Regulatory Working Group
Revised Minutes
Wednesday 4th November 2015 - 2.00pm to 4.00pm
Ocean Shores Country Club, Orana Rd, Ocean Shores NSW 2483 (02) 6680 1008
Present:
Peter Ryan (Chair, Regulatory Working Group)
Mat Morris (General Manager, North Byron Parklands)
Matthew Evans (CEO, Village Sounds)
Elise Huntley (Splendour in the Grass General Manager)
Neil Johnson (Community Manager, North Byron Parklands)
Claire Atkins (Community Advocate, North Byron Parklands)
Brandon Saul (Promoter, Falls Festival)
Julie Howie (Promoter, Falls Festival)
Annette Perkins (Event Coordinator, Falls Festival)
Denis Sheahan (Site Manager, Falls Festival and Splendour in the Grass)
Rob Doolan (Balanced Systems)
Denise Nessel (Community Representative)
Russell Eldridge (Community Representative)
Cr Basil Cameron (BSC)
Dimitri Young (Office of Environment and Heritage)
Craig Roberts (Roads and Maritime Services)
Cr Diane Woods (BSC)
Shane Porter (Quality Assurance, Falls Festival)
Matt Inwood (Rural Fire Service)
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Agenda Items

1. Introductions
The meeting opened at 2.04pm. Introduction of members around the table took place.
Peter Ryan (Chair, RWG) welcomed all members of the RWG.

2. Apologies
Jessica Ducrou (Promoter, Splendour in the Grass), Sol Ibrahim (BSC), Michael Baldwin (Roads
and Maritime Services), Simon Richardson (BSC) and Damien Hoffmeyer (NPWS).

3. Confirmation of previous minutes
Last meeting April 1st, 2015. Draft minutes issued 7th April;
Comments from the Community Reps received on the 13th April;
Adopted and revised on the April 15th, 2015; and
Minutes place on Parklands Website.
Members of the RWG confirmed the minutes from the meeting on April 1st 2015.

4. Splendour in the Grass 2015 Summary
General Performance Discussion
Mat M discusses the need for 2 meetings each year, in which the RWG will look back and
assess the last event and the forthcoming event looking forward;
Elise provided a summary of SITG15;
Stakeholders debrief held post event. A challenge this year was the weather. A number of
improvements to the site were made for this event. Feedback from patrons was positive
regarding this year’s event;
A new waste and recycling program was initiated this year, which included a significant
investment in a new recycling facility;
Even with periods of inclement weather and some patrons delaying their journey to the
event on Thursday 23rd July, no significant delays on Tweed Valley Way (TVW) or the local
road network were experienced. However, between 3.30pm and 5.45pm on Thursday
there was a loss of service experienced on TVW;
The bus network was expanded this year;
More patrons coming from Mullumbimby but Byron Bay being the most prevalent;
10% decrease of reported injuries onsite which may have been a result of patrons wearing
appropriate footwear as promoted on the events website;
User Pays ambulance service was undertaken again. This initiative provided for extra
crews at local ambulance stations to call out to other incidents if required;
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The Community Manager received mainly positive feedback from the community during the
event. Especially on litter, which had decreased dramatically this year;
$34,200 was provided to local community groups as part of the Community Grants
Program. Over $400,000 has now been distributed by SITG15 under this program;
Denise advised that she received quite a few complaints regarding noise; and
Russel mentioned he is heartened that improvements in other areas such as traffic and
rubbish had been made, however the noise factor is still an issue that needs further
improvement. If noise wasn’t an issue, then there wouldn’t be as many complaints from a
community point of view. FFBB14/15 achieved a positive step forward with the community
as far as noise was concerned, and SITG15 was an improvement on last year, however
not in comparison to FFBB14/15.
Peter Ryan asked the group if the discussion around the SITG Noise Impact Report (NIR)
could be delayed until Craig Byers from ANE arrived at the meeting.
It was agreed to discuss the next agenda item, being the Falls Festival 15/16.

5. Falls Festival Byron 2015/16 overview
Brandon discussed the change in the duration of the festival. This year the festival will be
decreased by one day. At last years event entertainment was also provided on the 29th
December;
Operating finish times have also been reduced, for example; all activities will cease at 1am
on Friday 1st and 12.30am on Saturday 2nd;
Three minor stages have been removed from this year’s event. Workshops will replace
these stages, which should have a positive impact on noise;
Temperatures at the past event were extremely hot and as such the decision was made to
shorten the event duration and some closing times;
The expansion of bus services to key locations has been planned, for example;
arrangements with Brunswick Chamber of Commerce and Brunswick Visitors Centre will
see patrons wishing to experience both the beach and the town being able to do so;
FFBB15/16 are also arranging for additional cleaning and maintenance services in the
township;
Craig Roberts (Roads and Maritime Services) expressed that the end of the year is a busy
period for the pacific highway;
Brandon advised that most of our patrons come from the North and the events traffic
management improvements allow for a better distribution of patrons leaving the site;
Diane brought up the Local Surf Club in Brunswick and their lack of ability to handle the
increase of patrons at the beach over the festival period. Brandon assured that FFBB
15/16 has appointed a coordinator to help increase the number of parking spots available,
waste management and extra lifeguards for those days;
An improvement onsite will be the addition of a water park which will allow for more patrons
to stay onsite as opposed to move to local beaches; and
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Russel discussed the issue of patrons reportedly walking down Tweed Valley Way to head
to the beach at Ocean Shores & New Brighton. The implementation of extra buses this
year will address this issue.

6. Modification 3 Update
Mat M advised that Mod 3 was lodged with the DP&E covering changes to the noise
criteria, seeking approval for small none music focused events and correction of a number
of typographical errors in the existing consent conditions;
The modification was placed on public exhibition and Parklands have now provided a
response to submissions report which is on the DP&E’s website;
The three submission categories are: supporter, objector or comments;
In total 1473 submissions were received. Of these, 1395 were in support, 10 provided
comments and 68 objected;
It is understood that the report will go to the Planning Assessment Commission once the
DP&E have provided their planning report;
The timeframe for the approval is unknown however it is likely to be within the first half of
2016;
Denise advised that she had reviewed the response to submissions document and noted
that there were a number of changes that differed from the original modification application.
Mat M advised that this is in line with the planning process whereby, based on the
submissions received the proponent makes changes to certain parts of the application. An
example of this is the further reduction in low frequency limits made by Parklands as a
result of the submissions received; and
It is likely that the DP&E will highlight any such changes in their planning report to the PAC.
7.

SITG15 Noise Impact Report
Peter introduced Craig Beyers from Air Noise Environment to discuss the Noise Impact
Report; and
Mat M proposed that time permitting the group considers the community rep comments
covering the NIR.
The community representatives voiced concerns about the exclusion of certain sensitive
receivers. It was felt that removing these sensitive receivers would result in a loss of
consistent data collection from these locations;
Mat M advised that it has been a goal of Parklands to forge agreements with all immediate
neighbours to the venue, as it is recognised that these members of the community are
most likely to be affected by noise from events;
To date, all adjoining neighbours with the exception of one have entered into agreements
with Parklands. These agreements are structured in the manner whereby Parklands
provides a benefit to the neighbour in return for waiving their status as a sensitive receiver;
This approach allows noise monitoring resources to be undertaken in other areas of the
catchment including more built up areas south of the venue;

RWG Minutes 4 November 2015

Page 4

Denise advised the concern from the local community is that the agreements made by the
nearby residents will affect consistency. The sensitive receivers were nominated as part of
the trial approval to assess noise levels from event to event;
Mat M advised that there are 31 sensitive receivers, with 8 of these now having
agreements in place. Therefore 23 receivers will continue to be monitoring in line with the
Parklands NMP & event specific AMP;
Dimitri Young (OEH), Basil Cameron and Denise Nessel asked if the removal of sensitive
receivers was in line with existing consent conditions; and
Mat M advised that the NMP & AMP prepared for each event must be approved by the
DP&E and as such the DP&E will advise if this is problematic or not. It should be noted that
the DP&E have previously approved a number of NMP & AMP documents where certain
sensitive receivers were not included as a result of signed agreements.
Action 1: Mat Morris agreed to ask the DP&E to decide whether or not Parklands should
place a logger at R12 as part of the FFB15/16 Acoustic Monitoring.
Denise advised that different units of measurement for background noise have been used
from report to report and asked if future reports could include the same metrics; and
Craig Byers advised that this could be done.
Craig Byers advised that allowances for meteorological conditions and noise admissions is
common amongst a range of industries and projects across the state;
Craig gave an example of the temperature inversion that took place on Sunday evening at
SITG15; and
A discussion ensued covering how noise reductions are made as a result of noise
measurements in the field. The community reps asked why noise levels could not simply
be turned down. They were advised that continuous noise adjustments are made between
acoustic consultant information provided within the field, to the event manager and then the
stage managers. Unfortunately for temperature inversions, apart from visual cues such as
fog, it is difficult to determine their presence immediately (however, data captured from
onsite weather stations is used to confirm the presence of inversions).
A discussion was held regarding noise limits for lower frequency. The community reps
asked about the previous two zone system for lower frequency limits. There was also a
discussion about the proposed new noise limits (Mod 3);
Mat M advised that based on a number of submissions received that it was in fact
appropriate to further reduce noise limits for lower frequencies. To this end, it is now
proposed that the following limits will apply for future events;
Zone 1:
o

11am – Midnight = 75dB(C)

o

Midnight – 2am = 70dB(C)

Zone 2:
o

11am – Midnight = 70dB(C)

o

Midnight – 2am = 65dB(C)
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Russell commented that Parklands needs to continue to take the community into account.
He acknowledged that Parklands is moving forward positively, however it the job of
Parklands and the festivals to get the community on-board. In terms of noise management,
Parklands/events should not discredit callers or complainants, but rather help them come
on-board;
Russell acknowledged Neil’s Community Manager work as having a positive impact on the
local residents;
Basil Cameron advised that it was in everyone’s interest to have as much good data as
possible, which will assist his council regarding future decisions covering Parklands. Basil
listed 3 important elements being: data, adaptive approach and response;
Denise advised that one of the local residents who spoke to her spent a lot of money to
relocate from his residence after experiencing noise at SITG15. Neil indicated an interest in
speaking to that resident and Denise invited him to advise her when he wanted to do that;
Denise also advised that delays between a resident calling the hotline and an acoustic
engineer taking measurements can mean that noise emissions have substantially changed
since the time of the residents call; and
Mat M advised that the Community Manager has recently written to all of the noise
complainants from SITG15 with a view to meeting those residents that are interested and
to listen to their concerns.
Recommendation: With respect to onsite noise attenuation measures Denise Nessel
recommended that events take photographs of control measure for record keeping purposes.
Parklands and the events deemed this a good idea and the recommendation was adopted.
Recommendation adopted by Parklands.
It was agreed by members of the RWG to allow Parklands to respond in writing to the points
raised by the Community Representatives. This includes responding to comments covering
the draft NMP and the FFBB15/16 draft AMP.
Additional comments from the community representatives can be found in Attachment 1 and 2.
8.

Bushfire Emergency Evacuation Plan
Mat M advised that the BEEP has been refined considerably over the past five events;
Members of the RWG were asked if they had any comments. None were forthcoming; and
The Chairmen directly asked Matt Inwood (RFS) if he had any comments to make. Matt
Inwood I advised that he was happy with the document.

9.

Other Business

Performance Report
Mat M advised that the third performance report was currently being prepared and will be
distributed on 16th November to RWG members. If members could provide comments by
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the 30th November and the document will be finalised and submitted to the DP&E on the 3rd
December 2015;
Basil asked if the recent Ecological Performance Report issued to RWG members was the
latest ecological report. Mat M advised that an updated version had since been produced
covering both FFBB 14/15 & SITG15 and would be included in the Performance Report;
Dimitri asked if the latest Habitat Restoration Report would be included in the Performance
Report as his department have some comments. Mat M advised that this report would be
included in the Performance Report and that Dimitri was welcome to make comments
during the Performance Report comments period;
The Chairmen advised members that three letters from community members had been
sent to RWG members and the DP&E and Denise advised that they were asked by these
community members to forward these letters to the RWG.
These communications were noted by the RWG and are attached to the minutes. The
following Action Items ensued. With respect to the correspondences from Ms Sanday and
Ms Saunders, the Parklands Community Manager will offer to meet with the authors and
discuss their issues and report back to Parklands management. With respect to the
correspondence from Mr and Mrs Scanlon, the matter of unattended noise monitoring was
discussed in the meeting, leading to an action item for Parklands to seek a DP&E decision
on the matter."
FFBB15/16 RWG Tour
The RWG Chairmen advised members that he would be sending out a date for a site tour
during Falls15/16.
Mat M advised that the next RWG meeting would be held in April of 2016.
Correspondence Tabled by the Community Representatives
The Community representatives have provided the RWG members with a number of comments,
community letters, emails and an acoustic report. Each of these are provided in the following
attachments:
Attachment 1 – Community Representative comments covering the SITG15 Noise Impact
report and Community Hotline Register (Parkland responses are provided in blue text);
Attachment 2 – Community Representative comments covering the draft FFB15/16 AMP and
Parklands draft NMP (Parkland responses are provided in blue text);
Attachment 3 – Letter from a Ms Sanday
Attachment 4 – Letter from a Ms Saunders
Attachment 5 – Community Representative comments and email correspondence from Mr
and Mrs Scanlon
Attachment 6 - Community Representative request for noise limits to be reduced
Attachment 7 – Acousticworks Noise Monitoring Report provided by Mr Arrowsmith.
Meeting closed at 4.16pm
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Attachment 1
To:
Peter Ryan, RWG Chair
Mat Morris, Parklands GM
From: Denise Nessel and Russell Eldridge, RWG Community Representatives
RE:
Comments on the Noise Impact Report and Complaints Register for SITG2015
Date: 2 November 2015
Attached: Acoustic Report for SITG2015 by AcousticWorks via Middle Pocket/Yelgun Progress
Association
We ask that these comments and the attachment be forwarded to the other members of the
Regulatory Working Group and to the Department of Planning, and we ask that we be copied on those
communications when they are sent. We look forward to discussing these at the RWG meeting.
Our comments reflect perspectives we have obtained from residents in the areas near to Parklands.
Also, we attach a report from AcousticWorks that was sent to us by the Middle Pocket/Yelgun Progress
Association, who commissioned the firm to do acoustic monitoring for SITG 2015. The AcousticWorks
report shows significant non-compliance during the event, based on comparisons made between observed
noise levels and the levels allowed by the PAC approval. AcousticWorks also documents that SITG 2015
emitted disturbing levels of bass noise similar to the bass emitted during SITG 2014.
NIR, Section 1.2. Receptor Locations
Footnotes in Table 1.1 and Figure 1.1 state that six new locations are no longer considered sensitive
receivers for the purposes of the report although they were included as such in the Acoustic Monitoring
Programme for SITG2015.
We strongly object to the removal of sensitive receivers from consideration in this report. The PAC
allowed a five-year trial so that judgments could be made about how noise and other issues are handled by
the developers. Expecting compliance at designated sensitive receivers helps to limit noise impacts on the
surrounding community. Furthermore, by removing key receiver locations from consideration, information
about impacts during the trial period is correspondingly reduced, to the detriment of the DOP, the local
council, and the community. This is unwarranted, especially with the large number of complaints that
residents have lodged with Parklands during SITG 2015 and previous events. It is important to fully
understand the impacts of the development over the trial period by comparing year-by-year monitoring,
starting with the first, done in 2010, and continuing with each event. To remove sensitive receivers from
consideration is not in line with the intent of the PAC approval and is not included in the approval itself.
Monitoring should be done the sensitive receivers that have been identified and monitored from the outset.
1 - Recommendation: Revise the report to include monitoring data from the sensitive receivers
that were removed from consideration, along with the others, so that the most robust assessment of
noise impacts on the surrounding area can be made.
1 ‐ Not adopted By Parklands – Parklands provided a justification in the SITG15 AMP describing
the criteria used to select unattended locations (which include the most sensitive receivers
identified in the Noise Impact Assessment Report prepared by Benbow Environmental). The
RWG were provided with the opportunity to comment on these locations. The DP&E approved
the AMP, which the SITG NIR was based upon.
NIR, Section 1.3. Noise Limits
The change from RBL to Average Background Noise Level makes it difficult to compare this year's
data with data from previous years. It would be better to include both RBL and the newer Average
Background Noise Level to make year-to-year comparison easier and to show the consequences of changing
the unit of measurement.
Section 1.3.2 states that an allowance of 5 dB is added to the existing bass limits in the event of
adverse weather conditions. We have objected to this before, pointing out that raising the limits when the
winds blow does not improve the amenity of the residents who are subjected to the intrusive noise. We once
again call for managing the noise, not adjusting the limits upwards make exceedances less likely.
Section 1.3.2 also states that the bass limits given in this section replace the aspirational targets set
for SITG 2014. Those earlier limits had two categories: Zone 1 and Zone 2, with lower limits established for
Zone 2. The current limits have the same limits for all locations, meaning that the limits have been raised for
locations farther away from the site. We fail to see how using the higher limits at all locations will improve
the amenity of residents who are subjected to the intrusive noise. If anything, all the limits should be lowered,
given the numbers of complaints about noise that have been generated during each event. We note that a PIN
requirement imposed by the DOP, and referenced in the SITG 2014 Noise Impact Report, was to “reduce
levels of C-weighted noise produced during the trial events”. The fact that complaints are still being lodged
indicates that further reductions in emissions are needed.
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2 - Recommendations:
(2A) Revise the report to include data in terms of RBL as well as Average Background Noise Level
so that year-to-year comparisons can be made more easily and clearly.
(2A) Recommendation adopted By Parklands – this will be incorporated into any future NIR’s.
(2B) Revise the report to avoid the use of a 5-decibel allowance to make up for weather conditions
that are considered adverse to Parklands.
(2B) Recommendation adopted By Parklands – The 5 decibel allowance will be removed from
future NIR’s however please note that while the presence of an inversion was discussed in the
NIR, the application of the 5 decibel allowance was not used in this report when reporting actual
levels. Please also note that the Noise Modification has asked for such an allowance to be
formally included in the consent conditions covering noise.
(2C) Revise the report to include the earlier two-zone bass limits, either replacing the blanket limits
given here or adding to the blanket limits given here so that noise impacts can more easily be
assessed in comparison to earlier years.
(2C) Recommendation adopted By Parklands – this will be incorporated into any future NIR’s.
(2D) Employ lower dB(A) as well as dB(C) noise limits to reduce the impacts of noise on the
surrounding area
(2D) Not adopted By Parklands – Parklands have applied to the DP&E as part of Modification 3 to
set dB(C) limits which will be lower than levels emitted from previous events. Proposed dB(A)
levels are detailed in this modification and are not expected to increase on previous events.
NIR, Section 2. Audit of Noise Controls
This section states: “Silage Hay bales (500 kg each, one deep and two bales high) were placed
around the rear and sides of each of the four main stages.” This is inaccurate. On the RWG tour, the escorted
member saw only hay bale inside the McClellan tent. None was observed around the rear and sides of that
stage. The tour did not include the other stages, so no observation could be made of bales and other
mitigation elsewhere.
The note on pp 12-13 about adding “additional silage hay bales (one deep two high)” is confusing. It
suggests that there was a two-bale-high wall around the McClellan stage from the start (which was not the
case) and that a second row, two bales high, was added, or was at least was planned as an addition. The
report states that the “additional” hay bales were not added on 23 July but does not state when they were
added, if they were added at all.
This part of the report should be revised for clarity and accuracy. Photos to document the findings of
the audit would also be useful to show mitigation measures that were used and to provide information to
compare with future efforts at all stages.
3- Recommendation: Revise this part of the report for clarity and accuracy regarding the points
noted here and add photos to document the audit findings.
3 ‐ Recommendation adopted By Parklands – this will be incorporated into any future NIR’s as
well as the attenuation audit undertaken by the noise consultant prior to the commencement of
the event.
NIR, Section 3.2.2. Attended Noise Monitoring
The report states that “where valid complaints were received or noise from the venue was observed
at levels approaching or above the noise limits” actions were taken. Community members have indicated
serious concern that their genuine complaints might have been judged invalid. What were the criteria for
determining the validity of a complaint? And who judged the complaints to be valid or invalid?
The report states that engineers monitored noise on Wooyung Road and FOH and requested
reductions in noise levels as needed. How many such requests were made from these locations? And what
were the responses to the requests? It is the perception of many in the community that intrusive noise will not
be reduced, so it would be useful for the report to state how many times acoustical staff requested a reduction
in volume from these and other locations and what actions were taken.
The table of attended measurements in Appendix D suggests that of all the non-compliant readings
taken during the event, only twice were low-frequency reductions “investigated” with no indication if
reductions were actually requested and implemented. The AMP and NMP for the event require monitoring be
undertaken at a complaint location when a breach is identified and mitigation measures are requested to
confirm that the new noise levels are within allowable limits. This does not seem to have happened.
We think it is important to note that this report, and the accompanying Complaints Register, does
not show that people were undisturbed by non-compliant noise. The fact that 117 complaints came from 98
people indicates a very high level of disturbance, and this should be noted by Parklands and the Department
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of Planning.
4 - Recommendations:
(4A) Revise the report to include the criteria for assessing the validity of complaints and to indicate
who makes this assessment.
(4A) Recommendation adopted By Parklands – references to valid complaints will be removed.
All complaints will be treated as valid. It should be noted that consultants were referring to
instances where a complainant contacted the community hotline but did not provide any contact
details or an address. In such instances it was impossible to undertake any measurements. All
complaints were dealt with where persons provided the necessary information to undertake
monitoring.
(4B) Revise the report to detail the requests for reduction in noise that were made from Wooyung,
FOH, and elsewhere and the responses made to the requests.
(4B) Recommendation adopted By Parklands – this will be incorporated into any future NIR’s
(4C) Make note in the report that the number of complaints indicate a high level of disturbance
within the residential community.
(4C) Recommendation adopted By Parklands – this will be incorporated into any future NIR’s
where warranted
NIR, Section 3.2.3. Measured Noise Levels - Unattended Receptor Monitoring
It is stated that “noise levels in the area surrounding the venue regularly exceed the event noise
criteria, even when there is no event”, and vehicle movements are given as an example. The implication is
that event noise can be dismissed as a source of disturbance to residents because other noise is present in the
environment. In fact, the observation that noise from occasional vehicle movements exceeds event noise
criteria only shows how very quiet the surrounding area usually is, a fact that was noted by the PAC when
they set strict noise criteria in their conditions of consent. The number and nature of the complaints during all
the events so far indicate that event noise is intrusive, interferes with people’s ordinary activities, such as TV
viewing, and keeps people awake at night. The issue is that people are being disturbed by the event noise, not
that other occasional noises may exceed the event noise criteria.
5 - Recommendation: Acknowledge in this report that event noise is a source of disturbance to a
number of people even if other sources of noise may be present.
5 ‐ Recommendation adopted By Parklands – this will be incorporated into any future NIR’s
where warranted
NIR, Section 3.2.4. Measured Noise Levels - Attended Noise Monitoring
The data reported in this section indicate that over 70% of the attended noise measurements were
higher than the event noise limits. It should not matter if some of those were taken at locations that have
agreements with Parklands. Any such agreements are not relevant to the noise monitoring that is required by
the PAC approval. The point of the monitoring is to see if Parklands can comply with the PAC conditions
during the trial period, and all measurements at the designated sensitive receivers should be used to judge
compliance. The sensitive-receiver locations are representative of the area surrounding the site, and so
measuring noise at all those sites gives a much better picture of how the noise has been managed during an
event than using a restricted number of locations, as is being done. More monitoring sites could certainly be
added, but the original monitoring locations should not be eliminated.
Also, redefining compliance as done in this section (by using “estimated event contribution”) is not
useful for demonstrating how well event noise is managed. It is useful only in that it makes it easier for the
sound engineers to claim that the number of exceedances was lower than the number of observed breaches.
That is, ANE claims that 203 measurements were higher than the allowable limits but that only 39
exceedances actually occurred—because they redefined what is meant by an exceedance. From our
perspective, this is inappropriate and misleading manipulation of the data.
The usual ambient noise (sounds of nature, occasional vehicle movements) in an area should not be
compared with event noise, which is unusual and disturbing to residents who are used to the ambient noise. It
is also inappropriate to suggest that additional noise from the event is acceptable because of estimates of how
much it contributes to the overall noise. The unusual and disturbing nature of event noise makes it intrusive
even if other noise, such as bird calls or vehicle movements, is also present.
Event noise can be considered well managed if residents do not hear it during the event. The sound
engineers and developers should focus on controlling the noise so that it cannot be heard, not on suggesting
that event noise somehow doesn’t count because other noise is also audible.
Reference is also made here to “valid exceedances” leading to requested reductions in noise at the
site, which leads us to ask: What is a “valid exceedance”? How many reductions in noise were requested
when valid exceedances were noted? And what were the responses to the requests?
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No mention is made of noise monitoring in the camping areas to ensure that the level of noise
supports peaceful rest, assessment that was required by the AMP and NMP for the event.
6 - Recommendations:
(6A) Revise the report to include a straightforward analysis of the noise data without redefining “exceedance”
as has been done.
(6A) Not adopted By Parklands –S3.2.4 covers exceedances as follows
In addition to the measured noise levels, information is provided on the audibility of event noise at
the monitoring locations along with details of other noise sources influencing the acoustic
environment in the area. For each monitoring position, an assessment of compliance with the
receptor noise limits is provided in the following manner:
where measured noise levels exceed the noise limit:
o where noise from the event was audible and dominating the existing environment, noise from
the event was considered to be non‐compliant with the noise goals;
o where noise from the event was audible but not dominating the acoustic environment, the
expected contribution of event noise to the overall noise level was estimated through
comparison of the Loct,63Hz noise level and the LAeq noise level for that period. Where the
estimated event contribution is lower than the noise limit, event noise emissions are
considered compliant with the limits; and
o if event noise is not audible, the levels are considered compliant.
where measured noise levels are lower than the noise limit, the levels are considered compliant.
(6B) Include in the report a definition of the term “valid exceedance” and details on how many of these
exceedances, as well as other exceedances, resulted in requests from the sound engineers for noise reductions.
(6B) Adopted By Parklands – a definition will be provided in any future NIR
(6C) Include in the report the results of noise monitoring done in the camping areas.
(6C) Not applicable – no complaints were received by persons camping on site. Per the SITG15
AMP, monitoring is undertaken on a complaint driven basis.
NIR, Section 3.2.5. Ecological Receptor Monitoring
The report provides confusing information about the ecological monitors. No readings are reported
for monitor E1, and no explanation is given for these omissions. Identical readings from monitor E2 are
given for 23, 24, and 25 July and for 26, 27, and 28 of July in the graphs in the appendix. It is hard to believe
that those data were really identical across two sets of three days, so it would seem that the graphs are
incorrect. It is important to provide accurate readings from the E1 and E2 monitors, especially since no data
are available from the stolen E3 monitor.
In addition, because the EPBC requirement states that “noise levels at these monitoring points must
not exceed 65dB(A)”, LAeq is not the appropriate measure to report here. LAmax (maximum decibels
measured) is the better measure and was included in the SITG 2014 Noise Impact Report for these locations
(and exceedances were recorded in 2014). This report should be revised to include LAmax data for the
monitors at E1 and E2, preferably using graphs that are comparable to those used in 2014 and previous years
so that comparisons can easily be made across years.
We also note that the data for these sites indicate that the noise was considerably higher than the
PAC noise limits for nearby sensitive receivers and thus should be considered of concern and worthy of
comment by ANE.
7 - Recommendations:
(7A) Include in the report the data obtained from the monitor at E1.
(7A) Monitoring results are provided for E1. It is the location E3 that no results are provided as
the data logger was stolen from this position sometime during the event.
(7B) Check the identical readings reported for E2 and revise as needed for accuracy.
(7B) Adopted By Parklands – this was a data input error
(7C) Report the readings from these monitors in terms of LAmax instead of LAeq, as was done for
SITG 2014 so that the data reflect the EPBC requirement and so that comparisons from year to year
can be made.
(7C) Not adopted By Parklands – Ecological monitoring points were expressed in the SITG14 NIR
as LAeq. The EPBC approval does not stipulate LAmax. Further the EPBC have undertaken an
audit of the noise monitoring program for these locations and have advised in correspondence
dated 12 May 2015 that Parklands are fully compliant with their approval.
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NIR, Section 3.3. Complaint Data
Section 3.3 refers to meteorological conditions, but this report does not include a detailed record of
observed meteorological conditions, as was indicated would be done in the AMP for this event.
Members of the community who called to complain about noise are not happy to learn that some of
their complaints “may not have been genuine” because monitoring revealed “inaudible or barely audible”
noise. As has been noted before, when people call to complain and ask for monitoring, the technician is not
able to be on the spot immediately to measure the noise that resulted in the complaint. As the Complaints
Register indicates, the engineer often came hours later and did not necessarily take measurements where the
resident was experiencing the noise. To measure noise at a later time from a different place and find it
“inaudible or barely audible” doesn’t negate the validity of the complaint. The only thing that can be said is
that the technician was unable to monitor the noise when and where it was disturbing the caller.
Regarding the comments about “adverse meterological conditions”, we note that adverse weather
conditions reportedly resulted in only 10% of the complaints lodged, which means that 90% cannot be
explained away by weather conditions. The more important point, though, is that windy conditions and
varying temperatures are part of everyday life in this coastal area. They can be considered “adverse” in this
context only because they made the event noise even more intrusive. That wind and temperature changes
make the noise more noticeable simply shows another complication of holding events on a site so near to the
coast and to so many residential areas. Wind and temperature readings should not be used to excuse the
noise, and allowances should not be used to mask the impacts.
Also, the report states that event noise is compliant if complaint monitoring finds inaudible or barely
audible noise levels. This ignores the possibility that the source of the noise or some other factor may have
changed between the time of the complaint and the time of the monitoring. Unless monitoring is done while a
complainant is experiencing disturbing noise, ANE should avoid indicating that the noise is compliant—
when the noise is measured at another time.
Recommendations:
(8A) Revise the report to include more details of meteorological observations.
(8A) Adopted By Parklands – Future NIRs will include collected meteorological data
(8B) Revise the report to remove comments about complaints possibly not being genuine.
(8B) Adopted By Parklands
(8C) Revise the report to remove statements about event noise being compliant if later monitoring
found low noise levels.
(8C) Not adopted By Parklands – Consultants can only base their observations on the data
collected at the time of taking the sample
NIR, Section 4. Conclusions
We object to the statement that noise exceeded the event noise limits only 39 times when over 70%
of the attended noise measurements were higher than the event noise limits (203 out of 285). This use of 39
as the definitive number of exceedances is misleading, as stated above in the comments on Section 3.2.4, and
is not accurate when considered in the context of the conditions of the PAC approval, which set clear,
unqualified noise limits.
The report also does not provide meaningful support for the statement that extraneous noises are
“likely” and “expected” to be responsible for exceedances. The use of “estimates” based on a newlyintroduced formula is also questionable and inappropriate in the context of the PAC approval.
9 - Recommendation: Revise the conclusions to include the information that 203 of the 285
measurements recorded exceedances so that the data are clearly aligned with the PAC approval.
9 ‐ Not adopted By Parklands – Readers are able currently able to infer the necessary
information
NIR, Appendices
Changing the scale on the noise graphs in the appendices of the NIR (from graphs in earlier reports)
makes cross-year comparisons more difficult. Reporting would be much improved by maintaining
consistency of scales, units of measurement, and displays from year to year. If new mechanisms are
introduced, they should be used in addition to already-used mechanisms instead of as replacements. Attention
to such consistency will greatly improve the ability of the DOP, the local council, and other interested readers
to make year-to-year comparisons.
Pre-determined FOH levels were reportedly not exceeded, according to the graphs in the NIR, but
large numbers of complaints were still lodged by residents. This suggests that the FOH levels were too high
and should be reduced in future.
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10 - Recommendations:
(10A) Revise the report to include noise graphs with the same scales, units of
measurement, and displays as used in earlier reports to make cross-year
comparisons easier.
(10A) Adopted By Parklands – Future NIRs will include collected meteorological data
(10B) Lower FOH noise limits in future to reduce noise to the surrounding area.
(10B) Not adopted By Parklands – Parklands have applied to the DP&E as part of Modification 3
to set dB(C) limits which will be lower than levels emitted from previous events. Proposed dB(A)
levels are detailed in this modification and are not expected to increase on previous events.
Complaints Hotline Register
The fact that so many complainants said that the bass was too loud suggests that the voluntary
targets for bass noise set by Parklands are too high and need to be reduced.
The number of complaints
on 23 July, before main stages were in operation, indicates that noise management on smaller stages needs to
be significantly improved.
The reported data from R15, in North Ocean Shores, shows that this location was noticeably
affected by bass noise. This is probably the reason for the number of complaints from that area rather than a
non-Parklands distribution of a flyer giving the hotline number, as suggested in this document. If callers
don’t ask for monitoring, it’s very likely that they believe the monitoring will result only in their being told
that the noise is compliant, not a reduction in the noise. Also, a number of people have not had pre-event
monitoring at their homes and so do not know what the noise limits are at their locations. For them to be told
that the noise is compliant when it is disturbing them remains perplexing as well as frustrating.
The fact that 20% fewer complaints were received this year over SITG 2014 is good, but it’s not
nearly good enough. Numerous genuine complaints have been lodged during every event so far. Regardless
of whether the noise was judged to be compliant or not by Parklands, the complaint history continues to show
that the noise limits are too high and need to be lowered. This is especially true of the voluntary limits
adopted by Parklands. Complaints about bass noise were again substantial at SITG2015, indicating that these
voluntary limits are too high.
A number of responses to complaints were made quite a long time after the complaints were lodged,
and responses to email complaints were not timely. It’s possible that email is used by people who cannot get
through to the hotline or who for some reason can’t or do not want to use the telephone, but these people
deserve as timely a response as callers. The delays in responding to complaints supports our concern about
Parklands judging the validity of complaints. The Complaints Register indicates that in many instances a
sound engineer judged noise to be inaudible, but it was not clear from the records when the measurements
were taken in relation to the time of the complaints.
We note that the Complaints Register shows non compliance on Sunday at 18:38 and at 19:29 and
again at 20:15 when the stage manager was contacted to reduce the noise. A further 20 more calls were
received on the same night after this action was taken, suggesting that the action was unsuccessful and
residents were still being disturbed.
11 - Recommendations:
(11A) Use the recorded complaints to lower the noise limits, as suggested above, and to better
manage the noise at small stages on the first day of operation.
(11A) Adopted By Parklands
(11B) For monitoring that was done in response to a complaint, revise the report to include the time
of the monitoring as well as the time of the complaint.
(11B) Adopted By Parklands – Future NIRs will include this point
(11C) Revise the report to reflect the times when stage managers were contacted to reduce noise and
the actions that were taken in response.
(11C) Adopted By Parklands – Where possible this information will be captured
Additional Comments
•
Community Manager Report. A Community Manager Report is mentioned in the Complaints
Register. As RWG Community Representatives, we think we should be given the courtesy of receiving a
copy of this report. Other members of the RWG may also be interested in this report and should be provided
with a copy.
12 - Recommendation: Provide the RWG Community Representatives, and other members of the
RWG who are interested, with a copy of the Community Manager’s report.
12 ‐ Adopted By Parklands
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•
PIN requirements. The PIN Requirements imposed by the DOP after SITG 2014 included this:
“Reduce levels of C-weighted noise produced during the trial events and establish measurement criteria for
C-weighted noise that minimises the intrusiveness of low-frequency sound.”
13 - Recommendation: Revise this report to include comparisons between the data reported for
SITG 2014 and SITG 2015 to show the extent to which this requirement was met.
13 ‐ Not adopted By Parklands – This is not a requirement of the community hotline register
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Attachment 2
To:
Peter Ryan, RWG Chair
Mat Morris, Parklands GM
From: Denise Nessel and Russell Eldridge, RWG Community Representatives
RE:
Comments on the Draft AMP and Draft NMP for Falls 2015
Date: 2 November 2015
We ask that these comments be forwarded to the other members of the Regulatory Working Group
and to the Department of Planning, and we ask that we be copied on those communications when they are
sent. We look forward to discussing these at the RWG meeting.
AMP, Section 3, Receptors and Monitoring Locations
We strongly object to the removal of yet more sensitive receivers from consideration in this AMP.
We think monitoring and reporting should be done at all the sensitive receivers that have been designated as
such from the outset so that robust information will be obtained about noise impacts on the surrounding area.
It is especially important to obtain data from locations that have been affected by event noise in the past. To
continue to remove sensitive receivers from consideration, as Parklands has been doing, is not in line with the
intent of the PAC approval. See our comments about this in our response to the SITG2015 Noise Impact
Report.
Noted – As discussed at the RWG meeting (04/11/15) Parklands has entered into various financial and other
arrangements with all but one immediate neighbor. The agreements mean that these receivers relinquish
their sensitive receiver status in return for an agreed benefit provided by the venue. Parklands now has the
ability to reallocate these resources to other identified receivers to further build on the substantial noise
monitoring data collected to date, i.e. more built up areas such as South golden beach and/or North Ocean
Shores.
Figure 3.2 in this section indicates that it includes complaint locations from previous events, but the
SITG complaint radius is larger than what is shown in the figure, and that should be noted in the caption.
Also, R26 is not shown on this figure and yet is noted as a monitoring location. This inconsistency should be
corrected.
Noted. ANE have been asked to remedy these points.
Section 3.3.4 identifies eight locations that are most likely to be affected by the noise but eliminates
half of these from both attended and unattended monitoring (R7, R12, R13, R17). All 8 locations should be
included in the monitoring programme, given that they are most likely to be disturbed by the noise. Also,
three of the eight eliminated locations have been used all along as the basis for the noise limits required by
the PAC approval, as shown in Table 4.1 (R7, R12, R25). Eliminating these locations from the monitoring
programme will result in the loss of important data needed for assessing noise impacts over the life of the
five-year trial.
Refer comments above.
Table 3.2 indicates that unattended loggers are proposed to be located at R4, R6, R15, R24, and R30
even though only two of these locations are included in the list identified through modelling as most likely to
receive noise levels at or near event noise limits.
1 - Recommendations:
(1A) Conduct attended and unattended noise monitoring at all eight locations named in Section 3.3.4 so as to
provide ongoing robust data for assessing noise impacts over the life of the five-year trial.
(1A) Not adopted By Parklands – As advised, agreements are in place with these residents and the wider
community would be better served by collecting data at other key sensitive receiver locations. The DP&E
has the final approval on this matter.
(1B) Include a justification for scheduling unattended monitoring at locations that are not predicted to receive
noise levels at or near event noise limits.
(1B) Not adopted By Parklands – Parklands has provided a justification in the FFFB15/16 AMP describing
the criteria used to select unattended locations (which include the most sensitive receivers identified in
the Noise Impact Assessment Report prepared by Benbow Environmental). The RWG has been provided
the opportunity to comment on these locations. The only comments received are those of the
Community Representatives and these have been minuted, responded to in this report and also sent to
the DP&E with a cover note highlighting concerns by the Community representatives. DP&E will approve
or modify the AMP as part of the AMP approval process.
(1C) Revise graphics and captions for accuracy as noted above.
(1C) Recommendation adopted By Parklands

RWG Minutes 4 November 2015

Page 15

AMP, Section 4.2, Low Frequency Noise
We strongly object to the use of a 5-decibel increase in the noise limits during “adverse” weather.
As we noted in our comments on the SITG2015 Noise Impact Report, changes in the weather can be
considered adverse only in that they may result in event noise being more disturbing to residents. The
solution is to lower the volume, not raise the noise limits.
Noted. Such allowance has not been used to date.
Also, two different measures of bass noise are used in this section: 75dB(C) and 70 dB(lin). The
reason for discrepancy should be explained.
The first bullet in this section gives an incorrect time period (11am to 2am). This should be changed
to 11am to 12 midnight.
Noted. ANE have been asked to remedy these points.
2 - Recommendations:
(2A) Eliminate the 5-decibel allowance for “adverse” weather from the specification of noise limits and
respond to any adverse weather with lowered noise volumes.
(2A) Recommendation adopted By Parklands
(2B) Explain the reason for using different measures for bass noise, depending on time of day.
(2B) Recommendation adopted By Parklands (measures will be aligned – this was a typographical error)
(2C) Give correct time period as noted above.
(2C) Recommendation adopted By Parklands
AMP, Section 5.1.2, Event Noise Monitoring
The last statement here does not meet C17 requirements and is inconsistent with NMP, which
requires acoustic consultant to continue to measure at a complaint location where a breach has been identified
until noise is compliant.
The procedure for dealing with noise complaints is covered in detail in Section 5.4 (including where a
breach is identified).
3 - Recommendation: Correct the last statement in this section so that it is compliant with C17 and is
consistent with the NMP.
3 ‐ Recommendation adopted By Parklands – The last sentence in S5.1.2 will be deleted. Matters of
dealing with noise level breaches are covered in S5.4
AMP, Section 5.4, Responding to Noise Complaints
This section fails to meet requirements of condition C16(i) which requires monitoring at the
residence of the complainant, not at the property boundary as is proposed here. The current proposal will
result in measurements being taken at property boundaries which may be on low ground quite a distance
away from the residence, where the people are experiencing the noise. This fails to fulfill the intent of the
condition as it will not address a complainant’s concerns but will allow the acoustic consultant to negate the
complaint by measuring somewhere other than where the disturbance is being experienced. We have brought
this issue up before.
The consent condition states that “as much as is reasonable and feasible, the proponent must arrange for
noise levels emanating the site to be monitored at the location of any complaints as soon as possible after a
complaint has been received”. For practical and safety purposes the acoustic engineer will continue to
monitor at the boundary of the property.
In addition, this condition requires measurement at the location of any complaint. It does not require
the complainant to request monitoring. This report and the NMP need to ensure that that condition is met.
Where it reasonable and feasible, events will monitor at the location of any complaints as soon as possible
after a complaint has been received.
4 ‐ Recommendation: Ensure that this plan reflects condition C16(i) as described here.
4 ‐ Not adopted By Parklands – This matter has been discussed with DP&E and approved on the current
basis for past AMPs.
AMP, Section 6, Event Acoustic Controls
We would like to see more specific information in this section to understand the controls that will be
used and to document them for future reference. Specifically, which event stages are to be realigned, and how
the new positions compare with previous positions. (The diagram in Figure 6.1 is identical to that in the AMP
for Falls 2014; no changes are apparent.) Also, which stages will get protective hay bales (one deep, two
high) and how many bales are planned to be used at each stage? This measure is also not shown in Figure
6.1. Photos could profitably be used to document the measures taken.
RWG Minutes 4 November 2015

Page 16

Agreed. These requirements have been included in the AMP.
5 ‐ Recommendations:
(5A) Specify the new orientations of stages in the report so that the new positions can be compared
with earlier positions in assessing their effectiveness.
(5A) Recommendation adopted By Parklands
(5B) Specify where hay bales are to be used around the various stages and what the arrangements will
be, and use photographs to document the placements when they are done.
(5B) Recommendation adopted By Parklands
NMP, Section 3.2 Noise Sources
The definition of "event noise" in both the AMP and the NMP includes only noise made from
amplified music. This is not consistent with condition C16(2a) which requires all major sources of noise to be
identified, including commentary, speeches, vehicular movement, crowd noise, etc. Many of these noise
sources are identified and discussed in this section and as such should be included in the definition.
The documented feedback from acoustic engineers is that apart from immediate neighbours (which
agreements are in place except for R12) the only noise sources that can be heard in the wider catchment
are amplified music (including vocals). Event noise from amplified music is the major source of noise
emitted during the carrying out of events.
NMP, Section 3.3, Noise Sensitive Receivers
We strongly object to the removal of sensitive receivers from consideration in this NMP.
Monitoring and reporting at all the sensitive receivers designated at the outset of the development is
important so that robust information will be obtained about noise impacts on the surrounding area throughout
the trial, especially from those locations that have been affected by event noise during previous events. Any
agreements that may have been forged between Parklands and property owners should not affect the
designation of sensitive receivers for the purposes of assessing noise impacts on the surrounding area, and
there is nothing in the PAC approval that allows for this. See our comments, above, regarding this in relation
to the AMP for this event.
Noted – As discussed at the RWG meeting (04/11/15) Parklands has entered into various arrangements
with all but one immediate neighbor. The agreements mean that these receivers relinquish their sensitive
status in return for an agreed benefit provided by the venue. Parklands now has the ability to reallocate
these resources to other parts of the community to further build on the substantial noise monitoring data
collected to date, i.e. more built up areas such as South golden beach and/or North Ocean Shores
6 - Recommendation: Conduct attended and unattended monitoring at the four eliminated sensitive
receivers (R7, R12, R13, R17), along with the other sensitive receivers, so as to provide robust data for
assessing noise impacts at each event over the life of the five-year trial.
6 ‐ Not adopted By Parklands ‐ As advised, agreements are in place with these residents and the wider
community would be better served by collecting data at other key sensitive receiver locations. The DP&E
has the final approval on this matter.
NMP, Section 4.2 Sensitive Receivers
This section states: Background noise levels (derived from measured LA90 noise levels) will be
determined based on a long-term monitoring campaign during a period representative of the event. This
should happen if obtained levels are to be used for other events. Parklands must have the original monitoring
data from Benbow Environmental from 2010 and could obtain the monitoring from midnight to 2AM, and
the other current time periods, to have a more accurate, consistent, and applicable measure of background
noise for current and future use. Additional monitoring at a variety of locations would also be very useful.
One-off checks just before an event, when the site is operational and many people are present, is not the best
time to measure background noise.
Parklands have been advised that the original data files (from Benbow) are no longer available. In
agreement with DP&E Parklands continues to verify background levels when placing data loggers at agreed
sensitive receiver locations. Data collected to date shows only minor variations in recorded background
levels.
7 - Recommendation: Update this report to include all the background monitoring from the beginning of
the trial, reported in terms of the current time periods (specifically midnight to 2AM) so as to provide a more
robust picture of background noise during the life of the trial, and augment current measurements with other,
representative monitoring sites.
7 ‐ Not adopted By Parklands – The data from Benbow Environmental is unable to be retrieved.
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NMP, Section 5.2, Design Measures and Section 6.5, Control of Sound Equipment
We would like to see more specifics given here, as noted in our comments on Section 6 of the AMP,
above.
Agreed. These requirements will be included in all event specific AMPs.
8 ‐ Recommendations:
(8A) Specify the new orientations of stages so that the new positions can be compared with earlier
positions in assessing their effectiveness.
(8A) Recommendation adopted By Parklands
(8B) Specify the number of hay bales that are to be used around the various stages and the
arrangement of the bales at each location and document placement of these with photos.
(8B) Recommendation adopted By Parklands
NMP, Section 8.5, Repetitive Complaints
The definition of repetitive complainants needs to be made more robust, as has been asked with
regard to every NMP to date. To designate a complainant “repetitive” when three or more complaints have
been made ignores two factors: that the complainant is not aware that monitoring has been undertaken at the
property and knows the results and/or that monitoring was undertaken only at the boundary of the property
and not where the resident is experiencing the noise. It is likely that poor communication with the
complainant is what leads to multiple complaints. Also, it could be that no monitoring has been done where
the resident is experiencing the disturbance and is provoked to call multiple times because of the ongoing
disturbance.
Agreed. This section will be removed from this and future NMPs.
Recommendation: Reword the definition to include the points raised here. Inadequate communication back
to the complainant could be the reason for the repetitive complaints and it may also be that monitoring is
occurring at the property boundary and not the residence as is required by C16.
9 ‐ Recommendation adopted By Parklands – section to be deleted
Additional Comments
It seems to us that certain lessons learnt made by the previous acoustical engineers in 2013 are still
worthy of consideration:
• Realisation that the music events held at Parklands are clearly audible and often cannot stay within the
PAC-imposed limits, based on the usual method of setting noise criteria to safeguard against disturbance.
(We note that this does not mean that the criteria are wrong but that Parklands has not yet devised adequate
methods for controlling the noise.)
Noted
• The usefulness of limiting the bass levels to a maximum of 10-15 decibels above the dB(A) levels. This
will help to keep the bass noise (the doof-doof sound) from being as audible. This will be especially
important if there are strong temperature inversions.
(Reference: AMP, Rev 2, Benbow Environmental, April 2013)
Noted
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Attachment 3
To: Peter Ryan, RWG Chair
From: Denise Nessel, RWG Community Representative
Date: 4 November 2015
Peter, as you indicated in an email to me on 5 August 2015, you would be including the
message below in the minutes of the RWG meeting of 4 November, so I am providing
this copy of the message for that purpose. As I explained to you in August, Ms. Sanday
emailed this letter to me soon after Splendour 2015 with the request that it be provided to
the RWG and the DOP. It is one example of the disturbance that Parklands festival noise
has caused nearby residents.
A few days later, Ms. Sanday also informed me that when she had called the Parklands
hotline to complain about the noise that she was told new, higher noise limits were in
effect. You confirmed that a hotline operator had given out this inaccurate information
and that you would also put this on the agenda for discussion at the next RWG meeting.
____________________________
From: Amica Sanday <amicasanday@gmail.com>
Subject: Fwd: SPLENDOUR IN THE GRASS 2015
Date: 3 August 2015 11:12:15 PM AEST
To: Denise Nessel <ddnessel@gmail.com>
I believe you can ensure that this is recorded, at least!
Thanks
Amica
---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Amica Sanday <amicasanday@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Aug 3, 2015 at 10:16 PM
Subject: SPLENDOUR IN THE GRASS 2015
To: community@splendourinthegrass.com, community@northbyronparklands.com
To Whom It May Concern,
I am writing in sheer desperation at the impossibility of tolerating the new noise levels
granted to the above festival. On Friday night July 24th I was at home with my cats
getting over a fall which injured my left side. At first the noise from the festival site
seemed reasonably tolerable. I put on my earphones and focused on my computer.
However, I was aware that the earphones did not drown out the deep bass tones from the
site.
As time went by the noise became louder and more invasive. I was exhausted by 9.30,
with a headache getting worse all the time, and wanting to go to sleep. I did not contact
the hotline at this point as I was in my nightwear and didn't want people coming and
questioning me in relation to a complaint. Nevertheless I was aware that I would have
trouble getting to sleep. Just as I was deciding to get dressed and put in a complaint, it
started raining. Oh, blessed relief! The rain drowned out the majority of the festival
noise (apart from a continued thump, thump underneath). I got to sleep and awoke a few
times, conscious that there was some kind of party going on until 6am, maybe on the
beach, and woke with a splitting headache.
I was dreading Saturday night but the noise was tolerable. I assumed it had been turned
down because of complaints from Friday night and allowed myself a sense of relief.
However, on Sunday night it started again as loud as on the Friday. I called the Hotline
and they sent someone out to check the sound but it got louder!!!
I am an older woman with two cats, so it is not possible for me to just leave the house for
a few nights to get away from the noise. I have a problem with insomnia at the best of
times, and having this noise happening until much later than any party would be allowed
to go and disturb us all is totally unacceptable.
I protest on behalf of the poor wild creatures who would have been terrified by that level
of noise as well. Certainly it cost the lives of some, and great stress for others.
It is essential that the noise is reduced for the sake of this whole area. If this means a
smaller number of patrons, then that is what needs to happen. The whole exercise is illthoughtout, unacceptable and inappropriate for the environment it is plonked into.
It is very distressing for neighbouring areas and is already pushing the boundaries beyond
what was intended for the trial period.
Thank you for your attention,
Amica Sanday
30 Hardy Ave,
Ocean Shores
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Attachment 4
Denise Nessel,
Community Representative,
Regional Working Group,
North Byron Parklands
Dear Denise,
I’m writing to express the concerns of my family in relation to the past and recent Splendour in the Grass
festival.
Hotline Failure
Once again, we suffered the noise from the festival which created an extremely unpleasant vibration
throughout our house and garden on Friday night. The noise was experienced right along Tongarra Drive as I
walked the street.
I called the hotline to request the noise be turned down. Instead I was told that the only purpose of the hotline
was to take down the name and address of the person complaining and that this information would then be
sent to the Department of Planning. That someone would come out to monitor the noise if I would provide
our address. I did so, turned on the outside lights anticipating that someone would turn up to monitor the
noise. I also expressed my concern that we didn’t want Splendour to monitor the noise, we wanted an
independent person. The noise continued unabated and no one turned up to our house.
On Saturday night the noise was again unbearable. I called the hotline again and was informed that there had
been a number of complaints from Tongarra Drive, that the festival had sent out a monitor and yes, the noise
was a problem. However, nothing would be done except for a record of my name, address and complaint
which would be sent to PAC and the department of Planning.
On Sunday I called the Brunswick Police Station to find out why the police were not able to enforce noise
regulations against the festival as it was becoming very clear that in spite of advertisements from the festival
,the purpose of the hotline had nothing to do with bringing down noise levels. I was told by the officer on
duty to call Council Rangers or the hotline. I called Council Rangers and was told to call the hotline. This is
completely unsatisfactory. There was obviously no point in calling the hotline again. The affected community
was obviously of no concern to the festival organisers or the government.
Media Censorship
The two local newspapers, the Byron Echo ( and Echo Daily) and Byron News completely censored any
community complaints over Splendour. This is an outrageous situation as the advertising budget of North
Byron Parklands clearly dictates censorship of any complaints.
Given that the hotline provides no relief; that the police will not act against noise complaints; that council
rangers will not act but refer people to the hotline, there is NO avenue, no legitimate opportunity for public
concern to be raised or addressed. For the community to have to go to the expense of organizing public
meetings, or to continue to expect that the residents will continue to lodge complaints when zero action is
taken to address these concerns is ridiculous. Acknowledging that two community
representatives have been allowed to join the Regional Working Group is a step forward but the concerns
raised by our representatives are continually ignored or the action taken ensures further repression of
complaints and non-action.
Independent Survey of Residents
Given that there is no means available for community complaints and concerns to be registered with the
Department save by writing letters to the RWG or the Department, it should be incumbent on the government
to provide funding for an independent survey of residents to establish exactly how the festivals have or have
not interfered with the amenity of our suburbs.
Surveys by the festival have been undertaken and the results have indicated an overwhelming rejection of the
shire being hemmed in by two huge festivals with the massive intrusion into an area with no infrastructure to
deal with the hundreds of thousands of festival goers.
We do not want another survey by festival money men but a proper independent survey with relevant
questions identified by our community representatives. This is the only way that the government can
establish the true cost of these festivals to the community.
Local Roads
My family objects to the use of local roads as the entire population of Ocean Shores is trapped by traffic
generated from to and from the festival site as there is no alternative route out of the suburb. If there is a
major accident along the local road, it will be impossible for residents to get in or out and it is an
unacceptable risk which should not be countenanced. Given the major traffic which will be generated
over the Xmas holidays but regular folk coming to the shire for holidays on top of another huge invasion to
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the festival site, this lack of any precautionary planning and the subsequent entrapment of Ocean Shores
residents is beyond understanding.
As well, traffic delays created problems for my daughter-in law who was attempting to collect her 7 year old
son from the bus stop and no mother likes to leave her child unattended at a bus stop.
In summary, the festivals at the North Byron Parklands site are a monstrous invasion of privacy, and the
amenity of this community. The lack of any PAC, Department of Planning willingness to deal with the abuse
of process and the over-riding of community concerns in favour of a money making proposition which does
nothing to enhance the natural beauty of this area is discriminatory, un-democratic and smacks of dirty
dealings.
Sue Sanders
Sue Sanders
PO Box 414,
Brunswick Heads. 2483
11th August, 2015
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Attachment 5
To:
Peter Ryan and Mat Morris
cc: Russell Eldridge and Stan Scanlon
RE:
Parklands correspondence with Mr. and Mrs. Scanlon, Jones Road
Date: 2 November 2015
Val and Stan Scanlon have asked me to ensure that their correspondence with Mat Morris is submitted to the
RWG for consideration at the 4 November meeting, so I am doing so with this email.
The Scanlons, whose property is designated as a sensitive receiver, are concerned that they are not scheduled
to receive unattended acoustic monitoring during Falls 2015. They had asked me what I knew of this, and I
informed them that their property is not considered a sensitive receiver, according to the NIR for Splendour
2015 and the AMP and NMP for Falls 2015, and that unattended monitoring is not planned for them. That
information prompted this correspondence.
Russell Eldridge and I objected to removing a number of sensitive receivers from the acoustic monitoring
programme, the Scanlons’ property being one of those. As we said in our comments, removing sensitive
receivers from monitoring reduces the amount of information that the DOP, the local council, and other
interested parties will have to assess the overall performance of Parklands in managing noise during events.
Unattended monitoring is especially important at these locations because of the amount of data that it yields.
Event-to-event unattended monitoring at the designated sensitive receivers is needed to provide robust
information about noise emissions and about any breaches of noise limits that occur. It is especially
important to continue this monitoring at the designated sensitive receivers because stage orientations may be
changed, and other modifications may be used from event to event. For example, hay bales and other noisemitigation measures may be put to different uses from event to event. Collecting data at the same locations
over time will help a great deal in determining the extent to which these various measures succeed in
reducing noise impacts.
It would certainly be a good idea to have unattended monitoring in places like Crabbes Creek and Hardy
Avenue, locations that we know are much affected by the noise, but these locations should not be monitored
instead of the designated sensitive receivers. They should be monitored in addition to the designated
sensitive receivers.
For the record, the correspondence is below. I would appreciate it if you would forward this to the RWG,
include it in the minutes of the meeting, and send it to the DOP with the rest of the documents that Russell
and I have submitted for consideration.
Sincerely,
Denise Nessel, RWG Community Representative
From: Stan Scanlon <sas22@skymesh.com.au>
Subject: urgent - sensitive receiver R12
Date: 30 October 2015 4:48:30 PM AEDT
To: Morris Mat <mat@northbyronparklands.com>
Cc: Sommer Rebecca <rebecca.sommer@planning.nsw.gov.au>, Ritchie Chris
<Chris.Ritchie@planning.nsw.gov.au>, Keary Daniel <Daniel.Keary@planning.nsw.gov.au>, Nessel Denise
<ddnessel@westnet.com.au>, Eldridge Russell <reldridge1@gmail.com>
Hi Mat,
re: Concerns surrounding noise monitoring for sensitive receiver R12 - Falls 2015
Inconsistencies and Omissions in draft NMP & draft AMP
We have been viewing Parklands recently released noise and compliance documents and wish to draw the
following concerns and inconsistencies in relation to sensitive receiver R12 to your immediate attention.
Please note that ANE has NOT identified our property, i.e. sensitive receiver R12, in Figure 3.1
Site location and Receptor Locations in the NMP. Can you please make sure ANE rectify this omission.
In Sec. 3.3.3 of the AMP, ANE have identified R12 as one of the eight properties that could
potentially be impacted from the Falls Festival 2015. However, ANE has not included R12 in Table 3.1
Noise Sensitive Receptor Locations in the NMP.
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Not only is this contrary to the statements made in the AMP, but it is also contrary to ANE's
statement outlined in Sec. 3.3.1 Residential Uses of the NMP, which states "Table 3.1 and Figure 3.1
(above) identify noise sensitive receptors in the area surrounding Parklands”. We are an immediate
neighbour and the closest sensitive receiver to the camping ground, yet we are NOT identified.
Consent Condition C17 Acoustic Monitoring Program states ..
(a) locations (identified on a map) at which monitoring will be undertaken. As a minimum
monitoring locations must include the most sensitive noise receivers (residential and the adjoining nature
reserve) as identified in the proponent’s Noise Impact Assessment Report prepared by Benbow
Environmental for North Byron Parklands, dated 9 August 2010;
As you would be aware, R12 has always been identified as one of the eight sensitive receivers where
pre, during and post event noise monitoring has been undertaken by Benbow Environmental and more
recently ANE noise consultants. Please note that R12 has consistently recorded the lowest background noise
levels. Consistent monitoring throughout the ‘trial' event is a prerequisite in maintaining ongoing continuity
in relation to noise records and data.
Our status as sensitive receiver R12 therefore remains. There is no explanation given as to
why “Receptors 5, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 17, 18 & 25 are not considered sensitive receptors for the purpose of this
report.” (Table 3.1 NMP)
At this stage, the issue of attenuation for sensitive receiver R12 has not been resolved with
Parklands.
As you may recall, Parklands did not provide noise monitoring at our residence during Falls festival
2013 and we are concerned that this may occur again.
Can you please ensure that the omissions and contradictions raised in this email are rectified in
ANE’s draft AMP and draft NMP.
Also, can you please confirm that noise monitoring, as required in consent condition C17 Acoustic
Monitoring Program and in line with the SITG festivals, will be conducted at our property, during the Falls
festival 2015? Thank you.
sincerely
Stan & Val Scanlon
From: Mat Morris <mat@northbyronparklands.com>
Subject: Re: urgent - sensitive receiver R12
Date: 2 November 2015 9:26:58 AM AEDT
To: Stan Scanlon <sas22@skymesh.com.au>
Cc: Sommer Rebecca <rebecca.sommer@planning.nsw.gov.au>, Ritchie Chris
<Chris.Ritchie@planning.nsw.gov.au>, Keary Daniel <Daniel.Keary@planning.nsw.gov.au>, Nessel Denise
<ddnessel@westnet.com.au>, Eldridge Russell <reldridge1@gmail.com>, Peter Ryan
<rhinos1958@gmail.com>
Hi Stan and Val,
Thanks for your email.
The rational for not including your property for placement of an unattended noise logger is based on the fact
that significant data covering both events has been collected from your location and the premise immediately
next door (R13) over the past 5 events. We have a very good understanding of noise in this area.
Given that there is currently a pathway for resolution of noise issues with you being either attenuation or
through some form of agreement (here I note our pending meeting on the 20th of November to finalise such)
it was considered that placement of unattended noise loggers in new locations such as Hardy avenue or
Crabbes Creek would help expand our knowledge base rather than continue to monitor the same locations
time and time again. Of course attended monitoring would still be undertaken in your location (subject to
details of any ratified agreement between us).
I assume that you have received the documents from one or both community representatives and therefore
suggest, as is appropriate, that if you are still at odds with this rationale above, you ask the community
representatives to raise this matter for discussion at the RWG meeting scheduled for this Wednesday 20th of
November. No doubt the community representatives would be happy to raise this issue on your behalf as I
am sure they will also be keen to ensure that “all” community members benefit from the placement
of unattended noise loggers.
Regards
RWG Minutes 4 November 2015

Page 23

Mat Morris
General Manager
02 6680 4049
www.northbyronparklands.com
Instagram @northbyronparklands

RWG Minutes 4 November 2015

Page 24

Attachment 6
To: Peter Ryan, Chairman, Regulatory Working Group
From: Denise Nessel and Russell Eldridge, Community Representatives on the Regulatory Working Group
Date: 13 November 2015
Dear Peter,
We suggested in our recent comments to the RWG that the DOP should consider reducing the noise limits at
Parklands for future events, and we would now like to ensure that this is presented as a formal
recommendation to the DOP. We ask that you add this email to the comments we submitted to the RWG for
the 4 Nov meeting and include it with those comments in the meeting minutes you are preparing.
Recommendation: After considering the Noise Impact Report for the 2015 Splendour in the Grass
event and previously issued noise impact reports from Parklands, we formally recommend that noise
limits for future events at Parklands be decreased as allowed for under PAC Condition B3(5). This is
in consideration of the 117 noise complaints received by 98 individuals for the SITG 2015 event and
similarly numerous complaints received during the previous events at Parklands.
Thank you for your assistance with sending this to the Department as part of the comments we submitted
recently.
Sincerely,
Russell Eldridge, RWG Community Representative
Denise Nessel, RWG Community Representative
It is noted that the RWG Chairperson has forwarded this recommendation to the DP&E for
their consideration. Parklands has in its Modification 3 application requested that limits be
set with respect to lower frequency emissions applying to future events as follows;
Zone 1:
o

11am – Midnight = 75dB(C)

o

Midnight – 2am = 70dB(C)

Zone 2:
o

11am – Midnight = 70dB(C)

o

Midnight – 2am = 65dB(C)
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To:$ Denise$Nessel$and$Russell$Eldridge,$RWG$Community$Representatives$
RE:$ AcousticWorks$Noise$Monitoring$Report$for$Splendour$in$the$Grass$2015$
Date:$ 30$October$2015$
The$Middle$Pocket$and$Yelgun$Progress$Association$has$again$this$year$commissioned$
AcousticWorks$to$monitor$noise$during$Splendour$in$the$Grass$Festival$2015$at$affected$
sensitive$receiver$sites$in$Yelgun$Valley.$
$
We$ask$that$you$present$our$data$to$$The$Chairman$of$The$Parklands$Regulatory$
Working$Group$for$inclusion$in$the$minutes$and$passed$on$to$The$Department$for$
consideration.$
$
Paul$Arrowsmith$
President,$Middle$Pocket$and$Yelgun$Progress$Association$Inc.
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1. Introduction
The following report is in response to a request by Yelgun residents for acoustic monitoring of
environmental noise emissions from Splendour In The Grass 2015 at North Byron Parklands.
This report addressed noise impacts from the event to ecological site in Jones Road, and noise
sensitive receivers in Jones Road and Yelgun Road. Unattended and attended noise monitoring
was conducted.
This report is based on noise measurements, investigations and analysis by Acoustic Works.

2. Description
2.1

Site Location

The site for Splendour In The Grass 2015 is located to the north of Jones Road at Yelgun. The
approximate location of this site is marked on the aerial photo as shown below.
Figure 1: Site Location (Not to Scale)

N

Event
site
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3. Noise Monitoring
3.1

Receiver locations

The residential receiver locations used for noise monitoring are identified as follows;
1. Lot 1 DP589613 - 237 Jones Road
2. Lot 14 DP848618 - Ecological site E1 Jones Road (approx coordinates: Easting
551191 Northing 6849689)
3. Lot 2 DP581144 - 84 Yelgun Road
These locations are identified on the following aerial photo in relation to the approximate location
of the Splendour In The Grass event area.
Figure 2: Noise monitoring locations

Site

1

2

3

3.2

N

Equipment

The following equipment was used to monitor noise levels;
3 x Norsonic 139 noise data loggers
NTi XL2 sound level meter
Norsonics 140 sound level meter
BWSA Technology calibrator
Pulsar Model 105 calibrator
All equipment holds current NATA calibration certificates.
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3.3

Monitoring procedure

Noise monitoring was performed at the receiver locations described above, using both attended
and unattended measurements.

3.3.1

Unattended measurements

Unattended noise monitors were installed for the following measurement durations;
237 Jones Road, 4m west of dwelling - from Friday 24/7/15 to Friday 31/7/15
Lot 14 DP848618 Ecological site E1 Jones Road - from Friday 24/7/15 to Friday 31/7/15
84 Yelgun Road, southeast boundary - from Friday 24/7/15 to Friday 31/7/15. Note that
the noise monitor at this location experienced some intermittent data loss from Sunday
26/7/15 to Friday 31/7/15. Therefore only the unaffected data portion is used for this
assessment.
For all locations, the noise monitor microphones were approximately 1.4 metres above ground
surface level. The noise monitors were set to record the following parameters;
15 minute statistical intervals
'A' weighting broadband
Fast response
'Z' weighting (linear) octave bands from 8hz to 16kHz frequency
Weather
Weather conditions during the survey period were mainly fine, with brief intermittent rain at times
on Friday 24/7/15 and Saturday 25/7/15.

3.3.2

Attended measurements

Attended measurements were performed at the receiver locations using sound level meters with
microphone positioned 1.4m above floor, deck, balcony or ground level in each case.
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4. Existing Noise Levels
4.1

Measured background noise levels

Indicative existing background noise levels were taken from the periods immediately after SITG
activities i.e. from Monday 27/7/15 to Friday 31/7/15. Previously measured RBL's for SITG 2013
and 2014 are included in the tables for reference.

4.1.1

237 Jones Road

The results from the monitoring location are as follows;
Table 1: Measured LA90 background noise post event

Day

Date

Friday
24/07/15
Saturday
25/07/15
Sunday
26/07/15
Monday
27/07/15
Tuesday
28/07/15
Wednesday
29/07/15
Thursday
30/07/15
Friday
31/07/15
2015 RBL
2014 RBL
2013 RBL

Background noise L90 dB(A)
Day
Evening
Night
30
34
31
32
34
33
32
30
30
33
35
34
32
34
32
31
36
32
32
35
34

Figure 3: Ambient noise monitoring - 237 Jones Road
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4.1.2

E1 Ecological site

The results from the monitoring location are as follows;
Table 2: Measured LA90 background noise post event

Day

Date

Friday
24/07/15
Saturday
25/07/15
Sunday
26/07/15
Monday
27/07/15
Tuesday
28/07/15
Wednesday
29/07/15
Thursday
30/07/15
Friday
31/07/15
2015 RBL
2014 RBL
2013 RBL

Background noise L90 dB(A)
Day
Evening
Night
44
45
42
*
*
*
43
40
40
40
39
38
43
40
40
#
#
#
#
#
#

* Affected by extraneous noise #Not previously measured at this location
Figure 4: Ambient noise monitoring - E1 Ecological

2015319 R01 Splendour 2015 noise monitoring ENV.doc © AcousticWorks 2015

Page 11

2015319 R01 Splendour 2015 noise monitoring ENV.doc © AcousticWorks 2015

Page 12

2015319 R01 Splendour 2015 noise monitoring ENV.doc © AcousticWorks 2015

Page 13

4.1.3

84 Yelgun Road

The noise monitor suffered from intermittent data loss for results from Sunday 26/7/15 to Friday
31/7/15. Hence no specific RBLs are available for 2015;
Table 3: Measured LA90 background noise

Day

Date

Friday
24/07/15
Saturday
25/07/15
Sunday
26/07/15
Monday
27/07/15
Tuesday
28/07/15
Wednesday
29/07/15
Thursday
30/07/15
Friday
31/07/15
2015 RBL
2014 RBL
2013 RBL

Background noise L90 dB(A)
Day
Evening
Night
^
^
^
^
^
^
^
^
^
^
^
^
33
33
30*
35
36
36

^Affected by intermittent data loss
*Actual measured RBL is 28dB(A), however NSW INP recommends setting minimum RBL no less than 30dB(A).

Therefore RBL results from previous years will be used for assessment purposes.
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5. Noise Criteria
5.1

Project Approval

Condition B3 of the Project Approval dated 24 April 2012 states the following conditions relating to
noise;
1. During trial events, all stages may operate from 11am but must be shut down at midnight.
2. Between 11am and midnight, noise levels at sensitive receivers must not exceed
background plus 10dBA.
3. Music from bars, cafes and the dance floor must cease at 2am.
4. Between midnight and 2am, noise levels at sensitive receivers must not exceed background
plus 5dBA when measured outside bedroom windows.
Also additional requirements relating to noise are contained in (but not limited to) Conditions C16,
C17, C40, C41, C42, C52, NBP 008 Noise Standard.
Further to these Conditions there is a "Statement of Commitments" attached to (and forming part
of) the Project Approval for Application No MP 09_0028: specifically Table 12.1 Updated Statement
of Commitments Part C Operational Phase Commitments C14.

5.2
5.2.1

Specific criteria
Rating background level

The measured existing rating background levels for SITG 2015 are as follows;
Table 4: Rating background levels - based on measurement results

Rating background level LA90 (RBL)

Location

Day

Evening

Night

237 Jones Rd

32

34

32

E1 Ecological

43

40

40

84 Yelgun Rd

-

-

-

Given the data loss from the noise monitor at 84 Yelgun Road, an average of the previous two
years of RBL results is used. Hence the results are as follows;
Table 5: Rating background levels

Rating background level LA90 (RBL)

Location

Day

Evening

Night

237 Jones Rd

32

34

32

E1 Ecological

43

40

40

84 Yelgun Rd

34*

35*

34*

*Average of 2013 and 2014 RBL results
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5.2.2

Noise limits

Based on the acoustic reports prepared for the event and the event noise criteria, the noise limits
for the receivers would be as follows;
Table 6: Noise limits SITG 2014

Rating background level LAeq 15 minute
Location

Night
Day

Evening

Before
midnight

After
midnight

237 Jones Rd

42

44

42

37

E1 Ecological

53

50

50

45

84 Yelgun Rd

44

45

44

39

For reference, the noise limits from SITG 2013 and 2014 are included for comparison as follows;
Table 7: Noise limits SITG 2014

Rating background level LAeq 15 minute
Location

Night
Day

Evening

Before
midnight

After
midnight

237 Jones Rd

41

46

42

37

E1 Ecological

-

-

-

-

84 Yelgun Rd

43

43

40

35

Table 8: Noise limits SITG 2013

Rating background level LAeq 15 minute
Location

Night
Day

Evening

Before
midnight

After
midnight

237 Jones Rd

42

44

44

39

E1 Ecological

-

-

-

-

84 Yelgun Rd

45

45

46

41

As can be seen from the tables, the noise limits are similar for SITG 2013, 2014 & 2015 with the
exception of 84 Yelgun Road night criterion which is 4dB(A) lower in 2014.
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6. Event noise levels
6.1

Unattended noise monitoring

Noise monitoring results are provided as dB(A) in tables, as wells as dB(A) and 63Hz & 125Hz
octave band in charts. The 63Hz & 125Hz octave band charts represent a portion of the low
frequency (bass) content of the sound.

6.1.1

237 Jones Road

The results of unattended noise measurements at 237 Jones Road for the three days of the event
are as follows;
Table 9: Measured LA90 noise ABL – event days only

Day

Date

Friday
Saturday
Sunday

24/7/15
25/7/15
26/7/15

Day
x
33
33

L90 dB(A)
Evening
43
44
41

Night
36
38
35

Table 10: Measured LAeq noise average – event days only

Day

Date

Friday
Saturday
Sunday

24/7/15
25/7/15
26/7/15

Event Leq noise dB(A)
Day
Evening
Night
x
48
47
44
50
45
48
48
46

As can be seen from the data and following charts, noise from Splendour In The Grass is clearly
evident when compared to the typical pre-event ambient noise levels. These areas are circled on
the charts as follows;
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6.1.1.1

dB(A) monitoring charts
Figure 5: Event noise monitoring dBA - 237 Jones Road

Rain noise
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6.1.1.2

63Hz octave monitoring charts
Figure 6: Event noise monitoring 63Hz - 237 Jones Road
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Note 63Hz noise continuing until 7.30am Monday morning.
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6.1.1.3

125Hz octave monitoring charts
Figure 7: Event noise monitoring 125Hz - 237 Jones Road
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Note 125Hz noise continuing until 7.30am Monday morning.
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6.1.2

E1 Ecological

The results of unattended noise measurements at E1 Ecological for the three days of the event are
as follows;
Table 11: Measured LA90 noise ABL – event days only

Day

Date

Friday
Saturday
Sunday

24/7/15
25/7/15
26/7/15

Day
x
41
51

L90 dB(A)
Evening
50
49
49

Night
40
54
48

Table 12: Measured LAeq noise average – event days only

Day

Date

Friday
Saturday
Sunday

24/7/15
25/7/15
26/7/15

Event Leq noise dB(A)
Day
Evening
Night
x
56
53
50
59
67
66
56
55

As can be seen from the data and following charts, noise from Splendour In The Grass is clearly
evident when compared to the typical pre-event ambient noise levels. These areas are circled on
the charts as follows;
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6.1.2.1

dB(A) monitoring charts
Figure 8: Event noise monitoring - E1 Ecological
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6.1.2.2

63Hz octave monitoring charts
Figure 9: Event noise monitoring 63Hz - E1 Ecological

2015319 R01 Splendour 2015 noise monitoring ENV.doc © AcousticWorks 2015

Page 29

2015319 R01 Splendour 2015 noise monitoring ENV.doc © AcousticWorks 2015

Page 30

6.1.2.3

125Hz octave monitoring charts
Figure 10: Event noise monitoring 125Hz - E1 Ecological
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6.1.3

84 Yelgun Road

The results of unattended noise measurements at 84 Yelgun Road for the event are as follows;
Table 13: Measured LA90 noise ABL – event days only

Day

Date

Friday
Saturday
Sunday

24/7/15
25/7/15
26/7/15

Day
x
36
*

L90 dB(A)
Evening
41
38
*

Night
34
36
*

Table 14: Measured LAeq noise average – event days only

Day

Date

Friday
Saturday
Sunday

24/7/15
25/7/15
26/7/15

Event Leq noise dB(A)
Day
Evening
Night
x
52
49
47
51
46
*
*
*

*Affected by intermittent data loss

Noise from SITG is intermittently evident in the noise monitoring charts.
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6.1.3.1

dB(A) monitoring charts
Figure 11: Event noise monitoring - 84 Yelgun Road
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6.1.3.2

63Hz octave monitoring charts
Figure 12: Event noise monitoring 63Hz - 84 Yelgun Road
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6.1.3.3

125Hz octave monitoring charts
Figure 13: Event noise monitoring 125Hz - 84 Yelgun Rd
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6.2

Attended noise monitoring

Noise levels were measured in 1/3 octave frequency bands at the sensitive receiver locations at
various times throughout the event. These are presented graphically, overlayed with the typical
background L90 spectrum for each location, typical ambient Leq spectrum (taken during daytime).

6.2.1

237 Jones Road

The typical measured spectra at 237 Jones Road are as follows;
Figure 14: Typical attended measurement spectra - 237 Jones Road

Attended measurements at 237 Jones Road recorded Leq noise levels of up to 54dB(A)/67dB(C)
emanating from Splendour In The Grass. The chart particularly shows significant low and mid
frequency noise. Note that unattended measurements recorded levels up to 55dB(A)/72dB(C).
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6.2.2

E1 Ecological Jones Road

Typical measured spectra at the E1 Ecological site on Jones Rd are as follows;
Figure 15: Attended measurement spectra - E1 Ecological

Attended measurements at E1 Ecological site showed Leq noise levels of up to 62dB(A)/79dB(C)
emanating from Splendour In The Grass 2015. Once again the chart shows significant low and mid
frequency noise.
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6.2.3

84 Yelgun Road

Typical measured spectra at 84 Yelgun Road are as follows;
Figure 16: Attended measurement spectra - 84 Yelgun Road

Attended measurements at 84 Yelgun Road recorded Leq noise levels of up to 46dB(A)/65dB(C)
emanating from Splendour In The Grass. The chart also shows low and mid frequency noise from
SITG.
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6.2.4

Comparison of yearly SITG events

The typical measured spectra for SITG 2013, 2014 and 2015 are plotted on the same charts for a
comparison of noise for the two events. There are no charts for E1 Ecological yearly comparison as
there were no measurements taken for this location in previous years.
6.2.4.1

237 Jones Road
Figure 17: Comparison of typical yearly spectra - 237 Jones Road

Broadband dB(A) noise levels for SITG 2015 are similar when compared with previous years. It is
noted that there was increased high frequency noise for SITG2015 however this does not have any
substantial effect on the overall results.
Low frequency (bass) is consistent with previous years.
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6.2.4.2

84 Yelgun Road
Figure 18: Comparison of typical yearly spectra - 84 Yelgun Road

Broadband dB(A) noise levels are consistent with previous years.
Low frequency (bass) is lower for SITG 2014 when compared to SITG 2013.
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7. Summary of results
7.1
7.1.1

Measured noise levels
dB(A)

The dB(A) noise levels from Splendour In The Grass 2015, measured at the receiver locations are
as follows;
Table 15: SITG 2015 Event noise levels at receivers

Event noise level LAeq (15min)
Night

Location

Day

Evening

Before
midnight

After
midnight

237 Jones Rd

50

54

53

49

E1 Ecological Jones Rd

56

66

66

52

84 Yelgun Rd

46

48

46

<44

Measured event noise levels from SITG 2013 and 2014 are included for reference as follows;
Table 16: SITG 2014 Event noise levels at receivers

Event noise level LAeq (15min)
Night

Location

Day

Evening

Before
midnight

After
midnight

237 Jones Rd

46

55

51

46

E1 Ecological Jones Rd

-

-

-

-

84 Yelgun Rd

45

46

46

<40

Table 17: SITG 2013 Event noise levels at receivers

Event noise level LAeq (15min)
Location

Night
Day

Evening

Before
midnight

After
midnight

237 Jones Rd

43

53

53

45

E1 Ecological Jones Rd

-

-

-

-

84 Yelgun Rd

50

48

44

<40
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7.2

Noise limits

The noise limits for noise from Splendour In The Grass 2015, based on the measured ambient
noise levels, are as follows;
Table 18: Noise limits SITG 2015

Rating background level LAeq 15 minute
Location

7.3

Night
Day

Evening

Before
midnight

After
midnight

237 Jones Rd

42

44

42

37

E1 Ecological

53

50

50

45

84 Yelgun Rd

44

45

44

39

Compliance

Noise compliance for SITG 2015 is as follows;
Table 19: SITG 2015 Noise compliance

Event noise dB LAeq (15min) exceeds criteria by
Location

Night
Day

Evening

Before
midnight

After
midnight

237 Jones Rd

+8

+10

+11

+12

E1 Ecological Jones Rd

+3

+16

+16

+7

84 Yelgun Rd

+2

+3

+2

-

Therefore, noise was found to be up to 12dB(A) above the criteria at the residential receiver
locations and up to 16dB(A) above the same criterion at the ecological monitoring location.
For reference noise compliance for SITG 2014 is reproduced as follows;
Table 20: SITG 2014 Noise compliance

Event noise dB LAeq (15min) exceeds criteria by
Location

Night
Day

Evening

Before
midnight

After
midnight

237 Jones Rd

+5

+9

+9

+9

E1 Ecological Jones Rd

-

-

-

-

84 Yelgun Rd

-

+3

+6

-

Therefore at 237 Jones Road, noise emissions from SITG 2015 were found to exceed the criteria
by an additional 3dB when compared to SITG 2014 (i.e. +12dB vs +9dB). At 84 Yelgun Road noise
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emissions were found to exceed by the same amount as SITG2014 for noise prior to 10pm, and by
a lesser amount for noise between 10pm and midnight.

7.4

Low frequency noise

Noise measurements have shown that low frequency (bass) noise levels assessed for SITG 2015
are similar to SITG 2014. Once again audible rattling of windows on the dwelling at 237 Jones Rd
was observed similar to that experienced for SITG 2014.
The original dB(A) noise criteria set for the event do not adequately capture the effect of low
frequency noise at the receiver locations, nor do they adequately represent the annoyance caused
by the repetitive nature of the bass content.
An indicator of the degree of low frequency (bass) content in the noise under investigation is the
difference between dB(A) and dB(C) noise levels. For the Splendour In The Grass 2015 event, the
difference in dB(A) and dB(C) at the receiver locations was measured to be predominantly
between 15 and 20dB. For many types of noise in NSW, 15dB or more difference between dB(A)
and dB(C) attracts a 5dB penalty for low frequency noise. Similarly, the intermittent/repetitive
nature of the noise would normally attract a 5dB penalty.
The low frequency noise emissions were found at times to be at least 25 to 30dB above the
background L90 noise levels in some low frequency bands. This was found to be similar to the
noise relative emissions for SITG 2014.
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8. Conclusion
A noise assessment has been conducted for noise from Splendour In The Grass 2015. The noise
was monitored at the residential receiver locations of 237 Jones Road Yelgun and 84 Yelgun Road
Yelgun, as well as the E1 ecological site at Jones Road Yelgun.
The assessment revealed that noise emanating from the event, particularly during the evening and
night periods, significantly impacted the amenity of the area.
Noise from the event was found to be up to 12dB(A) above the criteria at the residential receivers
and up to 16dB(A) above the criteria at the ecological site when assessed against the same
criterion.
However of greatest concern are the continued high levels of low frequency (bass) noise for the
event. The levels of low frequency noise were measured to be similar to that for the previous
Splendour In The Grass 2014 and dominated the acoustic amenity at the receiver locations.
If you should have any queries please do not hesitate to contact us.
Report Compiled by:

Mark Enersen B.Sc MAAS
Director
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