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22/00654/DEEM 

 

SITE ADDRESS: SCLENTEUCH WIND FARM, STRAITON, SOUTH AYRSHIRE, KA19 7NJ 

DESCRIPTION: APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 36 OF THE ELECTRICITY ACT 1989 

FOR PERMISSION TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE SCLENTEUCH WIND FARM 

TOPIC : WIND TURBINE NOISE AND RESIDENTIAL AMENITY  

ON BEHALF OF Save Straiton for Scotland.   

17.7.2023 

 

Citizenôs Initiative UK wish to submit the following objection related to Noise issues on behalf of Save Straiton for Scotland. 

Citizenôs Initiative UK is an independent Planning & Noise Consultancy Service which has considerable expertise and experience gained 

well over a decade, by representing vulnerable Residents & Communities, in respect of Industrial Scale Planning Applications. The 

Consultancy also acts as a researcher in Scotland for IARO, and draws on the expertise and experience of this International team of highly 

qualified professionals, experts in the field of acoustics and the assessment of potential acoustical environmental impacts on residents and 

communities from proposed developments. Susan Crosthwaite (Principal) is a member of the Independent Noise Working Group, (INWG) 

formed in August 2014. INWG's Mission Statement is:  

óINWGôs principle aim is ensuring that the acoustic impacts from wind turbines are properly controlled in order to protect public 

health and well beingô. 
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1. Sclenteuch WindFarm ECU 00003318 have applied for nine turbines up to 200metres high, RES states: ónormallyô rated at 6MW (Max Total 

MW Of Development Applied For:). This site is totally unsuitable for a wind power plant of this size as the Proposed Development is located 

approximately 1 km south of Patna and Waterside with a population of around 2000 people and there are well over a hundred homes within 

close proximity to the site. Eighty six noise receptor homes, are listed in Table 12.7 ï with only SIX assumed representative background noise 

survey locations, listed on pages 9 & 10 in the Noise EIAR Vol 1 Chapter 12. 

 

1.1. As can clearly seen in the applicant's Figure A5.4.1 (above) ï Residential Visual Amenity Assessment, this industrial wind power plant 
will have an overbearing impact on surrounding communities and visitors to the area, 7 ï 9 turbines being clearly visible and dominating 
this area. 

 

2. Following the Regulatory planning hearing on 27th June 2023, South Ayrshire Council submitted their response offering no objection to 

this development. Save Straiton for Scotland strongly object to this response particularly with regard to the impact upon the 

residential amenity of all the sensitive locations in the surrounding Community.  

The lack of opposition by SAC to the proposed development does not assure that the nearby Communities will have an acceptable 
residential amenity as described below: 

This is contrary to South Ayrshire Council Supplementary Guidance: Wind Energy South Ayrshire Council (2015) Supplementary Guidance 
on Wind Energy (superseded) Part 2: 

Development Criteria. 

We will support proposals if: they do not have a significant detrimental visual impact, taking into account 

views experienced from surrounding residential properties and settlements, public roads and paths, 

significant public viewpoints, and important recreational assets and tourist attractions; 

An assessment of the visual effects on the following interests (where relevant) will be requested: Homes 

and towns and villages within 5km of a windfarm. 

C: Communities Quality of Life and Amenity 

Visual 

The siting and design of a windfarm provide the most effective means of minimising visual and landscape 

impacts. Design objectives should take into account local residential property and the extent that the 

proposal will be visible. This design process should seek to minimise significant visual effects on private 
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property work place or community facility. As a general rule a minimum separation distance of 2km from 

towns and villages to a turbine will be will be required. Individual dwellings should be suffiently distant to 

minimize significant visual effects. This assessment should be informed by residential visual amenity 

surveys, all property within 2.5km of wind turbines should be considered in this assessment. Also 

G: Cumulative Impact 

Establishing boundaries and maintaining visual separation from other wind farms would allow for a clear 

distinction to be perceived between the wind-farmed landscape and the landscape beyond. It is therefore 

proposed, consistent with Scottish Planning Policy (Paragraph 169), to provide significant protection to 

the sensitive foothills and valley areas in the immediate vicinity of these windfarm landscapes in order 

that the integrity of local landscapes and their character can be retained. These areas have been 

incorporated within table 2, Landscape Strategy 

 

2.1. SACôs Regulatory Panel decision is contrary to the planning system which is intended to protect the health and well being of those who 
are impacted by planning developments.  South Ayrshire Local Development plan adopted in August 2022 on page 79 states: 

 

Air, noise and light pollution can have serious effects on health and well-being. Rather than trying to lessen these 

effects after a development has taken place, we think it is more effective to avoid developing areas where these 

problems could occur. 

 

LDP policy: air, noise and light pollution: 

 

We will not allow development which would expose people to unacceptable levels of air, noise or light pollution. 
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3. A Supreme Court judgment in Australia (Bald Hills)1 notably stated there should be no preference towards the development of 
renewable energy to the detriment of people nearby.  A development should be able to both address the need for renewable energy 
AND provide an acceptable environment for those nearby to have an acceptable acoustic amenity. 

 
4. South Ayrshire Council (SAC) has taken the advice of ACCON and Environmental Health to make planning decisions with regard to noise 

impacts from wind turbine noise on those living in proximity to such developments. ACCON relies on ETSU R 97 and The Good Practice 

Guide as it states: 

The Councilôs noise consultant, ACCON UK Limited, have been internally consulted to review the submitted documents 

relating to noise in order to inform Council considerations as whether the noise assessments have been carried out appropriately 

and to advise on the acceptability or otherwise of the proposals with respect of noise. In their response, ACCON has advised that 

the methodologies used in the noise chapter represent good practice and are in line with ETSUR-97 (operational noise) and the 

Institute of Acoustics (IOA) Good Practice Guidance for wind turbines. As part of this, they also endorse the approach to deriving 

cumulative noise limits and subsequent site-specific noise limits which they conclude are also in line with the same guidance 

referenced above. 

4.1. We consider, having reviewed the evidence submitted by the applicant's acousticians that ACCON and SAC Environmental Health 

and therefore SAC and the Regulatory Panel, are not fully informed regarding the detrimental operational impacts arising from the 

significantly increased size and power levels, both individually and cumulatively of the proposed large scale industrial turbines will 

have on the acoustic environment.  

5. Evidence produced from Freedom of information EIR informs that there are many historic unresolved complaints from wind turbine 

noise in South Ayrshire. In a response to EIR/2022/2965, South Ayrshire Council has acknowledged that it has received 89 wind turbine 

noise complaints up to April 2022 - since 2010: ( EIR questions are in grey) 

ó4. How many Noise complaints have been received by South Ayrshire Council about wind turbines/ wind farms in the South 

Ayrshire Council District? Since 2010 we have received 89 complaints as per attached excel spreadsheet 73 of them were 

about Hadyard Hill as listed in the table below extracted from the excel sheet: 

 

 
1 Bald Hills Judgement 
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When a noise complaint has been registered, how does South Ayrshire Council currently ensure the protection of the Health 

and Well Being of windfarm neighbours from the on-going noise pollution from the wind turbines?  

We investigate it to the best of our ability. Where a statutory nuisance is found to exist we would serve an abatement notice in 

terms of the Environmental Protection Act 1990. In some instances the Planning Service can instruct the developer to employ 

their own third party consultant to investigate. 

 How many of these complaints have been satisfactorily resolved in favour of the complainant?  

 This information is not recorded, but we advise the complainer to keep in touch if there are further problems and the service 

request is closed after three months if there are no further complaints to us. 

5.1. As a result of this and other EIRôs, and evidence from unresolved noise complaints in SAC and other council areas, we have 

significant concerns as to the ability of SAC, or any council in Scotland, to be able to fully independently investigate a wind 

turbine noise complaint or to bring forward a successful Noise Abatement case. We are not aware of any successful wind turbine 

Noise Nuisance case in Scotland being brought about through council action in support of residentôs noise complaints against 

the operator of an operating wind power plant. Evidence is provided in Appendix 1, and below. 
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5.2. Complaints about an adverse acoustic environment which includes audible and Infrasound and Low frequency Noise (ILFN) remain 

unresolved as wind turbine operators almost always are able to demonstrate compliance. There is currently no guidance or mechanism 

to deal with ILFN.  

¶ In South Ayrshire, homes have been abandoned due to unbearable health impacts ï High Tralorg in 2015 ï Mr and Mrs Siddell still 

pay council tax on their home -see witness statement 1.  

¶ Bought out by developer ï Tralorg windfarm - and the complainant family subsequently gagged by an NDA - Low Tralorg see witness 

statement 2. 

¶ Property Sold on to an unsuspecting buyer complete with a letter from the wind turbine operator saying that the home had no noise 

issues, even though the ownersô health deteriorated, and their complaints could not be satisfactorily resolved - anonymous.  

¶ Ongoing and unresolved cases after years of complaints, having endured long term óindependentô monitoring that found the developer 

compliant - Dochroyle -where pleas for help still remain ignored and unresolved, justified by the EHO advising the complainant to 

continue to keep in touch if there are further problems see witness statement 3. 

Living and suffering from impacts from acoustic pollution from wind turbines is ódose relatedô and it is almost impossible for an investigating EHO 

to óperceiveô any noise nuisance on an óoccasionalô visit. These witness complaint statements are logged in Appendix 2. 

5.3.  EIR/2022/2965 revealed that the complaint service request is closed after three months if there are no further recorded complaints. 

This is often the case as living under the shadow of turbines has such debilitating impacts on the health and wellbeing of those suffering, 

that they do not have the sustained energy to constantly keep up the pressure of pursuing the constant denial of their health complaints, 

so they give up and are then subjected to a life of misery, through NO Fault of their own. This is completely unacceptable. 

 

5.4. This evidence is before the current Conjoined Inquiry WIN-370-4, 5, & 6 and the matter has been raised at a meeting between myself 

and colleague Mr Melvin Grosvenor, with Head of SAC Planning Craig Iles on 19th June.  

 

5.5. This is a significant issue which is causing even greater concern, as the renewable energy policy is driving development of 

large-scale wind turbines, like these 9 turbines, of even greater size and capacity closer to many more homes. As previously 

stated; The Supreme Court judgment in Australia (Bald Hills) notably stated, there should be no preference towards the development of 

renewable energy to the detriment of people nearby.  A development should be able to both address the need for renewable energy 

AND provide an acceptable environment for those nearby to have an acceptable acoustic amenity. 

 

6. Appendix 2 also details evidence of a Noise Complaint and Noise Nuisance case concerning Hadyard Hill wind turbines. As a result 

of a noise complaint which was investigated from May 2015, a Noise Abatement was served on Scottish and Southern Energy PLC. 

 
2 CD. Save Straiton 3 Noise Complaints witness statements. pdf 
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by SAC on 24th February 2016 ï Ref 15/07888/NOIOTH/1. The question as to why this abatement was not upheld remains unanswered? 

Evidence shows that further compliance monitoring was deemed necessary by the council to measure this nuisance case, even though 

an investigation was completed by the óretiringôô EHO with the necessary legal procedures obviously completed before the abatement 

order was served. A council meeting, held to discuss this complaint 3, revealed that further compliance monitoring had been carried out 

in April 2016 and the results were discussed - HADYARD HILL WIND FARM, DAILLY MEETING held on Friday 29th April 2016 Fourth 

Floor Meeting Room, Burns House, Burns Statue Square, Ayr, KA7 1UT SAC Ref. 517357-290416 

 

6.1. SAC Reference 514065. On the 11th May 2016 this email was sent by the complainant:  

 

Firstly I accept you have invested substantial resources investigating our nuisance complaint which resulted in an Abatement 

notice being served on SSE, lets take that as a starting point or are you now saying that was mistaken in her determination of 

the turbines being a nuisance. You keep referring to noise levels although our complaint is about nuisance and you seem to be 

saying that that is based on levels. As you will be aware any form of monitoring of a person or their property is an invasion of 

their privacy which we have already accepted for a period of some months and all the information in the report supplied to you 

by SSE via TNEI proves the levels were breached day and night. If we take it that you believe the nuisance levels are based on 

noise levels then (which I disagree with) the council should, based on these breaches revealed in the report, be doing something 

about it. To sum up we do not appreciate you giving us an ultimatum of, either we once again give up our privacy to SSE and 

TNEI or our complaint may take longer, I can assure you it wont. You have all the data you need to impose restriction on the 

wind farm but for some reason you are unwilling to implement them, we find this more than curious and will be taking legal 

advice on all of these issues. Also SSE have stopped 3 closest windmills which goes some way to accepting there is a problem 

and they are liable but doesn't go far enough and we will not accept a half baked solution. I hope you do attend our property 

soon and witness the nuisance we have been complaining about and things will then move forward. You can tell whatever you 

feel is necessary but until you have attended our property and heard the character of the turbines the monitoring is on hold. This 

is not a refusal just a request for a short delay until the council have a chance to establish whether or not there is a nuisance. 

  

6.2. The EHO responded (same Reference 514065): 

 

I believe did satisfy herself of the existence of a statutory nuisance at that time hence the reason she served the original notice. 

However, as you know, she is no longer employed by the council and another authorised officer is now required to satisfy 

themselves similarly. 

 
3 517357-290416 Hadyard Hill Meeting Minutes (GL) 
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Apologies if you think I issued you any ultimatum, this was not my intention. I only stated the fact that in my opinion, the refusal 

by you to permit monitoring by SSE Generationôs consultants at your property will ultimately result in a delay in resolving the 

issue. SSE Generation have self-imposed restrictions by shutting down the 3 closest turbines to your property 

from 19:00 ï 10:00 every day. This obviously has to be taken into account in determining the existence 

or otherwise of a statutory nuisance. 

For info, a breach of planning conditions would not necessarily result in a statutory noise nuisance ï 

Planning is a totally separate regime. 

As I have stated on a number of occasions, we are happy to continue monitoring - however this requires you to call us when 

you feel that there is a statutory nuisance (from volume of noise, character of noise or a combination of the two) and we will 

endeavour to attend as resources permit. 

 

6.3. Reference 513478 11th May 2016 from the EHO to the complainant: 
 
The intention of the new monitoring exercise by TNEI on behalf of SSE Generation is to examine what mitigation is required in order to 
reduce the noise levels to within the permitted levels. As previously discussed, however, an exceedance of the agreed noise limits does 
not necessarily constitute a statutory nuisance  
Obviously, a delay in commencing monitoring will result in a subsequent delay in any further remedial action or mitigation action by SSE 
Generation. It is therefore in your best interests to permit this monitoring goes ahead at the earliest opportunity. Furthermore, any delay 
by you may also affect any future proceedings taken by us. I appreciate that é.. witnessed a nuisance and served a notice erroneously 
on SSE, however as discussed yesterday, before an officer signs an abatement notice, they must first satisfy themselves of the existence 
of a statutory nuisance. 
I have now carried out three witnessed visits to your property but have still to witness a statutory nuisance in terms of the Environmental 
Protection Act 1990. I can give no assurances or guarantees that despite our officerôs best endeavours that we will witness a statutory 
nuisance in the near future but are keen to continue to visit as and when officer resource permits. 
I will advise that you do not wish monitoring equipment installed in your property at this time, 
 

6.4. SAC Reference 556163 On February 15th 2017 SAC informed the complainant that their case was closed: 
We have been corresponding with (with whom I believe you reside) directly on this matter for some time now and I regret to advise you 
that the Council has concluded that there is no evidence of a nuisance being caused from the turbines either 
inside or outside of the cottage.  
Accordingly I have advised that the Council has discharged its duty to assess for nuisance and will not respond to further 
complaints. 
If that situation should change for any reason we will let you know but further requests for attendance will not be responded to. 
 
SAC reference 569979 3rd May 2017, the complainant had continued with his noise complaints: 
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ALTHOUGH YOU HAVE INFORMED ME NOT TO LODGE ANY FURTHER COMPLAINTS ABOUT THESE WIND TURBINES 

MY LAWYER HAS ADVISED ME TO CONTINUE 

14th register of complaint by e-mail 03/05/2017 

I would like to register a complaint about the nuisance level and the constant whirring of the wind turbines across from my home 

at ééThe constant repetitive whooshing sound is causing major problems for myself as it prevents sleep and the circulation of 

fress air due to having to keep windows firmly shut. Please have any officer who qualified in this area of nuisance which does 

not refer to noise levels only as you keep trying to shift it to, or let me know if you do not have anyone qualified in this area of 

nuisance so i can get an independent report from someone who is. May i also inform you that have had another report from 

SSE via TNEI and yet again they have not addressed the nuisance of the repetitive sounds of the windmills but noise level only 

and as the nuisance is not based solely on level of sound but the characteristic of the sound and the time endured by it is. 

 

6.5.  Years of distress were endured since the first complaint in 2015 through endless emails and communications complaining 

about so many different aspects of the noise, enduring long periods of intrusive noise monitoring, and doctorôs letters linking 

sleep disturbance to the health issues caused by the presence of the wind turbines largely ignored. The response by the council 

is totally unacceptable, again leaving wind turbine victims with no satisfactory recourse, as the council failed to up hold its 

statutory duty. SAC basically abandoned the noise victims and dismissed the case. This again demonstrates the inability of 

ónoise impacts to be controlled through the imposition of suitably worded noise related planning conditionsô. 

 

6.6. The actions of this EHO and other officers involved in dealing with this case require further investigation. It is apparent this and other 
cases that The EHOôs are doing everything they can to avoid exercising their statutory responsibilities. How can residents sustain years 
of noise abuse and lack of concern, care, or action from the very councils that the Scottish Government have designated as the statutory 
body to deal with Noise Nuisance. 

 

6.7. What is of further concern is that these EIRôs exposed the fact that these Compliance Reports clearly both showed Non 

Compliance of the Hadyard Hill Turbines ï No action was taken to remedy this on behalf of these residents and the 

evidence of non compliance was buried until now. Expert acoustician Mr Huson states in his report on this to the Conjoined 

inquiry 4:  

 

6.7.1. Table 1 in Annex 6 of the report details that the predicted sound pressure level at this property was 43.8 dBA, which was 

the predicted LA90 for all wind turbines on in a wind speed of 12 m/s in a downwind sector. 

 

 
4 CD 17 23 Matters for Reporters Noise. docx 
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6.7.2. The analysis shown in the report covers testing in sectors covering 75° to 270°, as shown in Figure A1.1. of Annex 1 in 

the report.  This wind direction range includes both upwind and downwind directions, not only the downwind conditions 

that would be assumed worst case. 

 

6.7.3. Despite the averaging of upwind and downwind data the report shows in Annex 7 (results with wind speeds up to 12 

m/s) shows that the óSpecific Wind Turbine Noise (ON minus OFF)ô according to ETSU-R-97 in the quiet daytime is 56.8 

dBA and is 57.8 dBA at night time in a wind speed of 12 m/s. 

 

6.7.4 It is clear that the predicted sound levels at this property of 43.8 dBA in a downwind sector was incorrectly calculated 

when the actual sound levels average 57.3 dBA for the quiet daytime and night periods have been measured. 

 

6.7.5 This data demonstrates that the óconservativeô assessment methods using ETSU-R-97 and the IoA Good Practice 

Guidelines are far from conservative/optimistic. 

 

This underestimation of the true sound level impact amounts to 13.5 dB. 
 

 

6.8. It is of immense concern that acousticians, including those (unnamed) from Natural Power representing RES, continue to scope out and 
postulate the unsound position as stated within the WSP BEIS report that; "indicates that wind turbine infrasound has no adverse effects 
on human health at typical exposure levels and that it is not necessary to consider wind turbine infrasound when determining 
development applications". Furthermore, assessment on the basis of óAô weighted sound levels (the approach in the ETSU-R-97 
assessment methodology) provides sufficient control over the potential impact of low frequency noise".  

 

How is it scientifically possible, when only assessing óA weightedô data to possibly be able to understand or have ósufficient controlô of the 

impact of the full acoustic environment on the health and well-being of those living in close proximity. 

  

6.9. The ongoing and currently unresolved wind turbine noise nuisance case in respect of the RES Blary Hill Wind Power Station, is 

having a devastating impact on the affected residents, to the same extent as those experienced by the Hadyard Hill residents 

above. This Blary Hill noise complaint has been on going for eighteen months, during which time RES could have properly 

studied the impact of their turbine on this community. 
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6.10. The ETSU-R 97 Wind Turbine Noise Planning Conditions imposed by the Reporters at the Blary Hill Appeal Case reference: 

PPA-130-2052 by (Mr S Ferry and Mr C Warren) are failing to protect the residential amenity of the residents and are therefore, 

not fit for purpose. 

 

6.11. The experience and evidence of Rita Holmes5, as one of the residents whose health was severely impacted by the Hunterston 

turbines, also advises, that adversely impacted residentôs residential amenity is not protected by the current WTN guidance. 

How many more cases are there that are hidden or unresolved, whereby residents are not being supported by their Local 

Planning Authority or Environmental Health Departments? 

 

6.12. Infrasound and low frequency noise have long been recognized in other countries as a physical agent of disease, with protection 

being provided to both workers (occupational exposures) and the general public (environmental exposures). It is recognized, 

however, that medical professionals in the United Kingdom are generally unfamiliar with this physical agent of disease 

(infrasound and low frequency noise) and with the consequent pathophysiology that develops after continuous exposure times 

(i.e., in the absence of biological recovery times, even during sleep). This lack of knowledge naturally impedes proper diagnoses, 

prognoses and treatments. 

 

Commentary on ñWind turbine noise and human health impacts in Fairlie, North Ayrshireò produced by Health Protection 

Scotland, July 2017. by Mariana Alves-Pereira, Ph.D. August, 20216. addresses this situation: 

 

3.The documents I have been asked to scrutinize make reference to several scientific papers in which very complex 

matters are discussed in detail. It is my objective to facilitate the understanding of the more relevant scientific 

complexities to the Reporters of this Appeal Hearing. 

 

21.It is, to me, extraordinary that despite the acknowledgement that ñnoise annoyanceò is not a 

usually studied health outcome, the use of ñnoise annoyanceò is nevertheless accepted by a 

medical practitioner as a bona fide parameter to assess health effects caused by exposure to 

a physical agent of disease. 

 

23.When dealing with a physical agent of disease, dose-response relationships can only be 

achieved if proper and relevant clinical measures can be associated with quantified doses of 

 
5 CD Save Straiton Hearing Statement Rita Holmes April 2023.pdf 
6 Commentary on ñWind turbine noise and human health impacts in Fairlie, North Ayrshireò produced by Health Protection Scotland, July 2017. by Mariana Alves-

Pereira, Ph.D. August, 2021 



13 

 

the agent of disease. ñNoise annoyanceò is not a clinical measure. Again, this is usually 

something that has to be explained to professional acousticians, but not to medical 

practitioners. 

 

32. 

For the information of the Reporters of this Appeal Hearing (and for any medical practitioners 

who can take a deeper interest in this subject matter), dose-response relationships for ónoiseô 

emitted by industrial wind turbines cannot rely on the dBA metric, 1/3rd octave band analyses 

and 10-min time averages to characterize the physical agent of disease. 

 

 

 

 

 
7. Extract from Onshore Wind Policy Statement 2022 (OWPS) Issued by the Scottish Government December 2022. 

 3.7. Noise 
 

3.7.1. 'The Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind Farms' (Final Report, Sept 1996, DTI), (ETSU-R-97) provides the 

framework for the measurement of wind turbine noise, and all applicants are required to follow the framework and use it to 

assess and rate noise from wind energy developments. 

 

3.7.2. The Institute of Acoustics (IOA) Good Practice Guide to the Application of ETSU-R-97 for the Assessment and Rating of 

Wind Turbine Noise was published in May 2013 to support the use of ETSUR- 97 when designing potential windfarm schemes, 

and the monitoring of noise levels from generating sites. The Scottish Government recognises this guide as a useful tool which 

developers can use in conjunction with ETSU-R-97. 

 

3.7.3. The Scottish Government is aware that the UK Government has been considering the extent to which ESTU-R-
97 may require updating to ensure it is aligned with the potential effects from more modern turbines. The Scottish 
Government supports this work and anticipate the results of a short-term review project in due course. (our emphasis) 

 
3.7.4. Until such time as new guidance is produced, ETSU-R-97 should continue to be followed by applicants and used to 
assess and rate noise from wind energy developments. 
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7.1. As previously stated, there is recognition in this latest update on onshore wind policy that there is a need for an update for ETSU R 97, yet 

 there is no recognition that this guidance, and its subsequent conditions when approved at planning, does not provide the guaranteed, or 

 substantive protection required to make living close to industrial turbines safe from harm.  

7.2 The proposed Noise Conditions (WTN) are based on the standard ETSU-R-97 Guidance.  It is strongly considered that extensive and 

 worldwide experience gained over the time from the date of publication, has show that the Guidance is fundamentally flawed from the outset, 

 as there was no medical expert on the panel, or consideration of potential health impacts from operational turbines. 

7.3. It is abundantly clear the wind turbine blade tip heights have increased from under 50 metres to up to 250 metres plus, and the 

commensurate generating power output from under 1MW to more than 7 MW, without any notable review of Wind Turbine Noise environmental 

health impacts. ETSU R 97 only provides for outdated planning conditions, introduced in 1997 when turbines were up to six times smaller and six 

times less powerful.  

7.4  Current UK Government endorsed planning guidance on WTN comprises just ETSU and the IOAGPG, which consider only audible noise, 

and does not address infrasound or low frequency noise (ILFN) from wind turbines. ETSU, published in 1997, referred to infrasound (but only 

twice), yet the IOAGPG, published in 2013, now makes no mention at all of infrasound. Both ETSU and the IOAGPG were substantially 

authored by a group of acousticians affiliated to the Institute of Acoustics, the majority of whom worked primarily as consultants to, or employees 

of the UK wind industry. There were no medical experts on the panel. 

7.5 The 175-page document, titled ñThe assessment & rating of noise from wind farms,ò has an opening statement which is fully transcribed below: 

This report was drawn up under the direction of the Noise Working Group. While the information contained in this report is given in good 
faith, it is issued strictly on the basis that any person or entity relying on it does so entirely at their own risk, and without the benefit of 
any warranty or commitment whatsoever on the part of the individuals or organisations involved in the report as to the veracity or accuracy 
of any facts or statements contained in this report. The views and judgements expressed in this report are those of the authors and do 
not necessarily reflect those of ETSU, the Department of Trade and Industry or any of the other participating organisations  

7.6 It might now be interesting to list the contributors who knowingly co-signed a document of (self-acknowledged) questionable veracity and 
accuracy: 
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The Applicant has been project co-ordinator for several Joule1 projects, leading European research into wind turbine noise, was involved in 
producing the guideline óThe Assessment and Rating of Noise from Wind Farmsô2 for the DTI in 1996, acted as peer reviewer for the óGood Practice 
Guide to the Application of ETSU-R-97 for the Assessment and Rating of Wind Turbine Noiseô3, and contributed to the RenewableUK work on 
Amplitude Modulation. 

 

8. The INWG's critique of the WSP BEIS report is highly critical. (Note: Susan Crosthwaite and Melvin Grosvenor are members of INWG.) 

The critique's introduction states: (Note: Text quoted from the WSP report, website or Linkedin page is shown in blue italics. Text quoted from 

other documents is shown in black italics. INWG comments or statements are shown in red and highlighted in grey.) 
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ñThe report titled; óA review of noise guidance for onshore wind turbinesô was released by acoustic consultant WSP on their 

company website on 10 February 2023 with an announcement appearing on the WSP Linkedin social media page, open here.  

An initial review of the web site report summary, open here raised some serious concerns regarding the integrity, impartiality 

and accuracy of this report to Government.  As a result, the INWG decided to conduct an analysis of the WSP report. 

At 400 pages in length, two or three times longer than needed, repetitive and with an excess of jargon it will dissuade all but the 

most determined reader to properly evaluate the findings. When we analyse the report, its methodology, authors and invited 

stakeholders it is concluded this review of ETSU-R-97 is biased with conflicts of interest throughout.  

The stakeholder engagement survey at section 4 of the report, is arguably the most important workstream within the review.  

Whereas the engagement objectives would appear to be reasonable, the implementation is judged to be deficient and 

compromised by bias.  The survey composition of the óby invitation onlyô stakeholders creates a bias in favour of the wind 

industry and is particularly imbalanced as it excludes those with direct experience of living near wind turbines and their 

representatives. 

Despite this overwhelming evidence from the stakeholder survey that ETSU-R-97 has failed, WSP chose to include the written 

statement from two professional associations (see pages 162 and 163), which recommended to continue with the use ETSU-

R-97.  The unnamed professional associations in making this statement demonstrate their denial of the shortcomings of using 

ETSU-R-97 and denigrate the so-called óobjector groupsô.  This would appear to be an unprofessional attempt to pressure 

government to retain ETSU-R-97 and to prevent independent scrutiny.ò   

8.1. Furthermore, INWG note: 

It is evident from this statement that the unnamed professional associations are in denial of the shortcomings with ETSU-R-97. 

Additionally, they have denigrated the so called óobjector groupsô with the misleading statement;  

ñThe fact that onshore wind development in the UK has attracted little adverse attention from those worried about noise does 

not mean that such an announcement would not stir up considerable interest from objector groups with no factual or 

scientific basis for their assertions.ò 

This assertion by the WSP authors is deeply concerning, as it has no basis in reality and is seeking to unjustifiably undermine 

one of the recommendations of the WHO's 2018 European Environmental Noise Guidance, which is discussed within this report. 

This inquiry report will also contest this unfounded statement by submitting substantive scientific evidence which directly 

challenges the WSP report statement.  

8.2. INWG's critique also draws further attention to the report's deeply concerning survey response methodology and analysis:  

In summary, Figures 4-5, 4-6 and 4-7 provide a clear indication that there are concerns with many aspects of the guidance. The 

wind industry professional associations consider that these concerns can be overcome with some updating, and that others, 

mostly the LPAs and the civic group consider that the guidance requires substantial revision.  

https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/publication-wsp-report-uk-government-review-noise-guidance-lotinga
https://www.wsp.com/en-gb/insights/wind-turbine-noise-report
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Additionally, WSP conducted interviews with a few selected respondents that seems to have complicated the analysis and 

introduced an additional layer of topics. The report does not identify which stakeholders were interviewed or even how many 

out of the 31 were interviewed.   

In conducting these interviews to a likely small number of stakeholders in this way, WSP will have created an uneven playing 

field with either bias or perceived bias favouring the wind industry.   

8.3.  Likewise, the INWG raises further concerns: 

It should be recognised that this stakeholder survey included 31 respondents of which only one, the INWG might be described 

as an óobjector groupô.  Almost all the issues raised by stakeholders to question 1.4 as discussed above came from the other 

30 respondents. The statement from these two wind industry professional associations ends with; ñWhile we do not feel there 

is a need for new UK  wind turbine noise assessment guidance, any further modifications should include a panel of expert 

acousticians, wind farm, developers, government representatives and the IOAò. 

It is therefore of further concern that the suggested panel fails to include audiologists, physicians or representatives 

of communities negatively impacted by wind turbine noise. (my emphasis) 

This statement on page 162 and 163 by the wind industry would appear to be an unprofessional attempt to retain ETSU-R-97 

as the official noise guidance and to prevent independent scrutiny.   

8.4. In summary, INWG further question the standing and validity of the WSP report and recommendations: 

When we delve into the report and identify the authors and stakeholders we see that central government, local government and 

the wind industry including their acousticians are the only participants other than the INWG.  Even the appointed ópeer reviewerô 

is one of the original authors of the ETSU-R-97 guidance and has been closely associated with the wind industry for over two 

decades. There being no other independent stakeholders identified and the INWG is aware of several unsolicited survey 

responses have not been acknowledged or included in the review.   

 

 It is concluded this review of ETSU-R-97 by WSP is biased throughout in its methodology and execution.  

Also of note, INWG state:  

On an earlier version of their website, WSP proudly claimed their experience with onshore wind projects stating, ñWe have a long 

track record supporting wind developers, utilities, funders and investors throughout the project life cycle.ò  

 

8.5. The question, Rita Holmes also raises along with the INWG 's critique is substantive and requires addressing: 
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On what basis should medically unqualified acousticians, (as are the authors of the WSP BIES report) opinions on the health 

and wellbeing of affected residents, become accepted as statement of fact, on which large scale planning decisions are made?  

Furthermore, Rita Holmes compelling experience and evidence, more than adequately respond to all of the misleading statements and 

references in respect of the Hunterston Appeal decision. Appendix 4. 

 

9. The United Nations World Health Organisation (WHO) guidance on environmental noise was revised in October 2018, moving in the opposite 
direction to the IOAGPG in the matter of infrasound. Its ñNight Noise Guidance for Europeò, published in 1999, made no mention of Wind Turbine 
Noise (WTN), whereas the 2018 edition of the WHO Guidance treats WTN at some length. It takes infrasound seriously and comments at length 
on the paucity and poor quality of available evidence in the matter of the AHEs caused by wind turbines. 
  
9.1. Within Sclenteuch EIAR Vol 3 - Technical Appendix 12.2 Issues Scoped Out of Wind Farm Noise Assessment (REPORT - 1284515 ï 

2 at Para A12.2.24, RES state: 

With regard to health effects, the DTI report quotes the document óCommunity Noiseô, prepared for the World Health Organisation 

(WHO), which states that 5:  

ñthere is no reliable evidence that infrasound below the hearing threshold produce physiological or psychological effectsò. 

Details of the date and reference of The WHO Community Noise is extracted below: 

 

In fact this extremely dated report published in 1999, states; Since 1980 WHO has addressed the problem of Community Noise. 

In 1992 the WHO regional office for Europe convened a task force which set up Guidelines for Community Noise presented in this 

document. 

 

The Preface extract below, sets out the perimeters of the objectives of the guidelines. 
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It is clearly apparent there is NO reference to wind turbine noise. All other main sources of community noise are considered, including barking dogs. 

Indeed the an extract below of the Introduction does not identify Wind Turbines, as at that time there were very few turbines operating within quiet rural 

environments. 

 

 

 

 

 

9.2. However, it is abundantly clear that the WHO in 1999 recognised that sleep disturbance was and still is a fundamental concern especially 

in quiet rural locations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


