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Victorian Guidelines for Noise from Wind Turbines 
 

I. Summary 

The noise guidelines for wind energy projects (WEPs) in Victoria urgently need 
clarification. 

Virtually all recent and/or significantly sized WEPs built to the New Zealand Standard 
(NZS6806:1998) have caused cruel and crippling damage to the health of neighbouring 
families.  A substantial number of WEPs approved under NZS6808:1998 are yet to be built. 
They should not and cannot be built as approved, as they are certain to cause major 
health and well-being problems for neighbours and, incidentally, thereby creating a 
serious legal argument for an action in nuisance. 

The noise standard has recently been revised slightly and is designated NZS6808:2010.  
The revision makes no difference to the comments herein. 

First and foremost, noise guidelines should clearly direct the industry that they must 
protect neighbours’ health, wellbeing and amenity.  Whilst such directions already exist 
in the State Planning Policy Framework (SPPF) and in the Policy and Planning Guidelines 
for the Development of Wind Energy Facilities in Victoria (the Guidelines) these directions 
are ignored by Developers and their acoustic experts; and have not been assessed and 
enforced by Responsible Authorities (RAs). 

Twelve years after the first WEP was built in Victoria at Codrington, the Guidelines or their 
interpretation/enforcement still do not protect communities; nor do they effectively 
direct the industry how to do so, nor do they impose management or control over the 
industry.  This industry is simply out of control.  Proper controls are urgently required to 
stop the suffering and damage to the health, wellbeing and human rights of WEP 
neighbours. 

The easiest and swiftest path to effective control is to enforce the existing Guidelines 
requirement for a Noise Impact Assessment (NIA), at the same time sidelining the 
cynical use of the incompetent, misleading and inadequate noise limit (in most country 
situations 40dBA). 

This simple, easily justifiable administrative action would place the responsibility for 
“doing no harm” squarely on the developer; with compliance much easier to prove, or 
not, through sleep monitoring and other medical checks.  Country Victorians are already 
demanding such clear leadership.  Industry objection to this action could easily be 
managed by a simple, truthful and logical statement. 

This requirement of a NIA must be applied as quickly as possible to approved but unbuilt 
(and new) projects to ensure the human misery is not expanded; but, if incredibly that is 
not enough, then because the approval was improper as an NIA was not provided as part 
of the planning application as required. 
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II. The State Planning Policy Framework (see Appendix 1) 

The State Planning Policy Framework (SPPF) is the key planning document for Victoria, 
providing a common basis for planning State wide.  The requirements of the SPPF in 
relation to noise, health and amenity issues are examined in Attachment 1 to this 
document. 

a) The General Objectives of the SPPF are: 
 

“To provide for the fair, orderly, economic and sustainable use and development of 

land.” 

 

“To secure a pleasant, efficient and safe working, living and recreational 

environment for all Victorians.” 

 

b) In Respect of Wind Energy Projects (SPPF paragraph19.01-1) 
 

The paragraph on Strategies (for achieving the specific Objectives) instructs:      
 

“while also considering the need to minimise the effects of a (WEP) proposal on the 

local community and the environment” and, in paragraph .. relating to Purpose further 
instructs: 
 

“to facilitate the establishment and expansion of wind energy facilities while also 

considering the need to minimise the effects of a proposal on the local community and 

the environment”  
 

and in Design Response (to Application Requirements) requires that a written report 
be submitted on: 

 
“The noise impacts of the proposal prepared in accordance with New Zealand 

Standard NZS6808:2010.”.... 

 

Appendix 2 concludes that NZS6808:1998 does not achieve the results ordained by 
the SPPF and its use as a proxy for estimating health and environment is actually a 
guarantee that there will be unacceptable damage.  Also the use of the slightly 
modified 2010 version will not effectively change the situation. 

III. Policy and Planning Guidelines for Development of Wind Energy Facilities in 
Victoria (see Appendix 2) 

Overall the Noise Guidelines in both the 2009 and 2012 versions of the Guidelines are 
poorly informed, incomplete and actually incompetent for their purpose.  The severity 
and breadth of the damage caused by these unfair, technically outdated and cruelly 
incompetent Noise Guidelines is a disgrace to a civilized democratic society; and a 
unilateral abrogation of a range of the human rights of one section of the community. 

Major requirements additional to those of the SPPF are found in paragraph 5.1: 
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“In considering proposals for renewable energy, consideration should be given to the 
economic and environmental benefits to the broader community of renewable energy 
generation, whilst also the need to minimise the effects of the proposal on the local 
community and environment”. 

Paragraph 5.1.1 also states that: “Responsible authorities must assess the impact of a 
wind energy facility on landscape values, flora and fauna, human wellbeing and amenity 
in a systematic manner”……… 

There is no record of a Responsible Authority taking such action. 

Paragraph 5.1.2(a) goes on to state:“ A wind energy facility should comply with the noise 
limits recommended for dwellings and other noise sensitive locations in the New Zealand 
Standard NZS6808:2010” 

Appendix 2 concludes that this requirement in 5.1.2(a) adds nothing to the 
management and control of the unacceptable impacts of wind projects on neighbours.  
In fact this requirement is irrelevant, dangerous, and if it is mistakenly allowed to 
demonstrate or infer no harm, then the developer, the acoustic experts instructed by 
the developer, and the Responsible Authority are liable for the damage and harm. 

IV. The Use of Proxies for Noise Impact on Humans 

The practice of using a known to be incompetent noise standard and/or a setback 
distance for turbines from dwellings has failed.  Failed to protect those already living in 
the district before it was chosen by a developer expecting to profit from good wind and 
usable infrastructure. 

There are three choices to fix this solution, two of which tighten up the existing proxies 
and the other actually gets to the root of the impact on people directly. 

a) The Noise Proxy 

Adjustments of this proxy are not at this time easy, as it needs limits on both audible 
and inaudible noise (ILFN). 

For audible noise measured by dB(A) the limit needs to be reset, by bringing it into 
line with all other industrial noise standards being as background noise level (in this 
case night time) plus 5dB(A). 

There is not much to guide the choice of a maximum tolerable noise level expressed 
as dB(Lin) (the best measure of ILFN) level inside and outside houses. This has to be 
carefully and patiently researched to find the level that allows people to sleep 
comfortably in their own homes in all atmospheric conditions; and also to ensure that 
there is no “creeping” effect whereby the symptoms appear over time and gradually 
become worse. 



 

6 

 

b) The Distance Proxy 

Field evidence instructs that setback distances of 10km are required. 

c) The Third Way 

See below. 

V. Can Proxies be Avoided?  The Third Way 

The answer is yes.  By requiring the developer to complete a “thorough” NIA for the 
planning application. 

The neatness of this solution is that it only requires a simple administrative clarification.  
That is, the “connector” between the need for a NIA in accordance with the NZS6808: 
needs to be severed.  

Appendix 2 shows how this connector makes it impossible to prepare a thorough NIA. 
One clarifying statement and that devious practice is over. 

It is then up to the developer to decide, on a doing-no-harm basis, where it can place 
turbines without harm to those already living in the area of interest. If the RA is not 
independently convinced that the turbine siting is safe (see paragraph 5.1.1) then the 
project cannot proceed. 

The developer has to choose how it assesses and demonstrates that a proposed project 
will do no harm.  If it cannot, then the only conclusion is that the project is unsafe.  Any 
RA would, in assessing that a project has not demonstrated that no harm is done will no 
doubt recommend that the developer undertake the necessary research to prove that the 
technology and siting are likely to be safe for residents. 

If a project proceeds and then causes a noise nuisance, then it is non-compliant and the 
RA will actually need to undertake corrective action.  With this solution compliance is 
satisfied by identifying any resident with noise /health problems and solving those 
problems.  Developers will learn fast, and impoverished sufferers do not have to do the 
research on safe dB(Lin) values 

VI. Truth and Consequences 

Fundamentally this problem arises because the industry was allowed, in the then 
perceived clear and urgent danger of man-made carbon dioxide forced global warming, to 
sell and operate ever larger turbines in ever larger aggregations without proving them to 
be safe, when in fact they are actually extremely dangerous to human health and well 
being. 

It is clear that it could and will be demonstrated in courts around the world that these 
machines are dangerous and unsafe as used.  Anyone involved in permitting, selling or 
operating these machines could face some testing and possibly expensive outcomes. 
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VII. Developers and Their Paid Acoustic Experts Know the Inconvenient Truth 

Field research by independent acousticians engaged by sufferers both in Australia and 
abroad has definitively shown that infrasound (0.1 to 20 hertz) and low frequency sound 
(20 to 100hertz) are present inside sufferers’ homes and that certain of these penetrating 
frequencies correlate with the presence and intensity of the characteristic symptoms of 
those sufferers. 

The Waubra Foundation has recorded some 48 homes that have been wholly or partially 
abandoned or sold to developers. 28 of these are in Victoria.  Problems were first 
documented in Victoria in 2003-4 by Dr David Iser.  That information was provided to the 
press and the Premier at that time. 

Others have documented the increasing body of relevant and independent literature and 
the field work by independent acoustic and health professionals around the world.  It is 
clear that sufficient signs of the problem were available as early as 2003 but were ignored 
and even denied up to the preparation of this document. A recent FOI request to the 
Victorian DOH disclosed that they were advised of problems as early as 2009.  They and 
other responsible bureaucracies have continued to ignore mounting advice and 
information by pulling the NHMRC’s Rapid Review comfort blanket over their heads. 

VIII. Consequences 

The industry has brought the consequences of the Guideline misuse and data denial upon 
themselves.  

Neither the industry nor their acoustic advisors deserve any sympathy or consideration in 
bringing this industry under appropriate and long overdue control. 

IX. How to Proceed? 

The developer of any unbuilt approved project, and proponents of new projects should be 
required to produce a thorough NIA using the turbine size and model that is to be part of 
the final approval.  If the turbine make or power rating is subsequently changed, then the 
NIA has to be reworked. 

It must be made perfectly clear to developers that the NIA is required to assess the 
impact of the full spectrum of turbine noise on families living in dwellings within 10km 
of a turbine and that the proxy, used by developers and previously accepted by too 
malleable panels and RAs, of “meets the guidelines” is unacceptable. 

The beauty and simplicity of a “thorough” NIA is that it: 

 necessarily requires the developers to“ discover” the inconvenient truth; 

 moves the onus of proving “no likely damage” squarely onto the developer; 

 requires all damaging noise frequencies and seismic vibrations if any, to be 
considered; 

 eliminates the need for background noise measurements; 
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 enforces industry acousticians to ensure that they stay right up to date with, and 
utilise the latest findings on, the subject in the preparation of a NIA. 

The NIA so prepared is to be subject to peer review by an acoustician and a pyscho-
acoustician or equivalent, approved by the local objectors’ group, but paid for by the 
developer. 

The alternative, if the developer wishes, is to go with a setback proxy and redesign the 
project so no dwelling is within 10km of a turbine without the written authority of the 
owner of that dwelling after being presented with full disclosure and full description of 
the possible problems. 

Proposed new projects should be judged against a proper NIA with again the onus on the 
proponent to prove that its proposed development will cause no harm.  This will force 
developers and perhaps their industry body to transform themselves into seekers of the 
truth, rather than purveyors of propaganda. 

Developers will have to consider very carefully the data that is emerging from existing 
projects; and base their turbine layouts on that data. They may even have to fund 
additional field noise and health checks. There is plenty of data out there waiting to be 
measured and processed. 

Clearly this is the safe and equitable way to proceed; but it will never happen unless the 
industry is required to present, and not avoid, thorough NIAs. 

 


