path to the top of the mountain, Thefe ate no
1
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triees 500" feet high betwden my house and the mountain. top so the turbine noise will have a direct nobufferred path
to toy house. . o . o S .

Again quoting from the April, 2013 Noise Impact Study for Saddleback; page 21, section 9.1; “The
method takes into account source sound pawer levels, surface reflection and: absorption; atmospheric

absorption, geometric divergence, meteorological conditiens, walls and barriers.” [emphasis added]
Thig means that the absence of Wwalls and/or barriers:is also aceounted for.

4. Whatis the "design wind speed” needed for the turbines to generate’ masitmam soufid powet? _

From page 18 of the April, 2013 Noise impact Study for Saddieback, seetion 7.2: "the maximum
sqiind power level from a GE 2.75-103 and GE 2.85-103 turbine is 105+2 dBA with wind spegds of 7
mis and greater (10 meter _anemam@erheight).i" (emphasis added] m/s means meters per sgcond; 7
m/s is about 15.7 miles per hour.

5. It is assumned that alt wind turbine sound power levels correspond to. the IEC 61400-11 maximum sound power
Jevel (plus a combined uncertainty factor 6f 3.0 dBA). If theé permit allows 42 dBA at night does that mean it could
actually increase to 43,44 ot 45 dBA becatse of the uncertainty factor? .

No. the uncertainty factor is there to provide a safety margin in the calcifations. in order to claim that
the model shows compliance with the 42 dBA limit; the calculations before accounting for the
uncertainty factor-would have to show that the project would not exceed.39 dBAIn this case. The
uncertainity factor is then added to the level the model comes up with 1o account far any errors
(uncertainty) in the model, giving the final calculated vatue of 42 dBA.

6. It says the acoustic model assumed. the most favorable conditions for sound propagation, cottesponding to 2
ground based temperature inversion, sucl as might oceur on a calm, clear night or during = downwind condition
with 2 moderate wind speed. I live inn an area that is accustomed to 18- 20 dBA on a regular basis (according to
Patriot Renewables own documents) and I would like t fenow how much londer this will be at 42 dBA? T would
also like to know whatis considered "modetate wind speed? ‘ .

Rased on where you live, and the sound contour maps in the April, 201 3 Noise Impact Study for
Saddleback, your hodse is well over amile hayond the 30 dBA line." The map doesn’t go out far
endugh to show your House, but it seems fo re that 1he project-generated noise level at your house
would be between 20 and 25 dBA. | will try to get more detailed information on this from the
independent peer-review agent and get back io youL.

7. Why-is it that wind projects list (2} different sound levels? A daytime and a nighttime noise level ie: 35 dBAY
42 dBA? If the facility is capable of working at 42 dBA at night, then why can't they just work at that sound
level all the time? ) _ B o N _

Under the Department's rules, 06-096 CMR 375 § 10, developments in general are allowed to be
louder during the daytime than they are at night. This applies to things fike truck terminals, cement
plants, gravel pits, and wind farms, to name. 4 few. Inthis paﬁica;[ar'case@.theéappﬁcant has not
proposed any change in the operation of the project between daylime and nighttime -hours. This
means that there should be no change in the: noise generated based on the time of day, so if the
project meets the 42 dBA limit at night it will also meet it during the davtime.

$. 1 have read many studies that low frequency sotind (ifs) does cause adverse health affects in humans. Can you
assure me that there will be no adverse heafth affects subjected upon my family by (1) the Saddleback Ridge
project and (2) by a CUMULATIVE effect created by being surrounded by (3) industrial wind projects? This is
A very very serious concerm. _

LFS is not curreritly regulated under Maine law. It'is a subject that is coming under increased scrutiry
by the regulatory community around the world, and so far there is no cONsensus. ‘f have seen many
reports that claim LFS is a problem, and marny others that claim that it is not. To my knowledge, there
are no peer-reviewed studied that suppert the claims of adverse health effects. Untit there is'a

2
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change in the rules and/or faws that the Department operates under, noise regulations will continue to
apply to audible sounds only. _ ,

There is also no current provision for regulation of cumulative noise effects from different projects in
Site law.

9. 1t states SDRS has an impulse sound of 5 dBA. Does this mean that when this occurs the sound levels may
jump from 42 dBA to 47 dBA unexpectedly during the night? [ know for a fact that snrrounding residents in
Woodstock, near the Spruce Wind project have complained about nojse / sound problems and that their peace
and quiet has been forever changed. _ . _ -

The 5 dBA impulse sound is the amount of sudden increase in noise that defines an event as
SDRS. i may bring the noise lavel from 30 to 35 dBA or from 42 to 47 dBA, depending on how loud
the project is when it occurs. It is iniportant for you to keep in mind that the prajected maximum
sound from the project at your residence is well below the 42 dBA maximum, so that you would not
be exposed to anything near 47 dBA regardless of whether SDRS occurs.

10. s Tech Environmental Inc., funded in any way by Patriot Renewable LLC or are any employees /
technicians directly influenced in any way by Patriot Renewables LLC. ? The reason I ask is to make sure the
sound studies conducted are not biased in any way, shape or form. -

Tech Environmental, like any consuitant the Department hires, was required to certify that they had
no conflict of interest before we could hire theny. The Department is very awars of the impottance of
independence in an outside consultant,

"Thank you in advance for your time in answeting these questions,
Sincerely,
Hart Daley

7 Hidden Meadow Lane
Dixfield, ME 04224
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: , Townsend, &rle

Sent: Friday, June 28, 2013 1:33 PM !
To: "Nadianichols' _ =
Subject: RE; Saddleback Ridge Wind Project

Ms. Gray -

Thank you far your inquiry. The Depariment’s rules regardmg noise imp4cts, Chapter-375 § 10(), are
clear and specific regarding where the limits apply and how they are measured. A Protected Location
is defined asr

“Any location, accessible by foot, on & parcel of land containing a residence or planned
residence or approved residential subdivision, house of worship, academic school, college,
library, duly licensed hospital or nursing home near the development site at the time a Site
Location of Development application is submitted; or any location within a State Park, Baxter
State Park, National Park, Historic Area, a nalure preserve owned by the Maine or National
Audubon Society or the Maine Chapter of the Nature Conservancy, The Appalachian Trail, the
Moosehorn National Wildlife Refuge, federally-designated wilderness area, state wilderness
area designated by statute (such as the Allagash Wilderness Waterway), or locally-designated
passive recreation area; or any location within consolidated pubiic reserve lands desig nated by
rufe by the Bureau of Public Lands as a protected location.,

At grdtected locations more than 500 feet from living and sleeping quarters within the above
noted buildings or areas, the daytime hourly sound level limits shall apply regardless of the
time of day.

Houses of worship, academic schools, libraries, State and National Farks without camping
areas, Historic Areas, nature preserves, the Moosehorn National Wildlife Refuge, federally-
designated wﬂdemess areas without camping areas, state wilderness areas designated by
statute without camping areas, and Iocally-designated passive recreation areas without
camping areas are considered protected jocations only during their regular hours of operation
and the daytime hourly sound level limits shall apply regardiess of the time of day.”

The model used in the Saddleback analysis predicts the sound levels at many thousands of locations,
in a 10-meter by 10-meter grid around the project. Neise levels at property lines are regulated, but not
always as strictly as noise levels at a residence. The medel pradicts noise levels at properiy lines o
be within the limits allowed by the Depariment’s rules.

I do not know if sormeane could successfully sue under a federal statute. The Department only
enforces state laws and standards.

Thank you

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Envirenmental Profection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 991-8078 | Ede. Townsend@Maine.qov
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From: Nadianichols [imaitto:nadianichols@aol,
Sent: Friday; June 28, 2013 11:44 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddleback Ridge Wind Project

Dear Mr. Townsend,

The question | have with these sound studies s this: if the computer modeled sound s being "modefed" irom the pon-
participating residents houses, shouldnt this acfually be measured from the property line? Isn't this going to be
considered an "llegal taking"” by the town/gaovernment if it turms out that the landowher cannot use, sell or develop that
tand within the receptor zone due to undue noisefinfrasound? If the permit is issued and this situation occurs, ¢an't the
landowner sue based on the recent decision by the Supreme Couri regarding compensation for loss of use under the Sth
Ammendment of the Constitution? S '

Just wondering,

Respectfully,
Penelope Gray
270 RiverRoad
Carthage, Maine
04743
Harraseeket inn
Freeport Maine
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Cathy Mattson <fryewood@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Friday, June 28, 2013 4:54 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Ce: Aho, Patricia

Subject: Saddleback Ridge Wind project

June 27, 2013

Mr. Erle Townsend
Environmental Specialist
Division of Land Resource Regulation

Department of Environmental Protection
17 State House Station
Augusta ME 04333

Dear Mr. Townsend,

Please give careful consideration to the comment filing from Attorney Rufus Brown who is representing Friends of Maine's
Mountains, Friends of Saddleback and Individual Appellants. This filing includes professional noise reviews from Rick
James, Rob Rand, and Steve Ambrose. We are greatly concerned that there will be noise issues with the Saddleback
Ridge Wind project.

Noise assessments and predictions are difficult to model and within the mountainous areas it seems even more unreliable
and unpredictable. Pre-construction vs Post-construction is greatly different in areas where the normal noise levels are
25-35 dBA on a regular basis. There are many variables that give inaccurate results when sound-medeiling is used as the
only means of assessment. When Warren Brown was the DEP Consultant and Jim Cassida was on Staff, we discussed
this individually and in work sessions.

The composition of the land itself, the proximity to water bodies, the ridges and valleys, the species of trees, the
vegetative growlth, the existing background noise, the intermittent background noise, general changes in atmospheric
conditions, etc. all play a role in how noise is perceived by the human body. It appears that many identified receptor
lacations for this specific project, have now signed waivers for protection of the 42 dBA nighttime maximum noise

levels. Unfortunately, they may not know what they have just given away. I have found that the average homeowner has
little concept of how this all is connected and how human health, welfare and safety play a role in their overall well-being
when their acoustic environment is suddenly altered. )

Based on my location in the Town of Roxbury, along Raute 17 and within two to three miles of the Record Hill Wind
project, it concerns me that there are sc many locations in the Saddleback Ridge Wind project that could be greatly
affected by residual noise from this project once it becomes operational. My 75-acre property consists of some valley
areas as well as some higher ridge areas and the noise from the RHW project is very much noticeable in certain locations
compared to the near quiet conditions enjoyed prior to the construction of the project.

I urge you to consider actual noise assessments of existing projects now in operation and compare that data to the
predicted noise levels assessed under the pre-construction conditions. Please allow time for the proper research and the
use of current advanced technological equipment and existing reports te adequately assess the affects of the Saddleback
Ridge Wind project before it is issued a license.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments,
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Sincerely,
Cathy Mattson

Fryewood Farm
1011 Roxbury Rd
Roxbury, ME 04275

207-364-2616
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: dan mckay <mckaydan2@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2013 4:50 PM

To: Townsend, Erfe

Subject: Saddleback Ridge Wind

Etle,

May | ask the engineer ftom Tech Environmental to please explain, in layman's language; how the sound
contours changed so dramatically from the previous mapping when the night time limit was 45dBA 9
Dan McKay Dixfield.
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Bertocci, Cynthia S
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From:
Sent:
To;
Subject:

Thank you, Erle,

dan mckay <mckaydan2@gmail.com>
Friday, June 07, 2013 5:22 PM
Townsend, Erle

Re: Saddlehack Ridge Wind

I am totally confused now. T will get back to you .

Dan McKay

On Fri, Juni 7, 2013 at 5:10 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erie. Townsend@maiie. povs> wrofe:

Hi Dan —~

Here is the response from Tech Environmental:

“If one compares the sound contour maps for the May 2012 RSG report (Figure 17) and the April 2013 RSG
report (Figure 18), they are actually quite similar, with the more recent map showing a slightly smaller impact
area. That difference is caused by two changes: 1) the revisions to the Maine Noise Regutations for wind

turbines that specify the modeling uncertainty factor for noni-coastal locations {0-2 dBA); and 2) the switch from
a Sfemens to a GE turbine. The 2012 RSG repart used a modeling uncertainty factor of 3 dBA that is larger than

the I dBA value selected for the 2013 report, which is in the middle of the 0-2 dBA range listed in the revised

Regulations.”

[ hope this answers your question

Thanks and have a great weekend

Erle Townsend

Emviroremerstal Spegialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation

Depzriment of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 991-8078 | Erle.Townsend@Maine.gov
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From: dan mckay [mailto:mckaydan2@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday; June 07, 2013 4:50 PM

To: Townsend, Etle

Subject: Saddleback Ridge Wind

Erle,

May Fask the engineer from Tech Environmental to please explain, in layman's language; how the sound
contours changed so dramatically from (he previous mapping when the night time Himit was 45dBA 7

Dan McKay Dixfield.
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: dan mckay <mckay‘dan2@§fmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2013 6:10 PM.

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: | Re; Sachdleback Ridge Wind

Erle,

Could vou tell me what this permit nummber indjcates. 7
Department Orders L-25137-24-A=N, L-25137-TG-B-N (approval)
Saddleback Ridge Wind, LLC — Saddleback Ridge Wind Project

Thanks, Dan

On Fri, Jun 7, 2013 at 5:21 PM, dan mrickay <mckaydan2(@ ,crmml com> wrote:
Thank you, Erle
I am-totally confused now. I will get back to you .
Dai McKay

On Fri, Jun 7, 2013 at 5:10 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend@maine.gov> wrote:

Hi Dan —

Here is.the response from Tech Environmental:

“if-one compares the sound contour maps for the May 2012 RSG repart {Figure 17} and the April 2013 RSG
report {Figure 18), they are actually quite similar, with the more recent map showing a sfightly smaller impact
area. That difference is caused by two changes: 1) the revisions to the Maina Noise Regulations for wind
turbines that specify the modeling uncertainty factor for non-coastal lpcations (0-2 dBAjJ; and 2} the switch from
a Siemens to a GE turbine. The 2012 RSG report used a modeling uncertainty factor of 3 dBA that js larger than
the 1dBA value selected for the 2013 report, which is in the middle of the 0-2 dBA range listed in the revised
Regulations,”

| hope this answers your question

Thanks and have a great weekend

Ere Townsend
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Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resolrce Regulation
Department of Enviranmiental Protection
17 Siate Ho.u_se Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207} 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.gov

From: dan mckay [mailto:mckaydenz@gmall.com]
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2013 4:50 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddleback Ridge Wind

Erle,

May I ask the engineer from Tech Enwponmemal"to please explain, in layman's language, how the sound
contours changed so dramatically from the previous mapping when the night time limit was 45dBA ?

Dan McKay Dixfield.
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: dan mckay <mckaydanZ2@gmail.com> ,
Sent: sunday, June 09, 2013 5:58 AM X
To: : Townsend, Erfe :
Subject: Re: Saddleback Ridge Wind
|
|

Are we looking at the same sound contour maps? Using the attached scale and measuring the map distance frorm !
center of turbine fumber 4 to the 45dBA line, I come up with over .5 miles with the June 2072 map. Upon i
doing the same for the 2013 map, I come up with less than .5 miles. Roughiy, I measure a difference of 1300 :
Feet or a change of 38%. This is a huge change and requires 2 more in depth explanation to this old engineer.

On Fri, Jun 7, 2013 at 5:10 PM, Townsend, Erle<Erle, Townsend@maine.gov> wrote:

Hi Dan—

Here is ithe response from Tech Environmental:

“Iif ane compares the sound contour maps for the May 2012 RSG report (Figure 17) and the April 2013 RSG
report {Figure 18), they are actually quite similar, with the more recent map showing a slightly smaller impaci
ares. That difference is caused by two changes: 1} the revisions to the Maine Noise Regulations for wind
turbines that specify the modeling uncertainty factor for non-coastal locations (0-2 dBA): and 2) the switeh from
a Siemens to a GE turbine. The 2012 RSG report used a modeling uncertainty factor of 3 dBA that is larger than
the 1 dBA value selected for the 2013 report, which is in the middie of the 0-2 dBA range Histed in the revised
Regulations.”

| hope this answers your question

Thanks and have a great weekend

Erle Townsend

Environmental Speciaiist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Depariment of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME G4333

{207) 991-8078 | Erle.Townsend@Maine.gov
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From: dan mckay [mailto:mckaydan2@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2013 4:50 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

subject: Saddleback Ridge Wind

Erle,

May I ask the engineer from Tech Environmental to please explain, in layman's langnage, how the sound
contours changed so dramatically from the previous mapping when the night time Jimit was 43dBA.?

Dan MeKay Dixfield.
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Bertocci, Cynthia §

From: dan mckay <mckaydanZ@gmail.com>
Sent: ' Sunday, June 09, 2013 6:06.AM

Ta:. Townsend, Erfe

Subject: Saddleback Ridge Sound

Erle,
A footnote to the sound modeling map is as follows:
These results are shown using 1.5 mieter receiver heights. Sound levels at homes may be different, as these are
modeled at 4.0 meters
This is a disturbing revelation and the applicant should do firther work to establish what this difference
will be, '
Dan McKay Dixfield
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Bertocci, Cynthia §

From: : dan mckay <mckaydan2@gmail.com>

Sent; Sunday, June 09, 2013 620 AM
To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saeddleback

Erle,

"6. Excess attenuation from wind shadow effects and daytime air turbulence were ignored.”

Can you have the independent sound engineer explain " shadow effects " and air turbulence™ and precisely
how attenuation is related to these parameters. Is there a mathematical formula describing this relationship 7 If
s0, is there any assumptions used in coordination with this formuia ?

Dan McKay
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: dan mckay <mckaydan2@gmail. com>
Sent: Suhday, June 03, 2013 6:34 AM

To: Townsend, Ere

Subject: Saddieback

Erle,.

1 can't find the map in the 2013 sound assessment report that shows the turbine numbers ¢

- Dan
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: dan mckay <mckaydanZ@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 09, 2013 6:47 AM

Tos Townsend, Erle

Subjecty Saddieback

Erle,

Have you ever wondered why your car doesn't stay as quiet as it was when brand new ¥ The applicant
needs to address soundl/ aintenance relationship with associated costs. The applicant should also described
potential noise sources from the mamy meving parts of the wind energy conversion machines.

dan
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From:
Sent:
Ta:
Subject:

Erle,

dan mckay <mckaydan2 @gmaif.com>
Sunday, June 09, 2013 6:58 AM
Townsend, Erfe

Saddleback

Dogs anyone in-the department have the time to Took over past and proposed wind projects in Maine and
determine 1f Saddieback has the most residences noted as receptors 7 People are part of the enrvironment too.
Alleviating noise impacts is as easy as relocating wind projects to where people aren't.

Dan
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013.9:47 AM

To: ‘dan mckay' :

Subject: RE: Saddleback Ridge Wind
‘ |

Dan - : i

Those numbers are the original permit that the Department approved, and that Friends of Maine
Mountains appealed to the Board and then to the court. There are two numbers, but only one permit —
the two numbers are for tracking purposes. One is for the Site Law portion of the permit, the other is
for the NRPA portion. Every time there is an Amendment, or an appeal ruling that changes the permit,
a new number is generated to track that change. The chainge inthe number is usually the next-to-last
letter in the sequence. The two you listed are the “A” and the “B”, Aimendments start with “C” and go
from there. The appeal is special, when the court required the review under the new noise limits, the
permit license number for that review kept the “A” and “B”, but the last [etter changed from “N” to “2”
o designate it as being the result of an appeal.

Erie Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Profection

17 State House Statlon | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine. gov

From: dan mckay [imaite:mckaydan?@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2013 6:10 PM

To: Townsend, Erie

Subject: Re; Saddieback Ridge Wind

Erle,
'Could you tell me what this permit number indicates ?
Department Orders L-25137-24-A-N, L-25137-TG-B-N (approval)
Saddleback Ridge Wind, LLC - Saddleback Ridge Wind Project
Thanks, Dan

On Fri, Jun 7, 2013 at 5:21 PM, dan mckay <mckaydan2(@gmail.com> wrote:
Thank you, Erle, ' '
I ami totally confused now. I will get back to you .
Dan McKay

On Fri, Jun 7, 2013 at 5:10 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. TownsendZmaine.zov> wrote:

Hi Dan —

Here is the response from Tech Environmential:
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“If one compares thé sound contour maps for the May 2012 RSG report (Figure'17) and the Aptil 2013 RSG

report {Figure 18), they are actually quite similar, with the more recent map showing a slightly smaller impact

area. That difference is caused by two chianges: 1) the revisions to the Maine Noise Regulations for wind

turbines that specify the modeling uricértainty factor for non-coastal focations (0-2 dBA); and 2) the switch from
a Slemens to a GE turbine. The 2012 RSG report used a medeling uncertainty factor of 3 dBA that is larger than
the 1 dBA value selected for the 2013 report, which is in the middle of the 0-2 dBA range listed in the revised
Repulgtions.”

| hope this answers your question

Thanks and have a great weekend

Erle Townsend

Erwironmentat Spewsialist - Division of Land Resource Reguiation
_Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

[207) 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.gov

From:.dan mckay [railto:mckaydan2@amail.com}
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2013 4:50 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddieback Ridge Wind

Erle,

May I ask the engineer from Tech Environmental to please explain, in laymen's language, how the sound
contours changed so dramatically from the previous mapping when the night time limit was 45dBA 7

Dan McKay Dixfield.



Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle 7

Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 10:15 AM
To: 'dan mckay'

Subject: RE: Saddleback Ridge Wind

Dan -

The first thing | see is that the June 2012 NIS is for the Siemens turbines, while the new NIS is only
for the GE furbines (because the applicant appareritly no longer is interested in using the Siemens
turbines). 1 think that if you compare the May, 2012 sound contour map with the new one, and take
into account the change in the regulations, you can see that there really is not much of a charige. |
hope this makes sense. If not, I can pass it along to Tech Enviranmental for a more detailed
explanation. :

Thanks

Erle Townsend

Environmental Speciatist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 991-8078 | Erle.Townsend@Maine.gov

From: dan mckay [mailte: mckaydanz @gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 09, 2013 5:58 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: Saddleback Ridge Wind

Are we looking at the same sound contour maps? Using the atfached scale and measuring the map distance from
center of turbine number 4 to the 45dBA lirig, T come up with over .5 miles with the Fune 2012 map. Upon
doing the same for the 2013 map, I come up with less than .5 miles. Roughly, I measuze a difference of 1300
Feet or a change of 38%. This is a huge change and requires a more in depth explanation to this old engineer.

On Fri, Jun 7, 2013 at 5:10 PME Townsend, Erle <Erle.To\#113end@mainek,qmr}wrote;

Hi Dan —

Here [s the response from Tech Environmentat;

“If one compares the sound contour maps for the May 2012 RSG report (Figure 17) and the Aprli 2013 RSG
report {Figure 18), they are actually quite similar, with the more recent map showing a slightly smalier impact
area. That difference is caused by two changes: 1) the revisions to the Maine Nofse Reguiations for wind
turbines that specify the modeling uncertainty factor for non-coastal locations (0-2 dBA): and 2 the switch from
a Siemens to a GE turbine. The 2012 RSG report used a modeting uncertainty factor of 3 dBA that is larger than

1
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the 1 dBA value sefected for the 2013 repart, which is in the middle of the 0-2 dBA range listed in the revised
Regulations.”

| hope this answers your guestion
Thanks and have a great weekend

Erle Townsend

Environm elntai Specialist - Divisiort of Fand Resource Reguiaﬁén
Department of Environmental Protection |

47 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 991-8078 | Erie. Townsend@Maine.gov

From: dan mckay [maifto:
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2013 4:50 PM
To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddieback Ridge Wind

Trle,

May 1 ask the engineer fiom Tech Environimental to please explain, in layman's language, how the sound
contours changed so dramatically from the previous mapping when the night time limit was 45dBA 7

Dan McKay Dixfield.
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Bertocei, Cynthia §

Frofri: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 10:30 AM

Ta: 'dan mckay'

Subject: RE: Saddleback.

Daﬂ_ - !

What this statementsays to me is “thers are a couple of factors jn the reat world that help to deaden
the sound from wind turbines (wind shadow effects and daytime air turbulence), but in the inferest of
being conservative, we pretended that these things do not exist at this site, and any mitigating effect
they will have in the real world was ignicred.” Se if they build the furbines, the real-worid effects of
wind shadow and daviime air turbulence will help fo make the noise tewel quieter at pmtected
foeations than what the model came up with.

I wilt try to get a definition of the terms and how they are evaluated from the engineer for you, @nd 1l
ask hirr fo confin my litle analysis above as well,

Erde Townsend

Envirenmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 Stete Housé Stafion | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 9971-8078 { Efle. Townsend@Maine.gov

Frome: dan mckay [mailtomckaydan? @gmait.carn]
Sent: Sunday, June 09, 2013 6:20 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddleback

Erle,

"6. Excess attenuation from wind shadow effects and daytime air turbulence were ignored.”

Can you have the independent sound enginesr explain.* shadow effects " and " awr turbulerice" and precisely
hew attenuation is related to these parameters. Is there a mathematical formula describing this relationship ? If
50, is there any assuroptions used in coordination with this formula ?

Dan McKay
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Bertocci, Cynthia §

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 10:53 AM
Fo: ‘dan mickay'

Subject: RE: Saddieback

Dan -

The turbine numbers are the same as they have always been. The May, 2012 NIS doesrr't have the
ap with the turbine numbers; either.

Efe Townsend ,

Erwironmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Depariment of Enviranmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 991-8078 | Erle Townsend@Maine.gov

From: dan mckay [maitto:mckaydan? @gmail.com
Sent; Sunday, June 09, 2013 6:34 AM

To: Townsend, Etle

Subject: Saddleback

Exde,
I can't find the map in the.2013 sound assessment report that shows the turbine numbers ?

Dan



357

Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 11:40 AM
To: ‘dan mckay'

Subject: RE: Saddleback

Dan—

Since there is no definition for “receptor” in statute or rule, there’s no accurate way to compare the
numbers of receptors Jisted at a project. One applicant might decide to go a certain distance from the
turbines and call anything within that distance a receptor, while another applicant might decide to look
at receptors based on a certain level of sound attenuation, or some other factor. Similarly, if you look
at “protected locations”, that number is subject to change at any project, since an applicant can buy
easements from p;’operty owners and reduce the number without physically changing anything.

A quick check shows that the Saddleback NIS's look at 45 residences and other protecied locations,
and Canton’s NIS's look at 62. So the answer to your question in the simplest sense is “no,
Saddleback does not have the most receptors”. But without a définition for a receptor, it's apples and
oranges.

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 891-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.gov

From: dan mckay [mailto:mckaydan2@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 09, 2013 6:58 AM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddieback

Erle,

Does anyone in the department have the time to look over past and proposed wind projects in Maine and
determine if Saddleback has the most residences noted as receptors 7 People are part of the environment too.
Alleviating noise impacts is as easy as relocating wind projects to where people aren't.

DPan
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From; dan mckay <mckaydan2@®gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 5:48 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: Saddleback Ridge Wind

My interpretation is in comparing identical contour values relative to the spot of ground where they are shown.
For instance, the green contour line, representing 40dBA shows up south of receiver 12 in the 2012 map, while
it shows up north of receptor 12 in the 2013 map.. This indicates a significant shift in the level of sound
excepted at receiver 12. Are you saying the 2013 map depicts the change in regulations or one must take into
account change in regulations and, therefore make adjustiments to the contour spots shown on the 2013 map ?

On Mon, Jun 10, 2013 at 10:15 AM, Townsend, Erle <Erle, Townsendzémaine. gov> wrote:

Dan —

The first thing | see is that the June 2012 NIS is for the Slemens turbines, while the new NIS is only
for the GE turbines (because the applicant apparently no longer is interested in using the Siemens
turbines). | think that if you compare the May, 2012 sound confour map with the new one, and fake
into account the change in the regulations, you can see that there really is not much of a change. |
hope this makes sense. If not, 1 can pass it along to Tech Environmental for a more detailed
explanation.

Thanks

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation.
Department of Envirgnimental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207)991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Mains.cov

From: dan mckay [mailto:mckaydanz @omall.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 09, 2013 5:58 AM
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To: Townseﬁd, Erle
Subject: Re; Saddleback Ridge Wind

Are we looking at the samé sound contour maps? Using the attached scale and measuring the map distance from
center of turbine number 4 to the 45dBA line, I comé up with over .5 miles with the June 2012 map. Upon
doing the same for the 2013 map, I come up with less than .5 miles. Roughly, 1 measure a difference of 1300
Feet or-a change of 38%. This is a huge change and requires a more in depth explanation to this old engineer.

On Fri, Jun 7, 2013 at 5:10 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erle Townsend(@maine,gov> wrote:

Hi Dan -

Here is the response from Tech Environmental:

“If one compares the sound contour maps for the May 2012 RSG report (Figure 17) and the April 2013 RSG
report (Figure 18}, they are actually guite similar, with the more recent map showing a slightly smaller impact
area. That difference is caused by two changes: 1) the revisions to the Maine Moise Regulations for wind
turbines that specify the modeling uncertainty factor for non-coastal locations {0-2 dBA); and 2) the switch from
a Siemenis to a GE turbine, The 2012 RSG report used a modeling uncertainty factor of 3 dBA that is farger than
the 1 dBA value selected for the 2013 report, which is in the middle of the 0-2-dBA range listed in the revised

Regulations.”

| hope this answers your guestion

Thanks and have a great weekend

Erie Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Departmant of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 991-8078 | Erle Townsend@Maine.gov
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From: dan mckay [ mailto:mckavdan2@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2013 4:50 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddleback Ridge Wind

Erle,

May I ask the engineer from Tech Environmental to please explain, in layman's language, how the sound
contours changed so dramatically from the previous mapping when the night time limit was 45dBA 9

Dan McKay Dixfield.
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: dan mekay <mckaydan2@gmail.com>
Sent: Menday, June 10, 2013 5:53 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: Saddleback

How often and in which years of operation is an independent sound monitoring to take place for this project ?
Are you aware of any data that exists on sound levels as compared to turbine age ?

On Mon, Jun 10, 2013 at 12:06 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend(@imaine.gov> wrote:

Dan—

An approved project would be required to meet the naise limits regardless of whatever
repair/maintenance costs might be associated with it. The noise assessments are based on the total
noise the turbine generates. Just as the minimum outflow from a regulated dam is treated as a single
number and not as a sum of a hundred smaller numbers from each little stream that empties irito the
lake behind the dam, there is no need to break the sound down into component paris and regulate
the sound from each brush and bearing. It's only the total noise that matters under the current laws
and regulations. .

Erle Townsend
Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station { Augusta ME-04333

(207) 991-8078 | Erle.Townsend@Maine.dov

From: dan mckay [mailto: mckaydan2@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 09, 2013 6:47 AM

Teo: Townsend, Erle
Subject: Saddleback

Erle,
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Have you ever wondered why your car.doesn't stay as quiet as it was when brand new ? The applicant
needs to address sound/ maintenance relationship with associated costs. The applicant should also described
potential noise sources from the many moving parts of the wind energy conversion machines.

dar
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: dan mckay <mckaydan?@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, tuhe 10, 2013 6;14 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: Saddleback

Sorry, I'm making it too complicated . Within a one mile radius, which project or proposed project has the most
structures fit for occupancy ?

How does the department evaluate which portions of quantified allowances can be waived with easements ?
Properties subject to higher than allowed sound levels can be disqualified from protection by easement. What
other Tevels of environmental impacts are allowed disqualification from permit exposure by easement. Is
phosphorous amounts allowed to exceed limits by easement ? Can the department be subject to lawsuit if a
buyer purchases property with a sound easement and later finds the noise is far worse than he expected ?

On Mo, Jun 10, 2013 at 11:39 AM, Townsend, Erle <Erle Townsend@maine. gov> wrote;

Dan -

Since there is no definition for “receptor” in statute or rule, there’s no accurate way to compare the
numbers of receptors listed at a project. One applicant might decide to go a certain distance from the
turbines and call anything within that distance a receptor, while another applicant might decide to look
at receptors based on a certain level of sound attenuation, or some other factor, Similarly, if you look
at “protected locations®, that number is subject to change at any project, since an applicant can buy
easements from property owners and reduce the number without physically changing anything.

A quick check shows that the Saddleback NIS's look at 45 residences and other protecied locations,
and Canton’s NIS's look at 62. So the answer to your question in the simplest sense is “no,
Saddleback does not have the most receptors”. But without a definition for a receptor, it's apples and
oranges.

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Depariment of Environmental Proteclion

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{2071 991-8078 [ Erle. Townsend@Maine. aov
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From: dan mckay [mailto:mckaydan2@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 09, 2013 6:58 AM

To: Townsend, Erle
Subject: Saddleback

Erle,

Does anyone in the department have the time to look over past and proposed wind projects in Maine and
determine if Saddieback has the most residences noted as receptors ?  People are part of the environment too.
Alleviating noise impacts is as easy as relocating wind projects to where people aren't.

Dan
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 8:46 AM
To: ‘dan mckay'

Subject: RE: Saddleback

Dan ~

The numbers | gave you on Canton and Saddleback were for the one-mile radius, | don't have the
numbers for all the projects we have looked at. The noise easements are allowed because they are
for a private part of the environment. Something like a phosphorus easement would not be allowed
because the phosphorus plan is there to protect a public resource (a lake), and the state will not grant
such an easement. We have no control over what a private citizen will tolerate on their own private
property, $o as long as there is no problem with a public resource, easements are allowed. It's almost
the same as if they had bought the property. They could make as much noise as they wanted, but
they couldn’t pollute the streams. As far as the lawsuit goes, the buyer should be informed of the
easement when he buys the property. Like most aspects of real estate transactions, it's buyer
beware.

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207} 991-8078 | Ede.Townsend@Maine.gov

From: dan mckay [mailto:mckaydan2@agmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 6:14 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re; Saddleback

Sorry, I'm making it too complicated . Within a one mile radius, which project or proposed project has the most
structures fit for occupancy ?

How does the department evaluate which portions of quantified allowances can be waived with easements ?
Properties subject to higher than allowed sound levels can be disqualified from protection by easement. What
other levels of environmental impacts are allowed disqualification from permit exposure by easement. Is
phosphorous amounts allowed to exceed limits by easement ? Can the department be subject to lawsuit if a
buyer purchases property with a sound easement and later finds the noise is far worse than he expected ?

On Mon, Jun 10, 2013 at 11:39 AM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend(@maine.gov> wrote:

Dan —

Since there is no definition for “receptor” in statute or rule, there’s no accurate way to compare the
numbers of receptors listed at a project. One applicant m:ght decide to go a certain distance from the
turbines and call anything within that distance a receptor, while another applicant mi ight decide to look
at receptors based on a certain level of sound attenuation, or some other factor. Similarly, if you look

kf
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at “protected locations”, that number is subject to change at any project, since an applicant can buy
easements from property owners and reduce the number without physically changing anything.

A quick check shows that the Saddleback NIS's look at 45 residences and other protected locations,
and Canton's NIS's look at 62. So the answer to your question in the simplest sense is "no,
Saddleback does not have the most receptors”. But without a definition for a receptor, it's apples and
oranges.

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 881-8078 | Erle Townsend@Maine.gov

Erom: dan mckay [mailto:mckavdan2@gmail.comi
Sent: Sunday, June 09, 2013 6:58 AM

To: Townsend, Erle
Subject: Saddleback

Erle,

Does anyone in the department have the time to J6ok over past and proposed wind projects in Maine and
determine if Saddleback has the most residences noted as receptors ? People are part of the environument too.
Alleviating noise impacts is as easy as relocating wind projects to where people aren't.

Dan
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Bertocci, Cynthia §

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 4:55 PM
To: ‘dan mckay'

Subject: RE: Saddleback

Dan —

This is from section 5(F) of the license (the one that was appealed).

“F. Post-construction Monitoring Program. To ensure that the modeling and predictions submitted by the
applicant and deemed reasonable by the Department coirectly predicted sound levels and that the project
continues to meet the noise standards reflected in this permit over time, the applicant must conduct post-
construction sound level monitoring at least once during the first year of project operation, and then once
each successive fifth year thereafter until the project is decommissioned. Additional compliance monitoring
may also be required by the Department in response to a complaint and any subsequent enforcement action
by the Department, and for validation of the applicant’s calculated sound levels when requested by the.
Department.”

' am not aware of any studies or data relating noise to equipment age.

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207)991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.qov

From: dan mckay [mailto: mckaydan2@amail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 5:53 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: Saddleback

How often and in which years of operation is an independent sound monitoring to take place for this project ?
Are you aware of any data that exists on sound levels as compared to turbine age ?

On Mon, Jun 10, 2013 at 12:06 PM, Townsend, Brle <Erle. Townsénd{@maine. gov> wrote:

Pan —

An approved project would be required to meet the noise limits regardless of whatever
repair/maintenance costs might be associated with it. The noise assessmenis are based on the total
noise the turbine generates. Just as the minimum outfiow from a regulated dam is treated as a single
number and not as a sum of a hundred smaller numbers from each little stream that empties into the
lake behind the dam, there is no need to break the sound down into component parts and regulate
the sound from each brush and bearing. It's only the total noise that matters under the current laws
and regulations.
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Erfe Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Profection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207} 991-8078 | Erde. Townsend@Maine.gov

From: dan mckay [mailto:mckaydan? @gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 09, 2013 6:47 AM

To: Townsend, Erle
Subject: Saddleback

Erle,
Have you ever wondered why your car doesn't stay as quiet as it was when brand new ? The applicant

fneeds to address sound/ maintenance relationship with associated costs. The applicant should also described
potential noise sources from the many moving parts of the wind energy conversion machines.

dan
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Bertocci, Cynthia §

From: dan mckay <mckaydan2@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2013 5:19 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: Saddleback

Erle,

Thank vou for your time. I do feel the department has been asked to render decisions on matters beyond
traditional environmental aspects and somewhat, info the unknown. Ihave had engineering training, although
not a whole lot in sound, but, I do feel with so many people ( the ones with no easements ) speaking of the life
changing disturbances caused by the noise emanating from energy converting wind machines, that further
examination will reveal a lot we all wished we knew now.

Dan

On Tue, Jun 11, 2013 at 4:55 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erle.Townsend{@maine. gov> wrote;

Darn —
This is from section 5(F) of the license (the one that was appealed):

“F. Post-construction Monitoring Program. To ensure that the modeling and predictions submitted by the
applicant and deemed reasonable by the Department correctly predicted sound levels and that the project
continues to meet the noise standards reflected in this permit over time, the applicant must conduct post-
construction sound level monitoring at least once during the first-year of project operation, and then once
each successive fifth year thereafter until the project is decommissioned. Additional compliance monitoring
may also be required by the Department in response to a complaint and any subsequent enforcement action
by the Department, and for validation of the applicant’s calculated sound levels when requested by the
Department,”

I am not aware of any studies or data relating neoise to equipment age.

Ere Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Proteclion

17 Stale House Siation | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 991-8078 | Erle.Townsend{@Maine.gov
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From: dan mckay [mailto:mckaydanz@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 5:53 PM

To: Townsend, Erle
Subject: Re: Saddleback

How often and in which years of operation is an independent sound monitoring to take place for this project 7
Are you aware of any data that exists on sound levels as compared to turbine age ?

On Mon, Jun 10, 2013 at 12:06 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erle Townsend@maine. goy> wrole:

Dan —

An approved project would be required to meet the noise limits regardless of whatever
repair/maintenance costs might be associated with it. The noise assessments are based on the total
noise the turbine generates. Just as the minimum outflow from a regulated dam is treated as a single
number and net as & sum of & hundred smaller numbers from each little stream that empties into the
[zke behind the dam, there is no need to break the sound down into component parts and regulate
the sound from each brush and bearing. If's only the total noise that matters under the current laws
and regulations.

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusla ME 04333

(207)991-8078 | Erle..rTownsmd@Maén'_e.gmf

From: dan mickay [mailto:mckaydan2@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 09, 2013 6:47 AM

To: Townsend, Erle
Subject: Saddleback
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Erle,

Have you ever wondered why your car doesn't stay as quiet as it was when brand new 7 The applicant
needs to address sound/ maintenance relationship with associated costs. The applicant should also described
potential noise sources from the many moving parts of the wind energy conversion machines.

dan
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 3.53 PM

To: 'dan mckay'

Subject: RE: Saddleback Ridge Wind’

Attachments: saddleback original sound contour map for GE turbines.docx

| compared the sound contour map from the newest NIS with the original one in the application
{attached copy of map image — couldn't figure out how to get the whole page by itself). if you look at
the faint contours as well as the colored ones, and compare them to the lines on the new sound
contour map, you can see that they are the same lines, but that the labeling is different. The line for
45 dBA in the original map is the same as the line for 43 dBA in the new map. This is a result of the
new regulations, like the engineer said. In the real world, the noise experienced at these locations will
not change, and based on the conservative nature of the model (as discussed in the peer review)
should actually be less than what the model predicts.

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 991-8078 | Erle.Townsend@Maine.qov

From: dan mckay [mailto:mckaydan2@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, June 10, 2013 5:48 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: Saddleback Ridge Wind

My interpretation is in comparing identical contour values relative to the spot of ground where they are shown.
For instance, the green contour line, representing 40dBA shows up south of receiver 12 in the 2012 map, while
it shows up north of receptor 12 in the 2013 map.. This indicates a significant shift in the level of sound
excepted at receiver 12. Are you saying the 2013 map depicts the change 1n regulations or one must take into.
account change in regulations and, therefore make adjustments to the contour spots shown on the 2013 map ?

On Mon, Jun 10, 2013 at 10:15 AM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend{@maine. gov> wrote:

Dan —

The first thing | see is that the June 2012 NIS is for the Siemens turbines, while the new NIS is only
for the GE turbines (because the applicant apparently no longer is interested in using the Siemens
turbines). | think that if you compare the May, 2012 sound contour map with the new one, and take
into account the change in the regulations, you can see that there really is not much of a change. |
hope this makes sense. If not, | can pass it along to Tech Environmental for a more detailed
explanation.

Thanks
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Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(2071 991-8078 | Erle.Townsend@Maire.gov

Frond: dan mckay {mailto_:mckaydan:i@qmaﬁ.coml
Sent: Sunday, June 09, 2013 5:58 AM

To: Townsend, Erle
Subject: Re: Saddleback Ridge Wind

Are we looking at the same sound contour maps? Using the attached scale and measuring the map distance from
center of turbine number 4 to the 45dBA line, I come up with over .5 miles with the June 2012 map. Upon
doing the same for the 2013 map, I come up with less than .5 miles. Roughly, I measure a difference of 1300
Feet or a change of 38%. This is a huge change and féquires a more in depth explanation to this old engineer.

On Fri, Jun 7, 2013 at 5:10 PM, Townsend, Erle <Erle. Townsend{@maine, gov> wrote:

Hi Dan —

Here is the response from Tech Environmental:

“If one compares the sound contour maps for the May 2012 RSG report (Figure 17) and the April 2013 RSG
report (Figure 18), they are actually quite similar, with the more recent map showing a slightly smaller impact
area. That difference is caused by two changes: 1) the revisions to the Maine Noise Regulations for wind
{urbines that specify the modeling uncertainty factor for non-coastal locations (0-2 dBA); and 2) the switch from
2 Siemens to a GE turbine. The 2012 RSG report used a modeling uncertainty factor of 3 dBA that is larger than
the 1 dBA value selected for the 2013 report, which is in the middie of the 0-2 dBA range listed in the revised
Regulations.”

| hope this answers your guestion



Thanks and have a great weekend

trle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Pepartment of Environmental Protection

17 Siate House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maine.gov

From: dan mckay [mailto:mckaydan2@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2013 4:50 PM

Ta: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddleback Ridge Wind

Eiie,

May I ask the engineer from Tech Environmental to please explain, in layman's language, how the sound
contours changed so dramatically from the previous mapping when the night time limit was 45dBA ?

Dan McKay Dixfield.
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| Sound Pressure Levels

1 dBA Interval
=== 25 dBA
~ 30dBA
= 35 dBA
40 dBA
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From:

Sent:

To:

. Subject;
Attachments:

Erle,

dan mckay <mckaydan2@gmail.com>
Wednesday, June 12, 2013 5:17 PM
Townsend, Erle

Saddleback sound centour map
saddleback sound model map.BMP

Could you find out where this attached map came from ?

Dan
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From; dan mickay <mckaydan2@gmail.com>
Sent; Thursday, June 13, 2013 5:04 AM

To: Townsend, Erle:

Subject: Saddleback

Erle,

Has anyone ever prepared a cost estimate for full time, real time sound monitoring per location ?
Dan
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Bertocci, Cynthia §

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2013 8:32 AM
To: 'dan mckay'

Subject: RE: Saddleback

[ have never seen one, it's not something we would ask for,

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207 991-8078 | Erle.Townsend@Maine.gov

From: dan mckay [maﬁ-to:mckavdaﬂz@tzmaﬂ.co‘ﬂ}
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2013 5:04 AM

To: Townsend, Erie

Subject: Saddleback

Erle,
Has anyone ever prepared a cost estimate for full time, real time sound monitoring per location ?

Dan
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2013 8:30 AM
Te: ‘dan mckay'

Subject: RE: Saddleback sound contour map

It looks very much like the one from the May 2012 revised noise assessment, but it has some exira
stuff on it. The sound contours look the same though. The May 2012 assessment is the one they did
for the alternate turbines.

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmentat Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 991-8078 | Efe.Townsend@Maine.gov

From: dan mckay [mailtonnckaydan?@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 12, 2013 5:17 PM

Ta: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddleback sound contour map

Erle,
Could you find out where this attached map came from ?

Dan
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Bertocci, Cynthia S
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From: Norm Mitchell <normanl23445@yzhoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 16, 2013 2:50 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Fw: Saddleback wind

Attachments: cipg; c2.jpy; ease.jpg

Oops here are the pics

—-- Forwarded Message ~----

From: Norm Mitchell <normani123445@yahoo.com>

To: "Erie. Townsend@maine.gov" <Erle Townsend@maine.gov>
Sent: Sunday, June 16, 2013 2:47 PM

Subject: Saddleback wind

Mr Townsend Could you please explain to me how it is legal for a landowner to give a lease to some one to
break the law? If you read the samples from the saddle back application they plainly state they give the wind
company the right to break the law , all federal and sate Taws that may apply, as well as violate the DEP rules
on sound and pollute wells. How can the land owner give permission to break the Law ? Are not the laws
put in place to protect people even from themselves? thanks Norman Mitchell east Dixfield
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 9:56 AM
To: ‘Norm Mitchell’

Subject: RE: Saddleback Wind

Mr. Mitchell -

Thank you for your concerns. The Department's rules regarding aliowable noise levels apply to
“protected locations” as defined in the rules. When & property owner gives a developer an easement
such as the one you reference below, the property in question is no longer a protected location.
Consider a situation where the developer purchases the property outright — there are no restrictions
on noise within the developer's owned property. In the case of an easement like this, the property
owner sells {or leases) the right to exceed certain limits, thereby removing the Department's
jurisdiction aver that category of impact.

The easement language you sent me specifically requires the grantee (the developer) to pay for any
structural damage or contamination/depletion of drinking water wells that occurs within two years of
project completion due to construction of the project on the property covered by the easement. There
is no license to “pollute wells”.

| hope this answers your concemns.

Thank you

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207) 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@Maihe.qov

From: Norm Mitchell [mailto:normani 23445@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 16, 2013 2:51 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddleback Wind

Mr Townsend Could you please explain to me how it is legal for a landowner to give a lease to some one to
break the law? If you fead the samples from the saddle back application they plainly state they give the wind
company the right to break the law , all federal and sate laws that may apply, as well as violate the DEP rules
on sound and pollute wells. How can the land owner give permission to break the Law ? Are not the laws
put in place to protect people even from themselves? thanks Norman Mitchell east Dixfield
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Norm Mitchell <norman123445@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 8:03 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: Saddleback Wind

If agreements can be made between landowners and abutters outside of the parameters of DEP (environmental safety), why could we not:
Agree to allow raw sewage to run across our own property; Agree to allow a chemical dumping site beside our own property; Agree to allow an
unregulated gas tank and pump (for recreation vehicles) beside our own property in the woods; Agree to allow dlear cufting ? ..... the list goes
on, 5o a landlord can subject a tenant to illegal sound levels as a rented residence is not protected is that what you are saying if they lease
the land and others live on it then the tenant is niot protected 7 also did you read where it stated that the right to have sound generated from
wind power project impact the property and exceed otherwise applicable federal, state, focal or other , maximum sound level limits applicable
to tocation on the property. This sounds like chitd abuse to me can a parent give away the protection for a child ? and yes I am

very concerned about this,

From: "Townsend, Erle” <Erle. Townsend@maine.gov>
To: Norm Mitchell <normani23445@vyahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 9:56 AM

Subject: RE: Saddleback Wind

Mr, Mitchell —

Thank you for your concemns. The Department’s rules regarding allowable noise levels apply to “protected
locations™ as defined in the rules. When a property owner gives a developer an easement such as the one you
reference below, the property in question is no longer a protected location. Consider a situation where the
developer purchases the property outright — there are no restrictions on noise within the developer’s owned
property. In the case of an easement like this, the property owner sells (or leases) the right to exceed certain
limits. thereby removing the Department’s jurisdiction over that category of impact.

The easement language you sent me specifically requires the granteé (the developer) to pay for any structural
damage or contamination/depletion of drinking water wells that occurs within twa years of project completion
due to construction of the projeet on the property covered by the easement. There is no license t¢ “pollute
wells™.

I hope this answers your concerns.
Thank you

Erle Townsend

Environmenta] Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207 991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@ Maine gov

From: Norm Mitchell [mailio:nomman 12344 3@ vahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 16,2013 2:51 PM

Ta: Townsend, Erie

Subject: Saddlieback Wind

Mr Townsend Could you please explain to me how it is legal for a landowner to give a lease to some one to
break the law? If you read the samples from the saddle back application they plainly state they give the wind
company the right to break the law , all federal and sate laws that may apply, as well as violate the DEP rules

1
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on sourid and pollute wells. How can the land owner give pertission to break the Law ? Are not the laws
put in place to protect people even from themselves? thanks Norman Mitchell east Dixfield
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Townsend, Erle

Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2013 11:07 AM
To: ‘Norm Mitchell

Subject: RE: Saddleback Wind

Mr. Mitchell —

See my response highlighted within your text below.
Thank you

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation.
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

(207) 891-8078 | Erle.Townsend@Maine.qgov

From: Norm Mitchell [mailto:normani23445@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 8:03 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: Saddleback Wind

If agreements can be made between landowners and abutters outside of the parameters of DEP (ervironmental safety) These lease
agreements are not outside the parameters of DEP's rules, The noise limits apply at protected locations. The Department’s rules, 06-096 CMR
5375 (10){C)5)(s), specifically allow for noise easements to allow a developer to exceed the normal noise limits., why could we not: Agree to
allow raw sewage to run across our own property; Agree to atlow a chemical dumping site beside our own property; Agree to allow an
unregulated gas tank and pump (for recreation vehicles) beside our own property in the woods; Agree to allow clear cutting ? s.... the list goes
on. The regulations for all of these situations are specific to the activity. If there is an exception or exemption under the law, it is spedificto a
particular circurmnstance The hoise lease easements are specifically allowed, therefore they are valid. If there is no such allowance for a gas
tank/pump, or open sewer, or clear cul, or any other circumstance you care to name, then there is no option for an equivalent easement, So a
landlord can subject a tenant to illegal saund fevels as a rented residence is not protected is that what you are saying if they lease the land
and others.live on it then the tenant is not protacted ? No one is allowed to do-anything that is illegal. Under the Departmment’s rules (which
are in placa under the law}, bulldings and structures located on leased camp lots, owned by the applicant and used for seasonal purposes, are
not considered protected locations, Noise limits only apply at protected locations. alse did you read where it stated that the right to have
sound generateg from wind power project impact the property and exceed otherwise applicabie federal, state, local of other , maximum sound
level limits applicable to location on the property. Again, the Department's rules specifically allow this Llype of easement. The Department has
no jurisdiction over federal or local sound limits. Any ficense the Department might issue would only reflect compliance with standards and laws
that the Department is charged with enforcing. This sounds like child abuse to me can a parent give away the protection for a child 7 and yes 1
am very concerned about this.

From: "Townsend, Erle” <Erle Townsend@mains.gov>
To; Norm Mitchell <norman123445@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 9:56 AM

Subject: RE: Saddleback Wind

Mr. Mitchell —

Thank you for your concerns. The Department’s rules regarding allowable noise levels apply to “protected
locations” as defined in the rules. When a property owner gives a developer an easement such as the one you
reference below, the property in question is no longer a protected location. Consider a situation where the
developer purchases the property outright — there are no restrictions on noise within the developer’s owned
property. In the case of an easement like this, the property owner sells (or leases) the right to exceed certain
limits, thereby removing the Department’s jurisdiction over that category of impact.
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The easemert language you sent me specifically requires the grantee (the developer) to pay for any structural
damage or contamination/ depletion of drinking water wells that occurs within two years of project completion
due to construction of the project on the property covered by the easement. There is no license to “pollute

wells”™,
] hope this answers your concerns.

Thank you

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regu lation
Department of Environmiental Protection '

17 State Housge Station | Angusta ME 04333

(207)991-8078 | Erle. Townsend@:Maine gov

From: Norm Mitchell [mailtomormarn 23445 @vahoo.com
Sent: Sunday, June 16, 2013 2:51 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddleback Wind

Mir Townsend Could you please explain to me how it is legal for a landowner to give & lease to some one o
break the law? If you read the samples from the saddle back application they plainly state they give the wind
compaity the right to break the law , all federal and sate laws that may apply, as well as violate the DEP rules
on sound and pollute wells. How can the land owner give permission to break the Law ? Are not the laws
put in place to protect people even from themselves? thanks Norman Mitchell east Dixfield
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Bertocci, Cynthia S

From: Norm Mitchell <normanl23445@yahoo.coms>
Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2013 6:00 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Cc: Governor

Subject: Fw: Saddleback Wind

So Mr Townsend you stated buildings and structures located on leased camp lols, owned by the applicant and used for seasonal
purposes, are nol considered protecled locations. Noise limits only apply at protected locations.

are you saying that if its not a camp or a seasonal home it is g protected location even if leased fo the wind developer 7 Aresidenceis a
prolected location period is that right 7 )
Also the way | read this the wilton and Dixfield neise levéls come into play right as | know this project is located near both town lines and both
rowns have noise standards in place

B. Applicability

(1) This regulation applies to proposed developments within municipalities without a local quantifiable noise
standard and in unorganized areas of the State. When a proposed development is located in a municipality
which has duly enacted by ordinance an applicable quantifiable noise standard, which (1) contains limits that
are not higher than the sound level limits contained in this regulation by more than 5 dBA, and (2) limits or
addresses the various types of noises contained in this regulation or all the types of noises generated by the
development, that local standard, rather than this regulation, shall be applied by the Board within that
municipality for each of the types of sounds the ordinance regulates. This regulation applies to developments
located within one municipality when the noise produced by the development is received in another
municipality and, in these cases, the Board will also take into consideration the municipalities' quantifiable
noise standards, if any.

also the lease would violate this provision as well would in not

Sound Level Limits

(1) Sound From Routine Operation of Developments

() Except as noted in subsections (b) and (c) below, the hourly sound levels resulting from routine operation of
the development and measured in accordance with the measurement procedures described in subsection H shall

not exceed the following limits:

{i) Atany property line of the development or contiguous property owned by the developer, whichever is
farther from the proposed development's regulated sound sources:

75 dBA at any time of day.
Terms and Condifions

The Board may, as a term or condition of approval, establish any reasonable requirement to ensure that the
developer has made adequate provision for the control of noise from the development and to reduce the impact
of noise on protected locations. Such conditions may include, but are not limited to, enclosing equipment or
operations, imposing limits on hours of operation, or requiring the employment of specific design technologies,
site design, modes of operation, or traffic patterns. :
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The sound level limits prescribed in this regulation shall not preclude the Board under Chapter 375.15 from
requiring a developer to demonstrate that sound levels from a deveJopment will not unreasonably disturb
wildlife or adversely affect wildlife populations. In addition, the sound level limits shall not preclude the Board,
as a term or condition of approval, from requiring that lower sound level limits be met to ensure that the
developer has made adequate provision for the protection of wildlife.

is there a study someplace that they did on sound levels and wildlife ?

RESIDENCE: A building or structure, including manufactured housing, maintained for permanent or seasonal
residential occupancy providing living, cooking and sleeping facilities and having pernaanent indoor or outdoor
sanitary facilities, excluding recreational vehicles, tents and watercraft.

PROTECTED LOCATION: Any location, accessible by foot, on a parcel of land containing a residence or
planned residence or approved residential subdivision, house of worship, academic school, college, library, duly
licensed hospital or nursing home near the development site at the time a Sife Location of Development
application is submitted; or any focation within a State Park, Baxter State Park, National Park, Historic Area, a
nature preserve owned by the Maine or National Audubon Society or the Maine Chapter of the Nature
Conservancy, The Appalachian Trail, the Moosehorii Natienal Wildlife Refuge, federally-designated wildemess
area, state wilderness area designated by statute (such as the Allagash Wilderness Waterway), or locally-
designated passive recreation area; or any location within consolidated public reserve lands designated by rule
by the Burean of Public Lands as a protected location,

At protected locations more than 500 feet from living and sleeping quarters within the above noted buildings
or areas, the daytime hourly sound level limits shall apply regardless of the time of day.

Houses of worship, academic schools, libraries, State and National Parks without camping areas, Historic
Areas, nature preserves, the Moosehorn National wildlife Refuge, federally-designated wilderness arcas
without camping areas, state wildemess areas designated by statute without camping areas, and locally-
designated passive recreation areas without camping areas are considered protected locations only during their
regular hours of operation and the daytime hourly sound level limits shall apply regardless of the time of day.

Transient living accommodations are generally not considered protected locations; however, in certain
special situations where itis determined by the Board that the health and welfare of the guests and/or the
economic viability of the establishment will be unreasonably impacted, the Board may designate certain hotels,
motels, campsites and duly licensed campgrounds as protected locations.

This term does not include buildings and structures located on leased camp lots, owned by the applicant,
used for seasonal purposes.

For purposes of this definition, (1) a residence is considered planned when the owner of the parcel of land
on which the residence is to be located has received all applicable building and land use permits and the time for
beginning construction under such permits has not expired, and (2) a residential subdivision is considered
approved when the developer has received all applicable land use permits for the subdivision and the time for
beginning construction under such permits has not expired.

this did niot say located on land leased by the applicant, but land owned by the applicant and leased to others
for camps ;

Sound Level Limits for Routine Operation of Wind Energy Developments
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The sound levels resulting {from routine operdtion of a wind energy development measured in
accordance with the measurement procedures described in subsection I(8) shall not exceed the
following limits:

(a) 75 dBA at any time of day at any property line of the wind energy development or
contiguous property owned or controlled by the wind energy developer, whichever is farther
from the proposed wind energy development's regulated sound sources; and

(b) 55 dBA betweén 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. (the "daytime limit"), and 42 dBA beiween
7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. (the "nighttime limit"} at any protected location.

there are Hmits vt n'on there own fand |

“Thank you for your time and work Norman Mitchell East Dixfield

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: "Townsend, Erle" <Erle.Townsend@maine.gov>
To: Norm Mitchell <norman123445@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 18, 2013 11:.07 AM

Subject: RE: Saddleback Wind

M. Mitchell —

See my response highlighted within your text below.
Thank you

Erle Townsend

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME (4333
{207)991-8078 | Erle. Townsendi@Maine.sov

From: Norm Mitchell [mailto:norman] 23445@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 8:03 PM

To: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Re: Saddleback Wind

If agreements can be made between landowners and abutters outside of the parameters of DEP (environmental safefy) These lease agreements are not outside
the parameters of DEPTs rules. The neise fmits apply at proteeted locations. The Department’s rules. 06-056 CMR 5378 (100CYHS)(), specifically allow for
naise gasaments (o allow a develeper o exceed the normal noize limits., why could we not: Agree to allow raw sewage 1o rin across our own property; Agree
(o allow a chemical dumping site beside our own property; Agree 1o allow an unregulated gas tank and pump (for recreation vehicles) beside our own properiy
in the woods; Agree 1o allow clear cutting 7 ..... the list goes on. The regulations for all of these situations are apzcific o the activity, If there is an exception or
cremplion under the law. ii s specific to a particular circumstance The noise lease easements are specifically alfowed, therefore they are valid. If there iz no
such allowarnice for & gas tank/pump, or open sewer, or clear cut, or any other circumstance you care o name. then there is no option for an equivalen(
easement. So a landlord can subject a tenant (o illegal sound Jevels as a rented residence is not protected is that what you are saying if they Jease the land and
others live on it ther the tenant is not protested 7 Wa one is allowed 1o do anything that is illegal. Under the Depariment’s rdes (which are in place under the
law), buildings and structures Jocated on leased camp lots, owned by the applicant and used for seasonal purposes, are not considéred protecied Jocations.
Ioisz limits only apply at protected locations. also did you read where it stated that the right to have sound generated from wind power proiect impact the
property and exceed otherwise applicable federal, state, local or other , maximum sound level limits applicable o location on the property. Again, the
Department’s rules specifically allow this type of easement. The Department has no jurisdiction aver federal or local sound 1imits, Any license the
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Deparyment might {ssue wauld only reflect compliance with standards and laws (hat the Depariment is clurged with enforcing. This sounds ke child abuse
$o ma czn & parent give away the profection for a child ? and ves T am very concemed about this.

From: "Townsend, Erle” <Erle. Townsend@maine. gov>
Te: Nomm Mitchell <pormani23445@vahoo.com> '
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2013 9:56 AM

Subject: RE; Saddleback Wind

Mr. Mitchell -

Thank vou for your concerns. The Depar&menﬁg rules regarding allowable noise levels apply 1o “protected
locations” as defined in the rules. When a property owner gives a developer an easement such as the one you
reference below, the property in question is no Jonger a proteeied location. Consider a situation where the
developer purchases the property outright — there are no restrictions on noise within the developer’s owned
property. In the case of an easement like this, the property owner sells (or leases) the right to exceed certain
limits, thereby removing the Department’s jurisdiction over that category 0 f impact.

The easement language you sent me specifically requires the grantee (the developer) to-pay for any structural
damage or contamination/depletion of drinking water wells that occurs within two years of project compleétion
dué to construction of the project on the property covered by the easément. There isno license to “pollute
wells™.

I hope this answers your concerms.
Thank you

Erle Townsend )

Environmental Specialist - Division of Land Resource Regulation
Department of Environmental Protection

17 State House Station | Augusta ME 04333

{207 991-8078 | Frie TownsendizMaine. gov

From: Norm Mitchell [mailta:normand 234458 vahoo.coni]
Sent: Sunday, June 16, 2013 2:31 PM '
Te: Townsend, Erle

Subject: Saddleback Wind

Mt Townsend Could you please explain to me how it is legal for a landowner to give a lease to some one to
break the law? If you read the samples from the saddle back application they plainly state they give the wind
company the right to break the law , all federal and sate laws that may apply, as well as violate the DEP rules
on sound and pollute wells. How can the land owner give permission tobreak the Law 9 Are not the laws
put in place to protect people even from themselves? thanks Norman Mitchell east Dixfield
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