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 MACARTHUR WIND FARM  

 NOISE COMPLIANCE ASSESSMENT 

  

 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

L Huson & Associates Pty Ltd has been commissioned by Piper Alderman to prepare an 
independent report that reviews a post commissioning compliance assessment report prepared 
by AECOM (reference 60279731 Rev 0, 26 April 2013) for the Macarthur Wind Farm and two 
peer reviews of this report by; ARUP (reference 236351/00/R01, 16 June 2014), and; SLR 
(reference 640.10804-R1, 10 April 2014). 
 
The AECOM noise compliance assessment report has been based on assumptions and 
measurement locations that are not compliant with the Permit.  Advice from Vestas to AECOM 
regarding maximum sound power output from the wind turbines is contrary to the assessment 
procedures approved in the Permit and is non-compliant. 
 
A fundamental error has been introduced in the use of a procedure to determine wind speeds, 
prepared by Garrad Hassan, for the determination of noise compliance and background noise 
charts.  The charts prepared by AECOM are accordingly very optimistic, do not represent a true 
noise compliance assessment, and will incorrectly tend to favour the compliance monitoring 
results to the benefit of the developer. 
 
The conclusion in the ARUP peer review did not meet the scope of work requirements for its 
review.  With regard to dismissing the demonstrated non-compliant data at higher wind speeds 
it states: "We accept this analysis, and conclude that the wind farm is compliant with the 
intention of the permit conditions."  ARUP should not second guess the intent of the conditions; 
they should test compliance against them.  We find the conclusions deficient in that a true 
assessment of the AECOM report against the Permit has not been completed satisfactorily.  The 
Permit has an EMP that is integral to it and this has not been reviewed. 
 
Overall, we consider the ARUP peer review to be superficial and it has not addressed many of 
the issues that we have identified in this report.  We expect that ARUP would question the 
Garrad Hassan wind speed assessment method if they were privy to sample wind turbine power 
data that we have shown in this report. 
 
The SLR review states that they do not support the findings of the AECOM compliance report 
and a number of deficiencies have been identified.  The conclusion in the SRL peer review has 
an extract from the AECOM report that states compliance, but SLR did not accept this 
statement. 
 
SLR has neglected to consider the approved EMP that forms an integral part of the Permit. 
 
SLR have questioned some aspects of the Garrad Hassan wind speed calculation method but 
could not have investigated to the same extent that we have since they may not have access to 
real turbine power output data recorded during the compliance survey.  In view of the additional 
data we have been provided it is expected that SLR would also have queried the AECOM 
compliance curves more fully. 
 
We cannot understand why SLR advised their satisfaction with the AECOM responses to the 
Moyne Shire Council, given that they express only „general satisfaction‟ with the AECOM 
responses and that this was subject to a number of outstanding issues, the most significant of 
which is that SLR still disagree with the approach taken to disregard compliance above 10 m/s 
wind speed.  We agree that this demonstrates non-compliance with the Permit and we question 
the compliance approval given by SLR in a Memorandum to the Moyne Shire Council. 
 
A second noise compliance assessment report has been prepared by AECOM before the first 
had been approved.  Similar problems relate to this second report and we find this report also 
deficient and non-compliant with the Permit.  We find that the AECOM noise report has not 
demonstrated compliance with Permit requirements.  
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 INTRODUCTION 

L Huson & Associates Pty Ltd has been commissioned by Piper Alderman to prepare an 

independent report that reviews a post commissioning compliance assessment report prepared 

by AECOM (reference 60279731 Rev 0, 26 April 2013) for the Macarthur Wind Farm and two 

peer reviews of this report by; ARUP (reference 236351/00/R01, 16 June 2014), and; SLR 

(reference 640.10804-R1, 10 April 2014). 

 

We confirm that the author W Les Huson, on behalf of L Huson & Associates Pty Ltd has no 

conflicting interest in acting as an independent expert and in preparing this report. 

 

 BACKGROUND TO THE REPORTS 

It is a requirement of the Macarthur Wind Farm Planning Permit (PL-SP/05/0283), amended on 

7 April 2011 (Permit), that post-construction monitoring commence within 2 months after final 

commissioning.  It is further required that; “Should compliance be demonstrated by the program 

above the compliance noise monitoring program must be repeated commencing not less than 10 

months after the commencement of the initial compliance noise monitoring program for the 

whole site.”  A second compliance noise monitoring program was completed and a final report 

prepared by AECOM dated 8 April 2014.  Unfortunately, this monitoring program was prepared 

before the peer reviews were completed by ARUP and SLR and its validity, notwithstanding the 

time limitation imposed in the permit, is questionable since compliance had not been 

demonstrated prior to its commencement. 

 

 ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN REPORT 

The Permit requires an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) to be prepared in consultation 

with the Council and the Department of Sustainability and Environment (DSE) and be approved 

by the responsible authority prior to start and use of the development.   

 

An EMP report was prepared by SKM, dated 22 September 2010 on behalf of the Vestas-

Leighton Consortium and was endorsed by the responsible authority.  Of particular relevance is 

Appendix H “Noise Management Plan” that has the following stated purpose:  

“The purpose of this Noise Management Plan is to determine the acoustic character of 

noise generated by the wind farm and ensure that the acoustic environment at the nearest 

residential buildings is compliant with the noise criteria throughout the operation of the 

wind farm. This Plan sets out the procedures to ensure compliance with the New 

Zealand Standard 'Acoustics – The Assessment and Measurement of Sound from Wind 

Turbine Generators' (NZS 6808:1998). 

This Plan has also been developed to establish the process to be undertaken in the event 

of a non compliance with the noise criteria, and outline a noise complaints evaluation 

and response process for the wind farm.” 

 

The approved EMP forms an integral part of the Permit. 
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 AECOM REPORT 

The AECOM post commissioning noise compliance report was prepared for Vestas Australian 

Wind Technology Pty Ltd (Vestas), acting on behalf of AGL Energy Limited (AGL).  The 

stated objective of the noise compliance assessment was to measure and assess the noise levels 

from the Macarthur Wind Farm in relation to the requirements of the Macarthur Wind Farm 

Planning Permit (PL-SP/05/0283) amended on 7 April 2011. 

 

 ARUP PEER REVIEW 

The ARUP peer review was prepared for the Victorian Department of Transport, Planning and 

Local Infrastructure (VDTPLI) in response to a tender request on 7 March 2014 that was 

awarded on 28 April 2014.  ARUP were provided with a set of reports on CDROM by the 

VDTPLI, as follows: 

 Macarthur Wind Farm Noise Compliance Monitoring data provided by AECOM of the 

four reference sites and another 24 measured positions.  Other data included is the met 

wind data and turbine operation data during the period when the noise measurements 

were undertaken.  Also, a Google earth map of the Macarthur WEF and the 

measurement positions. 

 Reports prepared by AECOM based on the above data. 

 Macarthur WEF planning permit PL-SP/05/0283 

 

The scope of the ARUP peer review was to analyse the supplied materials to assess compliance 

with the noise standard and compliance provisions of the planning permit. 

 

 SLR PEER REVIEW 

The SLR peer review was commissioned by the Moyne Shire Council (Council).  The scope of 

this peer review was to review the AECOM post construction noise compliance assessment 

report with respect to:  

 Planning Permit conditions (ref: Permit No. PL-SP/05/0283)  

 The methodology and protocols for measurements, with reference to the standards  

 Any additional measures needed to be taken to achieve compliance with the standard (if 

applicable)  

 

Previous noise reports have been completed for the wind farm site including an initial 

background noise monitoring campaign and additional measurements at T20A. These earlier 

reports were not reviewed by SLR as part of its commission. 

 

 

 REVIEW 

 AECOM COMPLIANCE REPORT 

We note that the AECOM post commissioning noise compliance assessment has taken leave to 

significantly modify the assessment procedures detailed in the EMP.  We believe this approach 

to be deficient and it is non-compliant with the Permit. 
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 ALTERNATIVE BACKGROUND MEASUREMENTS 

The EMP required additional background noise measurements to be taken at only location 7 

(identified as dwelling T20A) and that had already been completed by SKM.  However, 

AECOM have decided to repeat the original background measurements that were used for the 

determination of the original Permit approvals.  Some of which were not at locations authorised 

in the Permit.  The EMP states that additional background measurements were being completed 

at the time of its preparation because; “the previous noise measurements may not still be 

representative of current background noise at the site.”  The AECOM report has chosen not to 

provide any comparison to the original background measurement results. 

 

Some measurement locations contradict the requirements of the Permit and these are deficient. 

 

 COMPLIANCE WITH NZS6808 

The assessment must be completed in accordance with NZS6808:1998, yet the AECOM 

assessment methodology departs significantly from this standard.  For example, the 

NZS6808:1998 standard requires a background data set be prepared against which a similarly 

derived data set with wind farm operating is to be compared.   

 

There is no provision in NZS6808:1998 to adjust wind speed data for anemometer turbulence 

effects or for any assumption regarding predicted maximum wind turbine sound emissions.  

Furthermore, the approved EMP does not make provision for such assessment departures and 

the assessment by AECOM does not comply with the Permit. 

 

 SPECIAL AUDIBLE CHARACTERISTICS 

The EMP describes special audible characteristics (SAC) and quotes from NZS6808:1989.  An 

objective measurement approach is provided for tonality (one possible type of SAC) but no 

objective method is described for amplitude modulation (another type of SAC).   

 

The relevant section of the EMP regarding SAC on page 3 of Appendix H provides little to no 

guidance on the extent to which objective or subjective assessment of SAC should be 

implemented.  The 2010 version of NZS6808 has an interim guideline for the objective 

assessment of SAC that is referred to in section 8.2 of the AECOM compliance report, yet, only 

a minimum of 5 subjective assessments were made at each measurement location at times when 

equipment was changed over, collected or deployed.   

 

Based upon the times of attendance at the monitoring sites, we note that no night time SAC 

subjective assessments were made.  However, despite amplitude modulation being observed and 

reported during some of the day time subjective listening times it is simply stated that the level 

of amplitude modulation was not sufficient (in the opinion of the AECOM engineer) to attract a 

penalty.  We find that this approach to assessing SAC is deficient. 

 

It is of importance to understand the Permit requirements with regard to SAC.  The Permit 

states that: “If sound has a special audible characteristic the measured sound level of the source 

shall have a 5dB penalty applied. The EMP must provide detail on how special audible 

characteristics are to be determined and the penalty is to be applied.”  The 5 dB penalty is to be 

applied to the „sound level of the source‟.  Since the sound level of the source is determined 



Noise Compliance Assessment Commercial in Confidence 

Macarthur Wind Farm November 2014 

Piper Alderman 

 

 

L350ReviewWLH.doc L HUSON & ASSOCIATES  

 
Page 6 

after averaging a multitude of measurements, we believe the 5 dB SAC penalty must apply to 

the post compliance curve, not to any individual point upon which the curve is in part derived. 

 

Unfortunately, the EMP provides little detail on how SACs are determined or how the penalty is 

to be applied.   

 

The degree of subjective interpretation of SAC depends upon the observer.  An engineer 

visiting a site for 10 minutes during the day cannot adequately represent the subjective effect of 

SAC upon a resident.  For example, an engineer who has just been driving prior to a subjective 

assessment, possibly with the radio on, can have de-sensitised hearing.  This is in contrast to a 

resident trying to sleep whose hearing has become more sensitive due to the quiet environment.  

Furthermore, an engineer may have a different impression of what constitutes an unacceptable 

level of SAC compared to a resident.  This is why we recommend objective measurements.  

 

We recommend that when the EMP is reviewed that this aspect of determining SAC be 

reviewed.  In the interim, we recommend that the objective assessment methods of 

NZS6808:2010 are used. 

 

 USE OF UNCALIBRATED DATA 

We note that AECOM have regularly had battery failures of their equipment.  However, this 

data has been used in preparing the compliance report charts. 

 

Sound level measuring equipment should be calibrated before the commencement of a survey 

and at the end of the survey.  If the calibration results vary by more than 1dB then the results are 

considered invalid. 

 

In a situation where a battery fails after, say, 7 days into a 2 week survey then it is not possible 

to complete a post survey calibration check and the data collected must be suspect and 

discarded.  Measurements from Q15A using two different sound level meters had equipment 

faults and battery failure.  Accordingly, all of this data is suspect and should not have been 

used.  The AECOM report is deficient in that uncalibrated and suspect data has been used. 

 

 WIND SPEED DETERMINATION 

The AECOM report refers to work by Garrad Hassan, the development‟s wind analysts, who 

prepared a procedure for deriving wake free wind data for use in the presentation and 

assessment of measured noise data by AECOM. 

 

The procedure is described in Appendix G of the AECOM noise compliance report and use is 

made of anemometer data from leading masts around the perimeter of the wind farm that are 

unaffected by wake turbulence.  This procedure is not compliant with the Permit requirements. 

 

Two corrections are used.  One correction simply chooses which anemometer on a particular 

mast is unaffected by turbulence generated by the mast.  The second correction is in the choice 

of mast to use around the wind farm perimeter.  There are six met masts and the mast upwind of 

the wind farm is used to provide wind speed data for the compliance noise charts. 
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For example, refer to the following chart (Fig 1) showing the turbines and met mast locations 

for residence Q15A.  If the wind is blowing from between 80 degrees and 218 degrees relative 

to met mast M1 then wind data from M4 is used when preparing the noise charts for Q15A 

(shown as P6 in the chart).  In this situation, the wind speed data for the noise charts is derived 

from a mast located approximately 9.8km away from the resident Q15A (P6). 

 

AECOM has used the Garrad Hassan procedure in deriving all of the compliance charts 

believing that the sound output from the turbines nearest to Q15A, for example, can be 

represented by wind speed data from met mast M4, almost 10km away.  This is incorrect. 

 

Sound emissions from a wind turbine generally follow a power curve.  That is, as power output 

increases with increasing wind across the turbine then the sound output increases. 

 

AECOM explain in their report that sound received at a residence is dictated primarily by those 

turbines closest to the dwelling.  This fact has been used by AECOM to address the issue of 

non-operating turbines (which is also not compliant with the NZS6808 assessment method). 

 

 
FIGURE 1  Met masts M1 to M6 and dwellings T25A (P4) and Q15A (P6) 

 

We have been provided with turbine output power data by AGL during the time of the 

commissioning noise measurements by AECOM, subsequent to requests from the residents at 

Q15A.  We understand that this level of detail was not provided to AECOM and that the turbine 



Noise Compliance Assessment Commercial in Confidence 

Macarthur Wind Farm November 2014 

Piper Alderman 

 

 

L350ReviewWLH.doc L HUSON & ASSOCIATES  

 
Page 8 

operating data they received was only whether particular turbines were available to generate 

power, not their actual power output. 

 

The following chart (Fig 2) represents a situation from a single 10-minute power output sample 

for the Macarthur Wind Farm in a wind speed of 8.5 m/s towards Q15A that would invoke the 

Garrad Hassan method using wind speed data from M4.  The charts show turbine power output 

as a colour code.  Turbines facing into the wind generate much more power than those 

downwind across the wind farm.  The blue areas are those turbines that were shut down. 

 

The power output from the turbines near to M4 range from 1.6MW to 2.2MW but the power 

output from turbines closest to Q15A range from 1MW to 1.6MW.  It is clearly wrong to use 

wind speed data from M4 in this situation since wind near M4 does not represent the wind that 

is causing much lower electrical output (and lower noise) from the turbines nearest to Q15A. 

 

The effect that this has on the compliance charts is to significantly overestimate the sound 

emission from the turbines closest to Q15A.  This means that compliance is made artificially 

easier to achieve. 

 

 
FIGURE 2 
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Another example follows (Fig 3) for a wind direction that would cause wind speed data from 

M6 to be used for dwelling T25A (P4 in the following chart).  Turbine power output near M6 is 

approximately 3MW (representing maximum sound output) but the power output from the 

turbines nearest to T25A is between 1MW and 2MW (representing significantly lower sound 

output).  Again, the use of wind data from M6 will significantly misrepresent the noise emission 

from turbines closest to T25A and lead to the appearance of compliance. 

 

The use of the Garrad Hassan wind speed method by AECOM is seriously deficient and causes 

the noise charts to present data that is not representative of the real sound exposure experienced 

by surrounding residents.  The charts produced in the AECOM report are overly optimistic and 

need to be recalculated using wind speed derived from average local turbine power outputs 

using power curves for the turbines. 

 

 
FIGURE 3 
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 AECOM REPORT COMPLIANCE SUMMARY 

The AECOM noise compliance assessment report has been based on assumptions and 

measurement locations that are not compliant with the Permit. 

 

Advice from Vestas to AECOM regarding maximum sound power output from the wind 

turbines is contrary to the assessment procedures approved in the Permit and is non-compliant. 

 

A fundamental error has been introduced in the use of a procedure to determine wind speeds, 

prepared by Garrad Hassan, for the determination of noise compliance and background noise 

charts.  The charts prepared by AECOM are accordingly very optimistic and do not represent a 

true noise compliance assessment. 

 

 ARUP PEER REVIEW 

The ARUP review does not question the need to complete additional background measurements 

over those required in the Permit.  Furthermore, no mention is made of the lack of comparison 

of the new background data with that obtained in the original assessment by Hayes MacKensie. 

 

The ARUP review does not refer to the approved EMP, except to state that it has not been 

reviewed.  We find this a serious oversight since the EMP forms an integral part of the Permit. 

 

The ARUP review has accepted the Garrad Hassan method for determining wake affected met 

mast data without question.  The ARUP review author is obviously very impressed and swayed 

by the proposed method used to calculate non-wake affected wind for use in the noise/wind 

speed charts.  We are not so impressed.  The data presented above clearly demonstrates that the 

approach is flawed and will incorrectly tend to favour the compliance monitoring results to the 

benefit of the developer. We explain why this method is deficient above and it would have been 

prudent of ARUP to investigate this issue further. 

 

The ARUP review has failed to point out the incorrect measurement locations used by AECOM 

and the resulting non-compliance with the Permit.  Their review simply states that the 

measurement locations „appear reasonable‟. 

 

The ARUP review is silent on the material effects of calibration and equipment failure problems 

and is deficient in this regard, citing only that such events occur reasonably often in practice.  

Section 5.5 of the ARUP review accepts the number of measurements as being compliant with 

NZS6808 but has not considered the true validity of the data used.  We doubt if the number of 

valid data points recorded at Q15A meet the requirements of NZS6808. 

 

ARUP were provided with the raw measurement data collected by AECOM and the wind speed 

information that AECOM used to prepare the compliance charts.  It appears that none of the 

compliance charts were recalculated and checked by ARUP.  Rather, it appears that only 

reference has been made to the printed charts in the AECOM compliance report.  Considering 

the scope of work for ARUP was to analyse the data they were provided it seems remiss that 

check calculations and alternative trend curves were not tested.  The choice of different trends 

through data analysis can have a marked change in outcomes and this should have been tested.  

We find the ARUP peer review deficient in this regard. 
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ARUP discuss determination of compliance in section 5.7 of their review.  The review notes 

that non-compliance is demonstrated at location P22A and T25A.  However, the review then 

accepts that the data is likely to be significantly influenced by ambient noise at these higher 

wind speeds (above 11 m/s hub height).  The peer review suggests that on/off testing be 

completed to test compliance at these two locations in higher wind speeds.  We agree but the 

issue has yet to be set as a compliance requirement.  At present, the AECOM report 

demonstrates non-compliance, notwithstanding our other concerns about their report. 

 

ARUP discuss SAC in section 5.8.  It has been accepted that the subjective assessment by 

AECOM was an acceptable approach.  We disagree.  ARUP then suggest that several objective 

tests could be applied and suggests a method recently promoted by RenewableUK.  We disagree 

that the RenewableUK method is an acceptable option after attending a conference on 

amplitude modulation in the UK in March 2014 in which it was shown that the RenewableUK 

method and their suggested acceptability criteria were seriously flawed.  The RenewableUK 

method was shown to pass all wind farm developments, even those proven to have amplitude 

modulation problems. 

 

ARUP discuss their Data Review in section 5.10.  This section confirms our suspicion that no 

data was replotted to test for alternative trend curve results or the accuracy of the charts in the 

AECOM report.  ARUP state that this was not done because the spreadsheet data was 

proprietary, however, it is not necessary to have the proprietary spreadsheets since they can be 

generated by ARUP from the raw data they were provided.  Reliance on AECOM being 

approved to ISO 9001 does not demonstrate that the assessment calculations were correctly 

completed.  Again, we find this aspect of the review deficient. 

 

 ARUP PEER REVIEW SUMMARY 

The conclusion in the ARUP peer review is very disappointing.  With regard to dismissing the 

demonstrated non-compliant data at higher wind speeds it states: "We accept this analysis, and 

conclude that the wind farm is compliant with the intention of the permit conditions."  ARUP 

should not second guess the intent of the conditions; they should test compliance against them.  

We find the conclusions deficient in that a true assessment of the AECOM report against the 

Permit has not been completed satisfactorily.  The Permit has an EMP that is integral to it and 

this has not been reviewed. 

 

Overall, we consider the ARUP peer review to be superficial and it has not addressed many of 

the issues that we have identified. 

 

We are unaware if AECOM were given the opportunity to make comment on the ARUP peer 

review. 

 

 SLR PEER REVIEW 

The SLR review states that they do not support the findings of the AECOM compliance report 

and a number of deficiencies have been identified.  The conclusion in the SRL peer review has 

an extract from the AECOM report that states compliance, but SLR did not accept this 

statement. 
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The SLR report lists a number of problems with the compliance report but simply refers to these 

problems in the conclusion in terms of things that SHOULD have been provided in the 

compliance report.  Furthermore, the final sentence of the second to last paragraph in the 

conclusion REQUIRES additional measurements to the east and in the last paragraph questions 

the validity of the SAC assessment process used by AECOM.  

 

The Permit conditions require measurements outdoors within 10m of the dwelling; yet, no 

assessment or comment is offered in this regard by SLR.  ARUP also missed this point but at 

least SLR were more rigorous in challenging the AECOM report overall. 

 

SLR has neglected to consider the approved EMP that forms an integral part of the Permit. 

 

SLR have questioned some aspects of the Garrad Hassan wind speed calculation method but 

could not have investigated to the same extent that we have since they may not have access to 

real turbine power output data during the compliance survey.  In view of the additional data we 

have been provided it is expected that SLR would also have queried the AECOM compliance 

curves more fully. 

 

Moyne Shire Council asked AECOM to provide the information that SLR have identified as 

being deficient.  However, the response was rather disappointing and AECOM stood their 

ground in a 19 page tabular reply restating sections of their report and basically refused to 

further address such things as the poor manner in which special audible characteristics were 

determined.  We agree with the AECOM response that wind speed data below cut-in wind 

speed should be used in the compliance trend curve determination, contrary to the opinion of 

SLR. 

 

One of the responses by AECOM regarding SAC cites a report “Macarthur Wind Farm, Noise 

Compliance Monitoring Methodology”, AECOM report 60279731-003 Rev 3, 3 April 2013.  

AECOM state that the report can be found as an Attachment O but the compliance report only 

contains attachments to I.  AECOM state that this report has been authorised by the DPCD 

(acting on behalf of the Responsible Authority at the time).  This report is stated by AECOM to 

included reference to the measurement of SAC using a draft EPA Victoria Guideline 

“Application of New Zealand Standard 6808 for Wind Farm Noise – An EPA Victoria 

Guideline.”  We understand that this draft report has not been officially issued as a DRAFT by 

EPA Victoria and that it is, in effect, a work-in-progress.  We question if the AECOM 

monitoring methodology report forms part of the Permit in the same way that the EMP does.  

This issue needs to be addressed and comment provided by ourselves, ARUP and SLR to 

determine its relevance.  We note that ARUP cite this report but do not make comment on it in 

their peer review. 

 

SLR provided no further response to press outstanding points contained in the following 

Memorandum. We understand that this document is not confidential for the purposes of this 

assessment. 
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The SLR review report provided the Moyne Shire Council with justifiable concerns and the 

opportunity to reject the AECOM compliance report subject to more testing and further 

information.  The responses by AECOM to the SLR comments should have been pressed 

further, notwithstanding that there were other significant issues missed in the reviews by ARUP 

and SLR. 

 

We cannot understand why SLR advised their satisfaction with the AECOM responses to the 

Council, given that they express only „general satisfaction‟ with the AECOM responses and that 

this was subject to a number of outstanding issues, the most significant of which is that SLR 

still disagree with the approach taken to disregard compliance above 10 m/s wind speed.  We 

agree that this demonstrates non-compliance with the Permit and we question the compliance 

approval given by SLR in the Memo. 

 

 SLR PEER REVIEW SUMMARY 

The SLR review states that they do not support the findings of the AECOM compliance report 

and a number of deficiencies have been identified.  The conclusion in the SRL peer review has 

an extract from the AECOM report that states compliance, but SLR did not accept this 

statement. 

 

SLR has neglected to consider the approved EMP that forms an integral part of the Permit. 
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SLR has questioned some aspects of the Garrad Hassan wind speed calculation method but 

could not have investigated to the same extent that we have since they may not have access to 

real turbine power output data recorded during the compliance survey.  In view of the additional 

data we have been provided it is expected that SLR would also have queried the AECOM 

compliance curves more fully. 

 

We cannot understand why SLR advised their satisfaction with the AECOM responses to the 

Council, given that they express only „general satisfaction‟ with the AECOM responses and that 

this was subject to a number of outstanding issues, the most significant of which is that SLR 

still disagree with the approach taken to disregard compliance above 10 m/s wind speed.  We 

agree that this demonstrates non-compliance with the Permit and we question the compliance 

approval given by SLR in the Memo. 

 


