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Senator MADIGAN: Firstly, | seek leave to table a document, and it was disclosed to all the whips earlier
today.

Leave granted.
Tonight | speak about corruption and fraud in the power generation industry.

The Senate Wind Turbine Inquiry’s final report made 15 important recommendations. Today, | rise to speak
in support the Labor senators’ Dissenting report’s fifth recommendation:

that state and territory government consider reforming the current system whereby windfarm developers
directly retain acoustic consultants to provide advice on post-construction compliance.

Avoiding noise from wind turbines is an expensive bother that does not hold any appeal to windfarm
operators. Slowing down turbines increases costs and slows down profits.

So | was not surprised to learn that in the seven years of its controversial operation, the adjustments
necessary to ensure Cape Bridgewater Windfarm operated in compliance with its planning permit have
never been applied.

Mr President, wind farm operators have found a far less expensive and simple process to game the system.
They employ compliant “experts.”

In 2006, Marshall Day Acoustics with consultant Christophe Delaire prepared a pre-construction Noise
Impact Assessment for the Cape Bridgewater Windfarm.



The report predicted that compliance could not be achieved at Cape Bridgewater windfarm without
operating 13 of 29 wind turbines in reduced operational noise modes.

Before it was even built, developers knew this windfarm would operate in breach of permit unless
adjustments were made.

But Delaire told the committee of inquiry:

following measurements on site, it was found that noise optimisation was not required.

How did Delaire’s “expert” pre-construction and post construction reports come to draw such contrasting
conclusions?

The answer is simple. Pacific Hydro didn’t noise optimise turbines at Cape Bridgewater because they knew
they wouldn’t have to! They only had to commission a post-construction noise report to say the windfarm
was compliant.

On both occasions, Pacific Hydro got exactly the report they wanted from MDA. But the compliance
assessments were not compliant with the standard and neither were the reports!

Questions of multiple reports reaching opposite conclusions were raised at the Portland Hearing.

During the Cape Bridgewater windfarm’s noise monitoring program, measurements were taken every
month and monthly noise reports were generated to assess compliance at dwellings.

Let’s look at a few from House 63.

October 2008: “windfarm noise levels exceed the NZ noise limits.”



June 2009: “the NZ limits are significantly exceeded”.

July 2009: “the NZ limits are significantly exceeded”.

MDA'’s original reports identified noncompliance at multiple homes and every wind speed.

This didn’t satisfy the client.

On 22 July, MDA reissued revised monthly reports for every house and every month. These reports were to
Pacific Hydro’s satisfaction (but not the permit’s.)

The reissued versions for October and July said: there is reasonable correlation between measured noise
levels and wind speeds.

References to exceeding the NZ limits, erased.

Without incriminating original reports, MDA’s final report concluded:

noise emissions from the Cape Bridgewater Windfarm comply with the NZ noise limits at all houses and at
all assessed wind speeds.

Pacific Hydro submitted it to the Planning Minister as “proof” the Cape Bridgewater Windfarm was
compliant.

But how?

MDA combined all the reissued monthly reports and averaged them out for each property.



There is nothing in the 1998 NZ standard that allows acousticians to find “average” post- construction noise
levels and yet Pacific Hydro told the Committee:

Current noise standards require the average post-construction wind farm noise level.

There is no tolerance within the Standard that would allow a windfarm to casually comply with its noise
limits, in some months but not others. Condition 13 does not allow the windfarm to occasionally comply
with its permitted use.

NZ Standard is supposed to protect amenity and night time sleep. Windfarm planning permits are issued
with conditions that decision-makers expect will protect the communities that host them —in real time.

In February 2009, the panel assessing the Lal Lal windfarm stated:

There is little point in giving permission for a windfarm to operate under certain conditions unless
compliance with those conditions can be demonstrated.

Any exceedance of the limit should be considered as a breach of the condition.

An “average” noise level means nothing. That’s why the permit requires that when the windfarm is
operated it must comply with the NZ noise limits at all dwellings and clearly, this one doesn’t.

The Cape Bridgewater windfarm has never been compliant, despite the falsified conclusions drawn by MDA
and the claims of its master, Pacific Hydro.

A Victorian Planning officer told the Committee: “studies need to be done in a way which is robust. That is
why the peer review of the work is important.”

So why wasn’t a review of the Cape Bridgewater report commissioned as a matter of due diligence, not to
mention consistency?



When Acciona gave the Minister its report, the Minister sent a copy to the EPA and within a week, he had
commissioned an independent technical review.

He promptly wrote to Acciona describing multiple breaches of permit and expressing his dissatisfaction that
compliance had been achieved with the noise monitoring program required by condition 17.

He said that the report shows that the operation of the Waubra Windfarm does not comply with the noise
standard at several dwellings and he was not satisfied in accordance with Condition 14 that the operation
of the facility complies with the relevant standard.

Then he asked Acciona to “noise optimise the turbines.”

Delaire from MDA prepared Waubra’s Windfarm’s preconstruction noise report which predicted noise
would exceed the NZ limits and would only comply if 50 of its 128 turbines were noise optimised.

Same preconstruction formula, same post-construction problems.

If not for that pesky peer-review, Acciona might have got away with it. They had never intended to operate
noise optimise turbines in compliance with the limits.

WHY? Acciona had a MDA post construction noise report that concluded Waubra Windfarm operated in
compliance with noise limits without needing to noise optimise any turbines, let alone fifty of them.

The Minister wrote to Acciona again a year later, stating that the MDA report it submitted showed non-
compliance and that testing wasn’t undertaken in accordance with the NZ standard. The Minister queried
“who it was that undertook the assessment and whether this person or people were qualified and
experienced to do so.”

MDA'’s website says Delaire graduated with an engineering diploma in 2002 after beginning with MDA as a
work experience student the year before.



Delaire has prepared acoustic reports for 50 wind farms.

MDA's website promotes its: “Proven record of successful wind farm approvals” and credits Delaire for
developing a ‘specialty’ in wind farm environmental noise assessments.”

At the beginning of MDA’s reports there is an extraordinary disclaimer which acknowledges that reports are
written to satisfy the client’s brief. It says their reports ‘may not be suitable’ for other uses.

MDA's disclaimer proves they are not fit for purpose as independent compliance documents.

MDA is a member firm of the Association of Australian Acoustical Consultants whose Code of Professional
Conduct requires that members avoid making statements are misleading or unethical and endeavour to
promote the well-being of the community.

They must not knowingly omit from any finalised report any information that would materially alter the
conclusion that could be drawn from the report.

MDA has clearly failed the community. Consistently.

There’s no doubt that MDA’s commercial arrangements with both Acciona and Pacific Hydro adversely
affected the independence of reports and the legitimacy of conclusions.

This example alone shows exactly why we needed an Inquiry that examined the regulatory governance of
wind farms and why the scrutiny of an independent, national wind farm commissioner is essential.

There must be arm’s length relationships between acousticians and windfarm operators. Independence
would put a stop to the practice where false compliance documents allow operators to gain pecuniary
advantage!



Local, state and Commonwealth government authorities, departments and agencies have been duped by
sham compliance reports.

A windfarm that is “compliant” with state laws can receive RECs.

A “compliant” windfarm can secure finance — like the $70 million Pacific Hydro swindled from the Clean
Energy Finance Corporation.

But those who these reports fail most are decent rural people left suffering the consequences of deception.
A shonky noise report can’t erase away the harm and nuisance it has caused for those living, working and
suffering beside excessively noisy industrial machines.

Last month | asked the Victorian government to take a good hard look at all the submissions we received, in
particular, from people duped by the regulatory failures of the Waubra and Cape Bridgewater windfarms.

Samantha Stepnell’s submission is #470. Melissa Ware’s submission is #206.

While Acciona and Pacific Hydro were busy breaching their permits to maximise their profits, residents
were and still are often exposed to horrendously excessive noise. Twenty or more of these same people
had sent affidavits to former Health Minister and current Victorian Premier, Daniel Andrews, in June 2010.

They reported severe sleep disturbances and a series of unexplained adverse health effects that were not
present before the windfarm started operating. Local doctors and a Sleep specialist confirmed concerns of
a correlation.

By December 2010, eleven families around Waubra alone had vacated their homes, citing noise nuisance as
the reason.

But the Victorian government refused Pyrenees Council’s request for a Health Impact Assessment, citing
the NHMRC's Rapid Review. That very rapid review found that there was no evidence of adverse effects
when planning guidelines were followed.



At Waubra, we know that they were not. A simple peer review would have found that they weren’t
followed at Cape Bridgewater either.

With callous indifference, the Victorian government has consistently failed in its duty of care to these
people.

These people represent the human cost of corporate fraud, regulatory failure and political indifference.

These families still have the right to be able to sleep at night, to work safely on their farms and to live in the
peace and quiet enjoyment of their homes. This is as much a human rights issue as it is an environmental
one.

The nocebo theory is obliterated by the fact that the noise measured at Waubra and Cape Bridgewater
exceeds World Health Organisation recommendations for sleep protection. Sleep deprivation is an
indisputable adverse health effect.

Even the NHMRC now admits there are “probably” adverse health impacts for residents living within
1.5kms of a wind turbine.

| have been writing to the AMA since May 2014 about its windfarm position statement, asking why audible
noise impacts had not been considered. The AMA has failed to respond but blindly endorses the disproven
nocebo drivel by Chapman and Crichton stating:

The available Australian and international evidence does not support the view that the infrasound or low
frequency sound generated by wind farms, as they are currently regulated in Australia, causes adverse
health effects on populations residing in their vicinity.

That’s because infrasound and low frequency sound from windfarms aren’t regulated in Australia!



Irrespective of what the AMA has been told or wants to admit, exposures to excessive audible noise, low
frequency pressure and vibration cause debilitating nuisance, sleep disturbance and compromised health
and amenity that reduces quality of life.

So where does that leave those suffering the continuing nuisance at Cape Bridgewater?

In submission #206, Melissa Ware said she was driven beyond despair and wretchedness.

Last year, Pacific Hydro told residents: “it is our goal to improve your quality of life or at least restore it to
what it was before the wind farm was there.”

They told me personally: “We recognise that the wind farm has reduced their quality of life, and we want to
help them get it back.”

But that was before Steven Cooper’s study found that all six residents surveyed are adversely impacted by
the operation of the Cape Bridgewater Windfarm.

Funnily enough, Cooper was instructed not to test compliance!

Despite the infamous screeching, thumping, whirring, whistle and siren-like audible sounds produced by
the Cape Bridgewater windfarm, Special Audible Characteristics weren’t assessed in MDA's report. If the 5
db SAC penalty were properly applied, an independent report would identify non-compliance at every
dwelling, at every wind speed.

The Waubra and Cape Bridgewater reports were written within months of each other by the same
acoustician from the same firm, using the same formula.

Perhaps the Planning Minister hasn’t commission a review of Cape Bridgewater’s report because he already
knows it shows non-compliance?



Is this the real reason why the Planning Minister insists that it’s Glenelg Shire’s responsibility to enforce
noise compliance at Cape Bridgewater, not his?

Glenelg Shire can’t enforce compliance without any access to noise reports and the complaints procedure.
Only the minister has that information.

Condition 13 says compliance must be to the satisfaction of the Minister. Council cannot legally exercise
that judgement.

Condition 13 remains un-resolved, Cape Bridgewater windfarm continues to operate at full capacity and
maximum noise without any regulatory authority accepting responsibility for enforcement.

In submission 456, Sonia Trist explains how officers from the Victorian Planning Department admitted noise
limits are exceeded at her home, one apologising that:

“The Department adjusts information to obtain the required results.”

In June 2014, this retiring officer called me and later sent me an email, blowing-the-whistle on his
department.

There is so such more to convey and | am sorry that | cannot do so now. Department incompetence and
indifference is the primary reason for the current situation.

| found it hard to find the truth, working inside, so it must be hard for your side.

On “my side” are those exposed to excessive and harmful, sleep destroying, audible noise emissions at
levels that exceed noise standards and breach permits.



Those not on my side include complicit regulators, wilfully blind health bodies, greedy operators who put
corporate profits before country people. And neither are crooked acousticians flaunting a fraudulent
reporting formula, that concludes compliance when there isn’t.

Notable for their refusal to attend the senate inquiry and be questioned, the Australian Medical Association
were not alone. Others who similarly refused were the authors of the two NHMRC commissioned
Literature Reviews from both Adelaide University and Monash University, and Professor Gary Wittert.

In December, 2013, | warned about the culture of non-compliance arising from systemic regulatory failure
in Victoria.

But that culture of non-compliance, aided, abetted and enabled by recklessly irresponsible reporting and
regulatory indifference will only continue for as long as we tolerate it.

This industry demands root and branch regulatory reform.

Those who have actively and deceptively harmed communities, gamed the planning system, rorted the RET
and exposed the CEFC and the private sector to investment risk must be investigated and held to account.

| urge the government to swiftly adopt the prudent Recommendations of the Wind Turbine Inquiry. We
insist that the Labour Senator’s fifth recommendation is acted upon as a matter of urgency.

SENATET
Hansard
Tirsdag, 15 september, 2015



Senator Madigan:

For det fgrste vil jeg fremlaegge et dokument, og det blev overdraget til alle parlamentets partiordfgrere
tidligere i dag.

Det var sa det.
| aften vil jeg tale om korruption og svindel i industrien for elproduktionen.

| Senatets Wind Turbineundersggelses endelige rapport indgik der 15 vigtige anbefalinger. | dag, tager jeg
ordet til stgtte for Labour senatorernes mindretalsudtalelses femte anbefaling:

at statens og regionernes regeringer overvejer en reform af det nuvaerende system, hvor vindmgllepark-
opstillere selv direkte engagerer akustiske konsulenter til at sgrge for radgivning om lovligggrelse efter
opstillingen af megllen.

At undga stgj fra vindmeller er noget dyrt bgvl, der ikke appellerer til vindmglleparkens opstillere. At lade
vindmegller kgre langsommere gger omkostningerne og seenker profitten.

Derfor var jeg ikke overrasket over at erfare, at de justeringer, som var ngdvendige for at sikre at Cape
Bridgewater Vindpark kgrte i overensstemmelse med sin planlagningstilladelse, aldrig er blevet anvendt i
de syv ar af sin kontroversielle drift.

Hr formand, vindmglleparkers opstillere har fundet en langt billigere og mere enkel proces for at kgre rundt
med systemet. De beskaeftiger “overholdelses eksperter."

| 2006 forberedte Marshall Day Akustik med konsulent Christophe Delaire en stgjvurderingsanalyse for
Cape Bridgewater Vindmgllepark fgr opstillingen.

Rapporten forudsagde, at der ikke kunne opnas en overholdelse af stgjkravene ved Cape Bridgewater
vindmgllepark med mindre 13 af 29 vindmgller kgrte i stgjreduceret drift.

F@r parken overhovedet var blevet bygget, vidste opstilleren, at denne vindmgllepark ville kgre i strid med
tilladelsen, medmindre der blev foretaget justeringer.

Men Delaire fortalte (Senatets) undersggelsesudvalg:
Pa basis af malinger der blev udfgrt pa stedet, blev det konstateret, at en stgjoptimering ikke var ngdvendig.

Hvordan kom Delaires "ekspert" for fgr- og efter opstillingens rapporter til at drage sddanne modstridende
konklusioner?

Svaret er simpelt. Pacific Hydro stgjjusterede ikke vindmgllerne ved Cape Bridgewater, fordi de vidste, at de
ikke behgvede at ggre det! De behgvede kun at bestille en efter- opstillingsstgjrapport og at sige at
vindmglleparken var lovlig.

Ved begge lejligheder, fik Pacific Hydro praecis den rapport fra MDA, som de gnskede. Men
overholdelsesvurderingerne var ikke i overensstemmelse med standarden og det var rapporterne heller
ikke!



Ved Portland hgringen blev der rejst spgrgsmal om flere rapporter, der ndede modsatrettede konklusioner.

Under Cape Bridgewater vindmglleparks program for stgjovervagning blev malinger udfgrt hver maned og
manedlige stgjrapporter blev genereret til at vurdere overholdelsen ved boliger.

Lad os se pa et par malinger fra hus 63.

Oktober 2008: "vindmgllepark stgjniveauet overskrider stgjgreenserne i NZ — standarden (dvs. den New
Zealandske standard der ogsa er geeldende i Australien)."

Juni 2009: "NZ standardens graenser er betydeligt overskredet".

Juli 2009: "NZ standardens graenser er betydeligt overskredet".

MDAs originale rapporter viser manglende overholdelse ved flere hjem og enhver vindhastighed.
Dette tilfredsstillede ikke kunden.

Den 22. juli, genudgiver MDA de reviderede manedlige rapporter for hvert hus og hver maned. Disse
rapporter var til Pacific Hydros tilfredshed (men ikke i overensstemmelse med tilladelsens krav.)

De genudgivne versioner for oktober og juli sagde: der er rimelig sammenhang mellem malte stgjniveauer
og vindhastigheder.

Henvisninger til overskridelserne af NZ stgjgraenserne, slettes.

Uden de belastende originale rapporter, konkluderer MDAs endelige rapport: stgjemissioner fra Cape
Bridgewater Vindmgllepark overholder NZ stgjgraenser ved alle huse og ved alle vurderede vindhastigheder.

Pacific Hydro forelagde den for planlaagningsministeren som "bevis" pa, at Cape Bridgewater Vindmgllepark
var i overensstemmelse med loven.

Men hvordan?

MDA kombinerede alle de genudgivne manedlige rapporter, og lavede ud fra det et gennemsnit for hver
ejendom.

Der star intet i NZ 1998 standarden, der tillader akustikere at finde et "gennemsnits" stgjniveau efter
opstillingen og alligevel fortalte Pacific Hydro senatsudvalget:

Aktuelle stgjstandarder kraever det gennemsnitlige stgjniveau efter vindmeglleparkens opstilling.

Der er ingen frihedsgrader indenfor standarden, som tillader en vindmgllepark lejlighedsvis at overholde
stgjgraenserne i nogle maneder, men ikke i andre. Betingelse 13 tillader ikke vindmglleparken til
lejlighedsvis at overholde de tilladte graenser.

NZ Standard er taenkt til at beskytte en rekreativ hverdag og nattesgvnen. Vindmglleparkers
byggetilladelser udstedes med betingelser, som beslutningstageren forventes at ville beskytte det samfund,
som er veert for dem - i realtid.



| februar 2009, udtaler panelet ved vurderingen af Lal Lal vindmgllepark:

Der er ikke megen mening i at give tilladelse til en vindmegllepark til at operere under visse betingelser,
medmindre der kan dokumenteres at betingelserne er overholdt.

Enhver overskridelse af graenseveaerdien bgr betragtes som et brud pa denne betingelse.

Et "gennemsnitligt" stgjniveau giver ingen mening. Det er derfor tilladelsen kraever, nar vindmglleparken er
sat i drift, at den skal overholde NZ stgjgraenser for alle boliger og i dette tilfelde gor det den klart ikke.

Cape Bridgewater vindmellepark har aldrig vaeret i overensstemmelse med loven, pa trods af MDAs
forfalskede konklusioner og dens herres, Pacific Hydros, pastande.

En planlaegningsembedsmand fra Victoria fortalte udvalget: "undersggelser skal ggres pa en made, som er
robust. Det er derfor, et peer review af arbejdet er vigtigt. "

Sa hvorfor blev der ikke bestilt en gennemgang af Cape Bridgewater rapporten som et spgrgsmal om
rettidig omhu, for ikke at naevne dens konsekvenser?

Da Acciona gav ministeren sin rapport, sendte ministeren en kopi til EPA (Environment Protection Agenda)
og inden for en uge, havde han faet iveerksat en uafhangig teknisk gennemgang.

Han skrev straks til Acciona og beskrev flere overtraedelser af tilladelsen og udtrykker sin utilfredshed med,
at overholdelsen var opnaet med stgjovervagningsprogrammet som foreskrevet ved betingelse 17.

Han sagde, at rapporten viser, at driften af Waubra Vindmgllepark ikke opfylder stgjstandarden ved flere
boliger, og han var ikke tilfreds, i henhold til Betingelse 14, at driften af anleegget ikke skete i
overensstemmelse med den relevante standard.

Sa han bad Acciona om at "stgjoptimere mgllerne."

Delaire fra MDA forberedte Waubra Vindmglleparks forundersggelses-stgjrapport, som forudsagde at
stgjen ville overskride NZ graenserne og kun overholde dem, hvis 50 af dens 128 vindmagller blev
stgjoptimeret.

Samme forundersggelses formel, samme problemer efter anlaegsfasen.

Hvis ikke det var for den irriterende peer review, kunne Acciona have sluppet af sted med det. De havde
aldrig haft til hensigt at drive stgjoptimerede vindmgller der kgrte i overensstemmelse med stgjgreenserne.

HVORFOR? Acciona havde en MDA fg@r-opstillingsstgjrapport, der konkluderede, at Waubra Vindmegllepark
kgrte i overensstemmelse med stgjgraenser uden at skulle stgjoptimere nogen som helst turbiner, endsige
halvtreds af dem.

Ministeren skrev til Acciona igen et ar senere, med angivelse af, at MDAs indsendte rapport viste
manglende overholdelse og at testning ikke blev gennemfgrt i overensstemmelse med NZ-standarden.
Ministeren spurgte "hvem det var, der foretog vurderingen, og om denne person eller de folk var
kvalificerede og erfarne til at ggre det."



MDAs hjemmeside siger, at Delaire dimitterede med et ingenigr diplom i 2002 efter han begyndte ved MDA
som studerende erhvervspraktikant, aret fgr.

Delaire har udarbejdet akustiske rapporter for 50 vindmglleparker.

MDA hjemmeside reklamerer sine: "dokumenteret succesfulde vindmegllepark-godkendelser" og
anerkender Delaire for at have udviklet sig som en "specialist" i vurdering af vindmgllepark-stgj. |
begyndelsen af MDAs rapporter er der en usaedvanlig ansvarsfraskrivelse, som anerkender, at rapporterne
er skrevet med henblik pa at tilfredsstille kundens oplaeg. Det vil sige, at deres rapporter 'muligvis ikke er
egnede til andre formal.

MDA s ansvarsfraskrivelse beviser, at de ikke er egnede som uafhaengige dokumenter for at dokumentere
at lovens krav er overholdt.

MDA er medlems i sammenslutningen af australske akustiske konsulenter, hvis Code of Professional
Conduct kraever, at medlemmerne skal undga at komme med udsagn, der er vildledende eller uetiske og
bestraebe sig pa at fremme velfaerden i samfundet.

De ma ikke bevidst udelade fra nogen information fra den endelige rapport, der substantielt a&endrer
konklusioner, der kunne drages af rapporten.

MDA har konsekvent mislykkedes med dette i samfundet.

Der er ingen tvivl om, at MDAs kommercielle aftaler med bade Acciona og Pacific Hydro negativt har
pavirket uafhaengigheden af rapporter og legitimiteten af konklusionerne.

Dette eksempel alene viser praecis, hvorfor vi havde brug for en undersggende Senatskomité, der
undersggte den lovmaessige styring af vindmglleparker, og hvorfor kontrol af en uafhaengig, national
Ombudsman for vindmelleparker er afggrende.

Der skal veere armslaengdes afstand mellem akustikere og vindmgllepark-operatgrer. Uafhaengighed ville
seette en stopper for den praksis, hvor falske dokumenter giver operatgrerne mulighed for at vinde
gkonomisk fordel!

Lokale myndigheder, delstatslige og statslige myndigheder (Commonwealth), ministerier og agenturer er
blevet fgrt bag lyset af falske rapporter.

En vindmegllepark, der er "kompatibel" — dvs. i fuld overensstemmelse med statslige love, kan modtage REC
(vedvarende energicertifikater).

En "kompatibel" vindmgllepark kan sikre finansiering — som f.eks. de S 70.000.000 (ca. 330 millioner DKK)
som Pacific Hydro har snydt fra Clean Energy Finance Corporation. (CEFC sgrger for offentlig finansiering af
vindmglleprojekter, som private banker ikke vil give penge til)

Men det, som disse rapporter mest fejler at papege, er de ansteendige mennesker i landdistrikterne, der
kommer til at lide under fglgerne af bedraget. En upalidelig stgjrapport kan ikke fjerne de skader og gener
det har pafgrt dem, der bor eller arbejder ved siden af overdrevent stgjende industrielle maskiner som f.
eks. store vindmgller.

Sidste maned spurgte jeg regeringen i Victoria til at tage et grundigt kig pa alle de indlaeg, vi har modtaget,



iseer fra folk, der er fgrt bag lyset af de overvagende myndigheders svigt i Waubra og Cape Bridgewater
vindmglleparker.

Samantha Stepnells bidrag er # 470. Melissa Ware’s bidrag er # 206.

Mens Acciona og Pacific Hydro havde travlt med at overskride deres tilladelser for at maksimere deres
profit, var og er beboerne ofte udsat for forfeerdeligt overskredet st@j. Tyve eller flere af disse mennesker
havde sendt skriftlige erklaeringer pa ed til tidligere minister for Sundhed og nuvaerende premierminister i
Victoria, Daniel Andrews, i juni 2010.

De rapporterede om alvorlige sgvnforstyrrelser og en raekke uforklarlige sundhedsskadelige virkninger, der
ikke var til stede fgr vindmgllepark begyndte at operere. Lokale lzeger og en sgvnspecialist har bekraeftet
bekymringer om en sammenhaeng.

| december 2010, havde elleve familier omkring Waubra alene forladt deres hjem, og anfgrt stgjgener som
arsag.

Men Victoriaregeringen naegtede Pyrenees Councils anmodning om en vurdering af virkningerne pa
sundheden, med henvisning til NHMRC (den australske sundhedsvidenskabelige forskningsrad) Rapid
Review. Den meget hurtigt gennemfgrte gennemgang fandt, at der ingen tegn var pa ugnskede bivirkninger,
nar planlagningens retningslinjer blev fulgt.

Hos Waubra ved vi, at dette ikke var rigtigt. En simpel peer review ville have fundet, at de heller ikke blev
fulgt ved Cape Bridgewater.

Med afstumpede ligegyldighed, har Victorias regering konsekvent tilsidesat sin omsorgspligt overfor disse
mennesker.

Disse mennesker udggr de menneskelige omkostninger af virksomhedernes svig, den overvagningsmaessige
fiasko og politisk ligegyldighed.

Disse familier har stadig ret til at veere i stand til at sove om natten, for at arbejde sikkert pa deres garde og
at leve i fred og ro og nyde deres hjem. Dette er lige sa meget et menneskerettighedsspgrgsmal, som et
miljgmaessigt, da de hanger ulgseligt sammen.

Den sdkaldte nocebo-teori matte forkastes ved, at den st@j, malt ved Waubra og Cape Bridgewater
overstiger Verdenssundhedsorganisationens (WHQO) anbefalinger for beskyttelse af sgvnen. Sgvnmangel
har en ubestridelig negativ indvirkning pa sundheden.

Selv NHMRC indrgmmer nu, at der "sandsynligvis" er negative helbredsvirkninger for beboere, der bor
inden for en radius pa 1.5 km fra en vindmglle.

Jeg har skrevet til AMA (den australske lzegeforening) siden maj 2014 om denne vindmegllepark og spurgt,
hvorfor hgrbare stgjpavirkninger ikke var blevet overvejet. AMA har undladt at reagere, men stgtter sig
blindt til det forkastede nocebo vrgvl af Chapman og Crichton med angivelse af:

De tilgeengelige australske og internationale beviser understgtter ikke det synspunkt, at infralyd eller
lavfrekvent lyd genereret af vindmglleparker, da de i gjeblikket er reguleret i Australien, og heller ikke
forarsager sundhedsskadelige virkninger pa populationer med bopeel i deres naerhed.



Det er fordi infralyd og lavfrekvent lyd fra vindmglleparker ikke er reguleret i Australien!

Uanset hvad AMA er blevet fortalt eller gnsker at indremme, medfgrer overdreven hgrbar stgj, lavfrekvent
st@j og vibrationer invaliderende gener, sgvnforstyrrelser, kompromitteret sundhed og tab af rekreative
omrader, hvilket reducerer livskvaliteten.

Sa fgrer dette os hen i forhold til dem, der fortsat har gener ved Cape Bridgewater?

| indsendelse # 206, sagde Melissa Ware, at hun blev drevet ud over graenserne af fortvivlelse og
elendighed.

Sidste ar fortalte Pacific Hydro beboerne: "Det er vores mal at forbedre jeres livskvalitet eller i det mindste
fa det til hvad det var fgr vindmglleparken blev etableret."

De fortalte mig personligt: "Vi anerkender, at vindmglleparken har reduceret deres livskvalitet, og vi gnsker
at hjeelpe dem med at fa det tilbage."

Men det var fgr Steven Coopers undersggelse viste, at alle de seks adspurgte beboere var negativt pavirket
af Cape Bridgewater Vindmeglleparks drift.

Sjovt nok, blev Cooper instrueret om ikke at teste overholdelsen af den geeldende lovgivning om
stgjgreensevaerdier!

Pa trods af den berygtede hvinen, samt hamrende, snurrende, flgjtende og sirene-lignende, hgrbare lyde,
produceret af Cape Bridgewater vindmgllepark, blev den saerlige hgrbare karakteristik ikke vurderet i
MDA’s rapport. Hvis 5 db SAC (Special audible chacacteristics)straffe-tillaeg korrekt blev anvendt, ville en
uafheengig rapport identificere manglende overholdelse ved hver bolig, ved hver vindhastighed.

Waubra og Cape Bridgewater rapporterne blev skrevet i Igbet af pa hinanden fglgende maneder af den
samme akustiker fra samme firma, ved hjzelp af den samme formel.

Maske har planlaegningsministeren ikke bestilt en gennemgang af Cape Bridgewater rapporten (af S.
Cooper), fordi han allerede ved, at den viser manglende overholdelse af loven?

Er dette den virkelige grund til, at planlaagningsministeren insisterer p3, at det er Glenelg Shire’s ansvar at
handhaeve stgjoverholdelsen ved Cape Bridgewater, ikke hans?

Glenelg Shire kan ikke handhaeve overholdelsen uden adgang til stgjrapporter og klageproceduren. Kun
ministeren har disse oplysninger.

Betingelse 13 siger, overholdelsen skal vaere tilfredsstillende for ministeren. Radet kan ikke lovligt udgve
denne afggrelse.

Betingelse 13 forbliver ulgst, Cape Bridgewater vindmgllepark fortsaetter med at fungere pa fuld kapacitet
og maksimal stgj uden at nogen tilsynsmyndighed har accepteret et ansvar for handhaevelse.

| indsendelse 456, forklarer Sonia Trist hvordan embedsmand fra delstaten Victorias
planlaegningsafdelingen indrgmmede at stgjgraenser overskrides i sit hjem, en anden undskyldte, at:

"Instituttet tilpasser oplysninger for at opna de gnskede resultater."



| juni 2014 kontaktede en afgdende embedsmand mig og sendt mig senere en e-mail, og patog sig derved
rollen som ”“whistle-blower” i forhold til hans afdeling.

Der er meget mere at formidle, og jeg er ked af, at jeg ikke kan g@re det nu. Institutionel inkompetence og
ligegyldighed er den primeere arsag til den nuvaerende situation.

Jeg fandt det sveert at finde sandheden, ved at arbejde indefra, sa det ma ogsa vaere sveert for jeres side.
Pa "min side" er dem, der udsaettes for overdreven og skadelige, sgvngdelaeggende, hgrbare stgjemissioner
pa niveauer, der overstiger stgjstandarder og at disse brud tillades.

Dem, der ikke pa min side omfatter medskyldige regulatorer (lovgivere, embedsmand mv.), bevidst blinde
sundhedsorganer, gradige aktgrer, som saetter virksomhedernes overskud fgr landets befolkning. Og
hverken er aleglatte, uhaederlige akustikere, der pralende praesenterer en svigagtig rapport, der
konkluderer at lovene overholdelse, nar der ikke er tilfeeldet.

Den australske lzegeforening var ikke alene om at afvise at deltage i Senatets undersggelse og at blive
afhgrt. Andre, der ligeledes afviste at medvirke var forfatterne af to NHMRC bestilte litteratur reviews, fra
bade Adelaide University og Monash University, og professor Gary Wittert.

| december 2013, advarede jeg om den opstaede kultur med den manglende overholdelse gennem den
systemiske reguleringsfiasko i Victoria.

Men en kultur med manglende overholdelse af samfundspligter, hjulpet, tilskyndet og aktiveret ved
hensynslgst uansvarlig rapportering og regulerende ligegyldighed vil kun fortsaette, sa laenge vi tolererer
det.

Denne vindmglleindustri kreever gennemgribende lovgivningsreformer.
De, der har aktivt og bedragerisk skadet samfundet, spillet hasard med planlaegningssystemet, bedraget
RET og udsat CEFC (Clean Energy Finance Corporation) og den private sektor for investeringsrisiko skal

undersgges og holdes ansvarlige.

Jeg opfordrer regeringen til hurtigt at vedtage de fornuftige henstillinger fra Wind Turbine rapporten. Vi
insisterer pa, at Labour senatorens femte anbefaling bliver behandlet som en hastesag.



