LAW OFFICE OF GARY A. ABRAHAM
170 No. Second Street
Allegany, New York 14706
716-372-1913; fax is same (please call first)

gabraham44@eznet.net
www.garyabraham.com

September 4, 2012

Frank DeFiore, Planning Board Chair
Rick Kavanagh
Helen Larson
Pete Hellier
John Sayegh
Ed Allen, Planning Board Members
Town of Allegany Town Hall
52 West Main Street
Allegany, NY 14706
Re:

Everpower request for change in turbine type

Dear Frank and Board Members:
The Allegany zoning ordinance requires an assessment of low frequency noise impacts
and the impacts of impulsive noise expected from operating wind turbines. See Ord. II §
5.25(B)(3)(h)(i). Everpower provided neither assessment in its original application. Now that it is
seeking approval of a turbine type with substantially larger rotors (blades), the Planning Board
needs to obtain information on the low frequency and impulsive noise effects of the change.
As we noted in previous comments on the Everpower special use permit application, a
Minnesota Department of Public Health report on wind turbine noise1 finds that wind turbine
noise is more annoying than other noise sources emitting the same A-weighted (dBA) sound
level because of its characteristic “impulsiveness, low frequency noise and persistence of the
noise.”2
The Minnesota report also concludes that noise modeling in terms of A-weighted sound,
as Everpower has done in the past, does not predict the occurrence of annoyance during
operations of a wind farm; a 6 dB “penalty” must be added to dB(A) when dB(C) – dB(A) is
greater than 15 dB. This is because “A-weighted” measures of sound reflect mid-frequencies, and
wind turbine noise is predominantly low frequency. Low frequencies are usually assessed by
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Id., p. 20.
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utilizing “C-weighted” measures.3
The Minnesota report also relies on World Health Organization (WHO) guidelines for
determining how much noise should be limited in order to preserve the ability to sleep
undisturbed:
In their noise guidance, the WHO (1999) recommends 30 dB(A) as a limit for “a
good night’s sleep”. However, they also suggest that guidance for noise with
predominating low frequencies be less than 30 dB(A).4
DEC also noted in its comments on the Everpower application that pulsating or beating
noise from wind turbines is more annoying than the same decibel level of noise generated by rail,
traffic or airplanes. Where the noise assessment utilizes an average of sound levels measured, or
Leq, as did Everpower, DEC recommended adding 10 decibels to the 24-hour calculated average
where the noise source operates at night. I have enclosed a copy of the relevant portions of
DEC’s comment letter for your convenience (from Everpower FEIS, Appendix N, Comment #1,
dated April 30, 2010.)
I have also enclosed a photo of a portion of the 195-turbine Maple Ridge wind farm in the
Tug Hill region of the Adirondacks. These turbines are, including the rotor, 390 feet high.5 The
Planning Board approved turbines that are 492 feet high for the Everpower project. Even higher
turbines would result in increased noise impacts, whatever method is utilized.
In its comments on the Everpower application, at p. 10, DEC noted that nighttime
conditions often include “atmospheric stability,” the phenomenon of winds calming at ground
level after sunset, while wind speed at the height of wind turbine remains sufficient to operate the
turbines:
wind velocity may be nearly double that anticipated at hub height during
nighttime stable atmospheric conditions. Thus resultant sound levels might be
much higher than anticipated relative to background. In any case, whether this
proves to be an issue or not, care should be taken to compare likely lower
background noise levels at night and consequent possible higher spreads between
background and wind turbine generated sound at a time when annoyance may be
the greatest. Stable atmospheric conditions at night when the difference between
ground level wind and hub height wind speeds may be most pronounced should be
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See <http://www.adirondackstughill.com/windpower.php>. See also the operating
company’s website, <http://www.iberdrolarenewables.us/cs_mapleridge.html>.

3
carefully examined.
Everpower responded to this comment in the FEIS: “atmospheric stability can enhance the
generation and propagation of wind turbine noise; however, there is no way this effect can be
quantitatively calculated or modeled.” (FEIS, Sec. 4.8, at p. 28.) This response defies common
sense, as I indicated in my May 13, 2011 comments to the Planning Board. There I noted that Dr.
Paul Schomer, an acoustic engineer and past president of the American Acoustical Society,
addressed the same failed approach to noise assessment for wind farms in a project proposed in
Cape Vincent, New York. Like DEC, Dr. Schomer noted that atmospheric stability is not an
infrequent occurrence and urged that modeling take this into account by assuming, as a worst case
condition, that residents would experience the full effect of wind turbine with no wind-induced
masking noise:
regularly and frequently, especially at night, the relation between wind speed and
altitude cited by [the project sponsor’s acoustic consultant] breaks down
completely. It is simply wrong. This is not some idle theory; it is a well known and
well documented fact.6
In other words, there is a simple way to quantitatively calculate or model the effect of
atomospheric stability on noise at night: assume the air is calm at ground level when turbines are
operating. Everpower’s noise assessment did not do this; instead, it added decibels to the
measured background sound to reflect wind-induced noise, and then concluded the increase in
sound level from operations would not be significant. Both DEC and CCCC recommend that the
Planning Board evaluate the condition where there is no wind-induced “masking” noise at ground
level and turbines are operating. But you did not do so.
This issue is now squarely before the Planning Board because noise is the result of air
turbulence caused by motion. Turbulence is encountered by rotors when they pass from one wind
speed to another, and they do so whenever rotors cross a wind shear boundary. This causes a
characteristic impulse noise, “swishing” or “thumping” in time to the rotation of the rotor.7
Everpower will likely renew its facile argument, that wind turbines only produce noise
when the wind is blowing. This belief depends on an incorrect assumption that the winds at the
surface of the earth are always related or connected to the winds at the height of the turbine's

6

See FEIS, Appendix N, Comment 4, attachment, p. 3 (R. James report, dated May 3,
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See Jim Cummings, AEI SPECIAL REPORT : WIND TURBINE NOISE IMPACTS, Acoustic
Ecology Institute (Santa Fe, NM) 2009, at 7 <AcousticEcology.org/srwind.html> (“While overall
noise levels per unit of energy output are dropping, today’s turbines are far larger than older ones,
so total noise output is not necessarily decreasing, and is now mostly generated by the sound of
the turbine arms swinging through huge arcs in the air.”).
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blades. As noted above, it is very common for elevated winds to be disconnected from the
atmosphere closer to the surface of the earth. It happens after most sunsets and can occur all night.

It is very important that the Planning Board obtain sufficient information on the increased
rotor-swept area of the turbine types Everpower now proposes, ffid obtain advice from a truly
independent acoustic consultant (one who has not acquiesced in the much-cnticized noise
prediction approach Everpower utilizes) about the impact of larger turbines. An increase in the
rotor-swept area can be predicted to result in more noise because more turbulence will result.
Sincerely,

Gary A.
gaa/encs.:
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