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April 8, 2013 
 
Cuesta Planning Consultants Inc. 
978 First Avenue West 
Owen Sound, ON  N4K 4K5 
 
Attn:  Mr. Michael Davis 
 
Re: Peer Review, Acoustical Study 

Hidden Quarry 
 Novus Project No. 12-0258 
 
 
 
Novus Environmental was retained by Cuesta Planning Consultants Inc. on behalf of the Township of 
Guelph/Eramosa to conduct a peer review of the noise and vibration assessment work conducted for 
the proposed James Dick Construction Ltd. “Hidden Quarry”, to be located in Rockwood, Ontario.  
This letter presents the results of our findings. 
 
In conducting our assessment the following information have been reviewed: 
 

 “Noise Impact Study, Project 11007, Hidden Quarry, Rockwood Ontario” prepared by 
Aercoustics Engineering Ltd. (AEL), dated November 19, 2012; 

 “Blast Impact Analysis, James Dick Hidden Quarry”, prepared by Explotech Engineering Ltd. 
(Explotech), dated November 19, 2012; 

 Ministry of the Environment (MOE) Publication NPC-205 noise guidelines for semi-rural 
areas; 

 MOE Publication NPC-232 noise guidelines for rural areas; 

 Township of Guelph/Eramosa Noise Bylaw 5001-05;  

 County of Wellington Official Plan, 1999 (Last Revision February 24, 2011);  

 Correspondence with Mr. David Grant, Aercoustics Engineering Ltd.; and 

 A site visit to the area of the proposed quarry. 
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1.0 Aercoustics Noise Impact Assessment 
 
We have reviewed the noise impact assessment prepared by AEL, and in general, are satisfied with the 
approaches taken.  However, we do have some comments and concerns with the analysis and 
conclusions. 
 
1.1 Criteria 
 
Novus is in agreement with the criteria selected.  MOE Publication NPC-205 “Class 2” and NPC-232 
“Class 3” limits apply to the residences in the area, as outlined in Table 1 of the AEL report. 
 
Receptor-specific limits for residences along Highway 7 were developed, based on road traffic noise 
modelling, for receptors R2, R10, R14, and R16.  While the report states on Page 4 that sample 
calculations are provided in Appendix C, the copy of the report provided does not include this 
information.  AEL provided this information via email, and Novus is in agreement with the guideline 
limits proposed. 
 
1.2 Receptor Height 
 
Page 6 of the AEL report notes that a receptor height of 1.5 m was used in the assessment. This is 
inconsistent with both MOE NPC-205 and NPC2-232 noise guidelines. 
 
NPC-205 defines the point of reception as “any point on the premises of a person where sound or 
vibration originating from other than those premises is received.”  NPC-232 defines it as any “point on 
the premises of a person within 30 m of a dwelling or a camping area, where sound or vibration 
originating from other than those premises is received.”   
 
The guidelines do not distinguish between “daytime” receptors and “night-time” receptors”.  Under 
the definitions, points of reception include first storey windows, upper-storey bedroom windows, and 
ground level outdoor amenity areas within 30 m of the residence.  It is important that upper storey 
bedroom windows be included in the analysis, as these locations receive less acoustical screening 
(mitigation) from berms and noise barriers, and thus can experience higher sound levels.  These 
receptor locations are typically modelled at a 4.5 m receptor height for second-storey windows. 
 
MOE Publication LU-131 – Noise Criteria for Land Use Planning is often used as a justification for 
using lower receptor heights. While LU-131 does identify daytime and night-time points of reception 
separately, it does not apply to the on-going permitting of operations at the proposed quarry, which 
must meet NPC-205 and NPC-232 requirements.  The Ministry of the Environment has been 
consistently clear that “night-time” points of reception such as bedroom windows should also be 
investigated during daytime hours from a permitting perspective under NPC-205 and NPC-232.  This 
was made explicit in the draft replacement NPC-300, which, while not in force, serves to illustrate the 
MOE’s position.  In the draft guideline, which is a replacement for both LU-131 and NPC-205, no 
differentiation is made between daytime and night-time receptors. 
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This is a major issue with the AEL analysis, as receptor height plays a crucial role in the effectiveness 
of noise berms and barriers.  However, many of the residences in the area are one storey, and therefore 
the conclusions of AEL analysis (that the facility will be in compliance) may be correct.  This needs to 
be confirmed to ensure compliance with the guidelines.  Based on a drive-by survey, the following 
receptor heights and locations should be used in the analysis: 
 
Receptor Heights and Locations for Noise Impact Assessment 
 
Receptor 

No. 
Location  NPC Area 

Classification 
No. Of 
Storeys 

Receptor Height and Location 
Per NPC‐205 / NPC‐232 

R1  Highway 7  Class 2  2  4.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property 

R2  Highway 7  Class 2  1  1.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property 

R3  6th Line  Class 3  1  1.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property within 30 m of house 

R4  6th Line  Class 3  2  4.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property within 30 m of house 

R5  6th Line  Class 3  2  4.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property within 30 m of house 

R6  7th Line  Class 3  1  1.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property within 30 m of house 

R7  7th Line  Class 3  2  4.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property within 30 m of house 

R8  7th Line  Class 3  2  4.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property within 30 m of house 

R9  7th Line  Class 3  1  1.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property within 30 m of house 

R10  Highway 7  Class 2  2  4.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property 

R11  6th Line  Class 3  1  1.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property within 30 m of house 

R12  Highway 7  Class 2  1  1.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property 

R13  Highway 7  Class 2  1  1.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property 

R14  Highway 7  Class 2  1  1.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property 

R15  5th Line  Class 2  1  1.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property 

R16  Highway 7  Class 2  1  1.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property 

R17  5th Line  Class 3  2  4.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property within 30 m of house 

R18  5th Line  Class 3  2  4.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property within 30 m of house 

R19  6th Line  Class 3  2  4.5 m at house; 1.5 m on property within 30 m of house 

 
 
 
Recommendation – the AEL analysis needs to be updated to reflect the appropriate receptor heights, 
to ensure that the applicable Ministry of the Environment noise guideline limits are met. 
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1.3 Construction Activity 
 
Novus is in agreement that noise from the “construction” aspects of the quarry operation, including 
striping of overburden and rehabilitation, are exempt from NPC-205 and NPC-232 noise guideline 
limits.   
 
Novus also agrees that the noise emissions from quarry equipment be restricted to meeting NPC-115 
limits, as applicable.  These restrictions should be listed in as part of the quarry’s operating plan.   
 
The prohibitions of the Township of Guelph/Eramosa Noise Bylaw 5001/05 would also apply to noise 
emissions, and is not addressed in the AEL report.  The bylaw requires that equipment be fitting with 
effective exhaust and/or intake muffling and be maintained in good working order.   
 
Recommendation – an Acoustic Audit by an independent third-party contractor be conducted 
during the first year of operation of the quarry, to ensure that the noise emissions from facility 
equipment meet NPC-115 limits. 
 
1.4 Noise Source Emission Rates 
 
Novus has reviewed the source emission rates used in the noise modelling.  The values are consistent 
with those typically used in these studies. It is uncertain if a tonal penalty has been applied to rock 
drilling noise.  Noise emissions from this equipment is typically tonal in nature, and under MOE 
Publication NPC-104, a +5 dB tonal penalty would be applied to the assessment of impacts.   
 
Recommendation  

- AEL to confirm if tonal penalties should apply to rock drilling, or if a specific non-tonal drill 
type will be used. 

- Tonality should be confirmed through an Acoustic Audit 
 
1.5 Modelling Results 
 
The modelling result provided in Table 6 of the AEL report show the proposed quarry to be in  
compliance with the applicable guideline limits.  However, these results are subject to the issues 
identified above (receptor height, guideline limits, tonality) and need to be updated.   
 
The quarry will be excavated in several phases.  The report does not indicate which phase was being 
assessed (or if the results are worst-case for all phases).  The report does not indicate where source 
equipment is being located within the quarry for noise modelling purposes.  Without this data, the 
accuracy of the noise modelling cannot be confirmed.   
 
In addition, the tabular format of the data does not allow for compliance with NPC-232 to be 
confirmed for receptors removed from Highway 7.  For these locations, the applicable limit needs to 
be met both at all points on the house, but also at all points at ground level within 30 m of the 
dwelling.  This can be addressed through providing noise contours (isopleths of equal noise levels) of 
the noise modelling results.  This can be easily accommodated using the Cadna/A noise model. 
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Recommendations  

- Update the results to address receptor height, guideline limits, etc., as discussed previously. 

- Update the analysis to show impacts for various phases of the excavation.  Ideally, provide 
the electronic Cadna/A noise model for peer review.  Alternatively, provide drawings 
showing the location of modelled noise sources for each phase of excavation. 

- Provide noise contours at a high of 1.5 m above grade to allow for confirmation of 
compliance with NPC-232.   

- An Acoustic Audit by an independent third-party contractor be conducted during the first 
year of operation of the quarry, to ensure that the noise emissions from facility operations 
meet NPC-205 and NPC-232 limits. 

 
 
2.0 Explotech Vibration Report  
 
Novus has reviewed the blasting vibration report produced by Explotech.  We are in agreement with 
the guidelines used; the assessment techniques used; and with the general conclusions of the study.  
 
We agree with the recommendations on Page 9 and Page 19 of the report, that blast monitoring should 
be used and that all blasts at the quarry be monitored at two locations.  Novus further recommends that 
the blast record information be made available to the Township for its review in the presence of 
vibration complaints.   
 
 
3.0 Conclusions 
 
From our review, we conclude that: 
 
 The Vibration Impact Assessment conducted by Explotech is adequate, and Novus agrees with the 

recommendations and conclusions.  Novus further recommends that the blast record information 
be made available to the Township for its review in the presence of vibration complaints.   
 

 The Noise Impact Assessment conducted by AEL has been reviewed.  Novus is generally in 
agreement with the approach taken; however, several issues have been identified which will need 
to be addressed to ensure that the facility is in compliance with the applicable noise guideline 
limits. 

 

 Novus recommended the following additional analysis be undertaken / additional information be 
provided by AEL: 

 

o Update the modelling to use 4.5 m receptor heights for daytime and night-time, in 
accordance with NPC-205 and NPC-232 requirements 

o Provide source locations used in the modelling for the extraction phases considered 
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o Provide noise contours at a 1.5 m and 4.5 m height for the various phases of extraction 
considered in the analysis, to allow for compliance with nPC-205 and NPC-232 to be 
confirmed. 

o Confirm if NPC-104 tonal penalties apply to the assessment of the rock drill 
o Ideally, provide the Cadna/A electronic noise modelling files for review 
 

 Novus also recommends that a third party acoustical audit be conducted during the first year of 
operation.  The audit would ensure that: 
 

o Noise emissions from the actual facility equipment meets NPC-115 requirements and are 
equal to or less than that used in the noise impact assessment; 

o The equipment is in good operating order, meeting the Township Noise Bylaw 
requirements; 

o The mitigation measures, including berms and barriers, outlined in the noise report are 
installed and in operation; and 

o The resulting noise impacts from facility operations are in compliance with NPC-205 and 
NPC-232 requirements. 

 
Such acoustic audits are often agreed to as part of conditions of approval.   
 

 
Should you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact us. 
 
Sincerely, 
Novus Environmental Inc. 

 
R. L. Scott Penton, P.Eng 
Principal 
 

R. L. S. PENTON

2013/04/08 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

August 21, 2013 
 
Cuesta Planning Consultants Inc. 
978 First Avenue West 
Owen Sound, ON  N4K 4K5 
 
Attn:  Mr. Michael Davis 
 
Re: Peer Review, Acoustical Study - Hidden Quarry 

Review of Revised Aercoustics Noise Report and Response to Comments 
 Novus Project No. 12-0258 
 
 
Novus Environmental was retained by Cuesta Planning Consultants Inc. on behalf of the Township of 
Guelph/Eramosa to conduct a peer review of the noise and vibration assessment work conducted for 
the proposed James Dick Construction Ltd. “Hidden Quarry”, to be located in Rockwood, Ontario.   
 
Our peer review results were previously documented in letter entitled “Peer Review, Acoustical Study, 
Hidden Quarry”, and dated April 8, 2013.  That letter outlined a number of recommendations for 
updates t the noise modelling and reporting for the quarry application. 
 
Subsequently, Aercoustics Engineering Ltd. (AEL) has conducted a re-assessment of impacts and 
provided a response to comments.  This work is documented in: 
 
  “Noise Impact Study, Project 11007, Hidden Quarry, Rockwood Ontario” prepared by 

Aercoustics Engineering Ltd. (AEL), dated May 24, 2013; and 

 AEL letter to James Dick Construction entitled “Response to Peer Review from Novus 
Environmental Inc. for Proposed Hidden Quarry in Rockwood, Ontario, dated April 8, 2013”, and 
dated May 24, 2013. 

 
1.0 Overall Review 
 
We have reviewed the updated noise impact assessment prepared by AEL, and their responses to our 
comments, and in general we are satisfied.  Based on the revised information, noise levels from the 
proposed quarry operations will meet the applicable guideline limits at all noise-sensitive points of 
reception. 
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2.0 Additional Recommendations Not Addressed in Revised Aercoustics 
Work 

 
Regardless of the above, based on the AEL report, compliance with the guideline limits is dependent 
on the use of noise mitigation, placement of equipment, and the use of “quiet” rock drills.   
 
In our original peer review, Novus recommended that a third party acoustical audit be conducted 
during the first year of operation.  The audit would ensure that: 

 
 Noise emissions from the actual facility equipment meets NPC-115 requirements and are equal 

to or less than that used in the noise impact assessment; 
 Noise emissions from the rock drill meet the maximum power level specification contained in 

Section 4 of the AEL report; 
 The equipment is in good operating order, meeting the Township Noise Bylaw requirements; 
 The mitigation measures, including berms and barriers, outlined in the noise report are installed 

and in operation; and 
 The resulting noise impacts from facility operations are in compliance with NPC-205 and 

NPC-232 requirements. 
 
Such acoustic audits are often agreed to as part of conditions of approval.   

 
An acoustic audit was not discussed in any of the AEL documentation provided, and we would still 
recommend that such an audit be agreed to.   

 
 
Should you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact us. 
 
Sincerely, 
Novus Environmental Inc. 

 
R. L. Scott Penton, P.Eng 
Principal 
 

R. L. S. PENTON

2013/08/21 

 

































































































































































































































 

 

10 August 2015 
 

James Dick Construction Limited 
14442 REGIONAL ROAD 50 
Address Line 2 
Bolton, Ontario, Canada 
L7E 5T4 

Attn:  Greg Sweetnam 

Re:  Proposed Hidden Quarry 
Noise Impact Study Report Addendum #1 

1 Introduction 
This letter serves as addendum #1 to the Noise Impact Study1 for the proposed Hidden 
Quarry development to address the following: 

1. Revised quarry floor elevation height for high spring water elevation level 
The high spring water level was measured to range from 346 masl to 354 masl 
across the site as shown in Figure 1. In the vicinity of the process plant location 
the high spring water level elevation is around 350 masl.  

A revision to the noise model was required to accommodate the quarry floor 
remaining above the high water table, specifically in the processing plant area 
where the quarry floor has increased from 349 masl to 351 masl. The noise 
model used conservative quarry floor levels of 355 masl in phases 1 and 3 and 
354 masl in phase 2. 

2. Changes to on-site truck haul routes for phases 
On-site truck haul routes for Phases 1, 2 and 3 have been updated based on the 
latest site plan.  

3. Updated location of processing plant and stockpile locations 
A minor reposition of the processing plant and stockpiles was implemented in 
the model to reflect the location shown on the latest site plan. 

                                                        
1
 Aercoustics report entitled “Hidden Quarry Noise Impact Study”, dated November 19, 2012, updated 

May 24, 2013. 
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2 Changes In Noise Controls 
To accommodate the above listed changes, the following general revisions to the noise 
controls were made: 

1) Quarry floor in the vicinity of the processing plant was changed from 349 masl to 
351 masl. 

2) The east portion of the 12 m stockpile shown on the site plan adjacent to the 
processing plant was extended to provide screening for R7.  

3) Removal of recommendation for direction of extraction. There is no requirement 
to use the working face as a noise control measure. Perimeter berming is will 
provide sufficient screening. 

3 Recommended Noise Controls 
With the above listed changes implemented, the following list presents the 
recommended noise control measures: 

1. 12m and 10m high stockpiles should be maintained in certain locations around 
the processing plant for each phase and stage.  The stockpile peaks should be 
located no further than 30m from the processing plant, and should be located 
such that, in plan, they block line-of-sight between processing plant equipment 
and sensitive receptors, as described in the table below: 

Table 1 Recommended Stockpile Height and Position 

Stockpiles Positioned To Shield 
Receptor IDs 

Minimum Stockpile 
Height (m) 

  

R1 and R15 to R18 10 

R3 to R7, R11 and R19 12 

This configuration is shown in Figure 2. 
 

2. A quiet drill with a maximum sound power rating of 112dBA should be used. This 
corresponds to a maximum sound pressure level rating of 75dBA at 30 meters.  

3. Earth berms should be constructed to the elevations shown and located as 
shown on Figure 2. 

4. The processing plant area should be established at an elevation of 351m, and a 
haul route trench connecting the processing plant area to the Stage 1 Phase 1 
extraction area should be excavated to the same 351m elevation. 

5. All construction equipment used in site preparation/construction must meet the 
sound emission standards defined in MOE publication NPC-115 and 
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Guelph/Eramosa Bylaw 5001/05.   The relevant background information on non-
stationary noise sources as well as publication NPC-115 is  given  in  MOE  
Model  Municipal  Noise  Control  Bylaw,  1978  as  well  as  the  sound  source 
exclusions defined in MOE publications NPC 205/232, 1995. 

4 Predicted Noise Levels 
Table 2 presents the predictable worst case noise levels at the receptors.   

Table 2 Predicted Worst-Case Noise Levels in dBA 

 Daytime (07:00 – 19:00) Early Morning (23:00 – 07:00) 

Receptor 
Overall Worst 

Case Predicted 
Sound Levels 

MOE or 
Calculated Sound 

Level Limit 

Overall Worst 
Case Predicted 
Sound Levels 

MOE or 
Calculated Sound 

Level Limit 

R01 50 50 36 45 

R02 49 51 33 45 

R03 45 45 27 40 

R04 41 45 25 40 

R05 41 45 22 40 

R06 39 45 21 40 

R07 39 45 22 40 

R08 41 45 22 40 

R09 42 45 23 40 

R10 48 53 32 45 

R11 42 45 24 40 

R12 49 50 33 45 

R13 48 50 31 45 

R14 48 53 32 45 

R15 45 50 32 45 

R16 49 57 35 45 

R17 41 45 28 40 

R18 43 45 32 40 

R19 45 45 27 40 
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5 Closure 
Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned if you have any questions. 

Yours Truly, 

 

 
Adam Collins, B.Eng., E.I.T.  
Aercoustics Engineering Limited 
 

 

 
Bob Rimrott, M.A.Sc., P.Eng.  
Aercoustics Engineering Limited 
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