
4-1) Referring to Crowned Ridge's response to taff data request 3-3 plea e pro ide 
the following: 

i) An explanation as to why section 3 of the Sound Study (Appendix H to the 

Application) did not identify that Dakota Range I&II was included in the 

noise model, 

Response: The Sound Study filed with the Application did not include the 

effects from the Dakota Range I & II wind project, a the Study focused on 

the ·ound resulting for the proposed Crowned Ridge Wind project. 

Subsequently the effects of the Dakota Range I and II project were et forth 

on page 4 of Haley's Supplemental testimony. 

ii) An explanation as to why the sound pressure contours m Appendix D of the 

Sound Study do not appear to factor in the noi e levels of the Dakota Range 1 

& II wind turbines; and 

Response: The . ound pressure contours in Appendix D submitted with the 

Application only showed the effect of the proposed Crowned Ridge Wind 

project, as it focused on the effect from the proposed project. The results 

tables in the Sounds Study, however, did include the effects of all Dakota 

Range 1 and IT and Crowned Ridge Wind II wind turbines. 

iii) Provide updated Standard Resolution Sound Map as found in Appendix D of 

the Sound tudy that includes on the map the Dakota Range I & Ir wind 

turbines that influence sound levels for receptors studied in the Crowned 

Ridge Project. 

Response: ttached are updated map that include rge i a-lines for both 

Dakota Range Wind I and 11 and Crowned Ridge Wind II turbines within 2 

kilometer of Crowned Ridge Wind receptors. 

Respondent: Jay Haley, Wind Engineer 
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