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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

RWDI AIR Inc. (RWDI) was retained by James Dick Construction Limited (JDCL) to conduct an Air

Quality Assessment for the Proposed Hidden Quarry (the quarry) located in the Township of Guelph-
Eramosa, Wellington County (the Proposed Licensed Area), as shown on Figure 5.2. The purpose of this

study was to assess the potential air quality impacts from the quarry and provide recommendations to

ensure compliance with the applicable regulations and guidelines. This assessment conforms to that

required by the MOE when applying for an Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) (formally known as
a Certificate of Approval) under Section 9 of the Ontario Environmental Protection Act, and therefore the

following regulations and guidelines apply to the analysis:

� Ontario Regulation 419/05: Local Air Quality.

� Ministry of the Environment (MOE) Guideline A10: Procedure for Preparing an Emission

Summary and Dispersion Modelling Report.

� MOE Guideline A11: Air Dispersion Modeling Guideline for Ontario.

This report is part of an application by the Proponent for a Class A, Category 2 license for quarry

operations with excavation below the water table under the Aggregate Resources Act (ARA), as well as

for planning amendments under local planning documents in accordance with the Provincial Policy
Statement (PPS) and the Planning Act. This report is intended to be read in conjunction with the Site

Plan (Stovel and Associates Inc., January 19, 2012) and other reports and technical studies submitted as

part of JDCL’s application. The Site Plan is also subject to the prescribed conditions noted in the

Aggregate Resources Act of Ontario Provincial Standards.

The quarry operates with the processing capacity of 500 tonnes per hour and 700,000 tonnes per year of
finished aggregate. The operations identified and modelled in this air quality analysis included site

preparation, drilling, blasting, excavation, transportation, aggregate processing, shipping, and

rehabilitation.

For the purposes of estimating emissions from the facility, a maximum operating scenario was

considered. This scenario considered the above-water extraction phase, using the maximum processing
and shipping rates that the facility could be expected to achieve. This scenario was used as the basis for

the dispersion modelling analysis, which was conducted for 1-hour and 24-hour averaging times.

Emission rates were determined through published emission factors.

The facility is located on Part of Lot 1, Concession 6, in the Township of Guelph-Eramosa, Ontario, and is
surrounded by agricultural and rural industrial land uses under the Township of Guelph-Eramosa Zoning

By-Law, and rural land uses under the Town of Milton Zoning By-Law. The local terrain is relatively flat,

with low hills, and this was considered in the dispersion modelling analysis.

Noting the conservatisms in the analysis, RWDI believes that the predicted frequency of excursions is

within acceptable levels, provided the following recommendations are implemented:
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1. The quarry is limited to 12 hours of operation per day, from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm for site
preparation, drilling, blasting, excavation, processing operations and rehabilitation activities,
and 6:00 am to 6:00 pm for shipping operations.

2. The maximum processing rate of 6,000 tonnes per day is not exceeded.

3. Equipment-specific controls (tailpipe emission tiers, dust suppression, speed limits, etc.)
listed in Appendix B of this report will be implemented;

4. An Environmental Compliance Approval under Section 9 of the Environmental Protection Act
(EPA) will be obtained.

5. A Best Management Practices Plan will be developed and implemented.

6. The processing plant should be located approximately as shown in Figure 5.2B

7. Stripping of overburden should be limited to times when extraction, production and shipping
activities are well below the estimated peak rate of 6,000 tonnes per day.
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1 Introduction and Facility Description

1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF REPORT

RWDI AIR Inc. (RWDI) was retained by James Dick Construction Limited (JDCL) to conduct an Air
Quality Assessment for the Proposed Hidden Quarry (the quarry) located in the Township of Guelph-

Eramosa, Wellington County, as shown on Figure 5.2. The purpose of this study was to assess the

potential air quality impacts from the quarry and provide recommendations to ensure compliance with the

applicable regulations and guidelines. Two levels of assessment were performed:

� A compliance assessment that focused on emission sources that are subject to assessment

when applying for an Environmental Compliance Approval (formally known as a Certificate of

Approval) under Section 9 of the Ontario Environmental Protection Act; and,

� A comprehensive cumulative effects analysis that included all significant sources at the site and

background pollutant levels.

The following regulations and guidelines were applied to the analysis:

� Ontario Regulation 419/05: Local Air Quality.

� Ministry of the Environment (MOE) Guideline A10: Procedure for Preparing an Emission

Summary and Dispersion Modelling Report.

� MOE Guideline A11: Air Dispersion Modeling Guideline for Ontario.

For the cumulative effects analysis, the approach followed widely used practices for land use planning

studies and environmental assessments in Ontario.

This report is part of an application by the Proponent for a Class A, Category 2 license for quarry

operations with excavation below the water table under the Aggregate Resources Act (ARA), as well as
for planning amendments under local planning documents in accordance with the Provincial Policy

Statement (PPS) and the Planning Act. This report is intended to be read in conjunction with the Site

Plan (Stovel and Associates Inc., January 19, 2012) and other reports and technical studies submitted as

part of JDCL’s application.

This air quality assessment consisted of the following tasks:

� Review of the Site Plan, operational plans and data;

� Estimate air quality emissions from on-site operations;

� Estimate background levels of relevant pollutants;

� Estimate potential air quality impacts based on dispersion modelling performed according to
Ontario Regulation 419/05 requirements and MOE Guidelines;

� Model various air quality controls to obtain effective and practical control measures;

� Recommend appropriate air quality control measures.
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1.2 DESCRIPTION OF PROCESSES AND NAICS CODE(S)

The Hidden Quarry is a proposed aggregate operation, to be operated under a Class A, Category 2

license (quarry operations with excavation below the water table) under the ARA.

Operations at the proposed quarry operation will be conducted in two distinct stages:

� The first stage occurs above water, and involves site preparation, above-water extraction of
aggregate via front-end loader or excavator, transportation, processing, washing, stockpiling and

shipping, with a processing capacity of 500 tonnes per hour and 700,000 tonnes per year.

� The second stage of operations occurs at and below the water table, and involves underwater

drilling, blasting, and extraction of aggregate via dragline, dewatering, transportation, processing,

washing, stockpiling and shipping, also with a processing capacity of 500 tonnes per hour and
700,000 tonnes per year.

Ancillary processes at the site include fuel storage for on-site vehicles and shipping and maintenance

welding. The North American Industrial Classification System NAICS code for the facility is 212315,

Dolostone Mining and Quarrying.

1.3 DESCRIPTION OF PRODUCTS AND RAW MATERIALS

The quarry will produce finished aggregate products for asphalt, ready-mix and road base applications.

The raw material used by the quarry is dolostone obtained from the excavation operations. The initial

phase of the quarry will involve extraction, processing and shipping of sand and gravel from above the

dolostone formation.

Diesel fuel will be required for diesel-fired generating equipment.

1.4 PROCESS FLOW DIAGRAM

The typical process flow diagram for the processing plant is shown on Figure 1.4. It should be noted that

at any time, the precise flow of material may change between different pieces of processing equipment,
but the overall maximum processing rate remains constant.

1.5 OPERATING SCHEDULE

For purposes of this assessment, a full capacity, worst-case operating scenario was used as follows:

� Site preparation and rehabilitation activities occur from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm.

� Drilling, blasting, excavation and processing operations occur from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm; and,

� Shipping operations will occur from 6:00 am to 6:00 pm.

� The site will operate generally from April 1 to December 24.
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2 Initial Identification of Sources and Contaminants

Table 2.1 provides the Sources and Contaminants Identification Table for the quarry operations. The

term particulate matter (PM) refers to airborne dust and other particles less than 44 microns in diameter,
which can remain suspended in the air over relatively long distances. PM is further divided into size

fractions of interest, including total suspended particulate (TSP), suspended particulate matter with a

diameter of less than 10 microns (PM10), also known as inhalable PM, and suspended particulate matter

with a diameter of less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), also known as respirable PM.
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3 Contaminants and Sources Not Directly Assessed

3.1 CONTAMINANTS NOT DIRECTLY ASSESSED

The following are potential contaminants that were not directly assessed:

� Crystalline Silica;

� Trace metals; and,

� Combustion by-products other than oxides of nitrogen (NOX) and PM.

3.1.1 RATIONALE FOR ASSESSMENT

3.1.1.1 Crystalline Silica

The quarry will process dolostone. Dolotsone dust consists of a mixture of calcium and magnesium

carbonates, which do not have any specification limitations under the O. Reg. 419/05. Dolostone dust

may include small amounts of other non-metallic materials introduced from other aggregates contained as
anomalies in the rock. Of these materials, crystalline silica is of most interest with respect to air quality.

O Reg. 419/05 does not define a standard for crystalline silica by itself. However, the MOE does have a

24-hour guideline value for crystalline silica in PM10 of 5 µg/m³. This equates to 10% of the Interim

Ambient Air Quality Criteria for PM10. Therefore, if the silica concentration in the dolostone excavated and

processed at the quarry is below 10%, the guideline value will also be met. Based upon the chemical
analysis of the quarry, the average concentration of crystalline silica is well below the 10% threshold.

Therefore crystalline silica is expected to be adequately represented by PM10. To ensure this aspect of air

quality standard is met, the silica content will be monitored as part of the normal chemical analysis of

particulate matter at the site.

3.1.1.2 Trace Metals

With regard to trace metals and other possible contaminants contained within dust generated at a

dolostone quarry operation, the MOE’s guidance in its “Procedure for Preparing an Emission Summary

and Dispersion Modelling Report, Version 3” was followed. Table 7-3 of the procedure document

identifies non-metallic mineral mining and quarrying operations as sectors where metals in the fugitive
particulate matter are generally not anticipated. Based on this guidance, trace metals were not assessed

explicitly.

3.1.1.3 Combustion By-Products

With respect to emissions of combustion by-products from on-site mobile equipment and the drag-line,
the principal contaminants of interest are typically nitrogen oxides (NOx), PM2.5, PM10, and TSP and these

are used as surrogates for all products of combustion.
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3.2 SOURCES NOT DIRECTLY ASSESSED IN CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ASSESSMENT

The following sources were not directly assessed:

� Overburden stripping and rehabilitation operations;

� Below water drilling and blasting operations;

� Extraction and stockpiling of shot rock from below water operations;

� Wash plant;

� Wind erosion of aggregate storage piles;

� On-site storage tanks and facilities used for fuelling on-site vehicles; and,

3.2.1 RATIONALE FOR ASSESSMENT

3.2.1.1 Emissions from Overburden Stripping & Rehabilitation

Removal and hauling of overburden is expected to occur only at times when extraction, production and
shipping of aggregate are relatively low. The total on-site level of activity is expected to be lower than

that during peak extraction, production and shipping. As such, peak extraction, production and shipping,

with no coincident overburden removal represents the worst-case operating scenario to be assessed as

required under Section 10 of O. Reg. 419/05. Removal of overburden does not represent the worst-case
operating scenario and therefore was not assessed.

In addition, stripping of overburden normally involves material that has inherently high moisture content.

A review of literature on continuous soil measurements, included in Appendix C, indicates that the 95th

percentile low soil moisture level was 20% by volume (approximately 13% by mass). These values are

from a study done in Illinois; however RWDI believes that the measurements provide a suitable surrogate
for soils in south-western Ontario. Given the moist, organic, loam nature of the material, a review of the

emission factors provided in U.S. EPA AP-42 Chapter 13.2.4: Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles for

these activities suggest that with elevated moisture content (in this case greater than 13%), the potential

emissions of particulate matter are insignificant compared to site-wide emissions during peak extraction,
production and shipping.

3.2.1.2 Below-Water Blasting and Extraction Operations;

Once the initial above-water phase of the quarry is complete, blasting, extraction and temporary

stockpiling (for initial dewatering) activities will be performed below water. As a result, emissions of

particulate are considered to be insignificant, as they will be conducted in a saturated environment.
Emissions from the dragline would consist of products of combustion from the on-board engine, which

were included in the modelling of NOx emissions, but particulate emissions would not be significant as

the material handled would be saturated with water. Combustion by-product emissions from the dragline

were included in the assessment of nitrogen oxides.
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3.2.1.3 Wash Plants

The wash plant and associated stackers are saturated with water, therefore are not considered to be

significant sources of PM emissions.

3.2.1.4 Aggregate Storage Piles

Wind erosion from exposed pit faces and stockpile areas is relatively infrequent, occurring only when the
wind is high and conditions are dry. Wind erosion begins to occur when the wind gusts exceed 15 to 20

km/h and becomes significant when the gusts exceed about 30 km/h. As discussed in Section 6.1.1,

winds above 30 km/h occur less than 2% of the time during the summer. If surfaces are wet due to

rainfall or other precipitation, then wind erosion will not occur. Overall, wind erosion is expected to occur

less than 2% of time.

Furthermore, the aggregate produced at the quarry will be washed. As a result, emission of particulate

matter due to wind erosion of aggregate storage piles is expected to be insignificant.

JDCL will also develop a Best Management Practice Plan (BMPP), which will serve as a guideline for dust

management practices at the facility. As Section 7.4.1 of MOE Guideline A10 allows for the exclusion of
stockpiles when a BMPP is in place, and given the washed nature of the aggregate, emissions from the

aggregate stockpiles are expected to be insignificant.

3.2.1.5 On-Site Fuel Storage Tanks and Facilities Used for Fuelling On-Site Vehicles;

Table B-3 of MOE Guideline A10, Procedure for Preparing an ESDM Report, Version 2.0, July 2005, lists

specific examples of sources that emit contaminants in negligible amounts. On-site storage tanks and
facilities used for fuelling on-site vehicles are listed on Table B-3 and were deemed to be negligible for

the purposes of this assessment.

3.3 SOURCES NOT DIRECTLY ASSESSED IN COMPLIANCE ASSESSMENT

3.3.1 SOURCES NOT ASSESSED

For the compliance assessment, several additional sources were not directly assessed. These sources

include:

� Fugitive dust emissions from paved and unpaved internal haul roads;

� Fugitive dust emissions from unpaved internal haul roads;

� Haul truck and mobile equipment tailpipe emissions; and,

� Shipping truck tailpipe emissions.
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3.3.2 RATIONALE FOR ASSESSMENT

3.3.2.1 Fugitive Dust Emissions from Paved and Unpaved Internal Haul Roads

JDCL will develop a Best Management Practice Plan, which will serve as a guideline for dust

management practices at the facility. With the implementation of this plan, the facility is exempt from

assessing particulate emissions from paved roadways, unpaved roadways, and aggregate storage piles
located on-site, as per guidance in Section 7.4.1 of MOE Guideline A10.

3.3.2.2 Tailpipe Emissions from Trucks and Mobile Equipment

On-site mobile equipment contributes combustion by-product emissions but is not subject to the

compliance assessment, as Section 5 of Regulation 419/05 states that “this Regulation does not apply to
discharges of contaminants from motor vehicles”. Motor vehicle engine exhaust emissions are addressed

through federal regulations that have resulted in declining exhaust emissions over the past few decades

and will result in continued declines in the coming years.
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4 Operating Conditions, Emission Estimating and Data Quality

4.1 DESCRIPTION OF OPERATING CONDITIONS

Section 10 of O. Reg. 419/05 states that, for the purposes of an air quality assessment, an acceptable
operating scenario to consider is one that would result, for a given contaminant, in the highest

concentration of that contaminant at a point of impingement that the facility is capable of causing. To

satisfy this requirement, a worst-case production scenario was developed for the quarry. This scenario,

described in Section 1.2, and shown on Figure 1.4, represents the maximum processing and shipping
rates that the facility could be expected to achieve.

As noted in Section 3.2.2.2, once the initial above-water stage of the quarry is complete, blasting,

extraction and temporary stockpiling (for initial dewatering) activities will be performed below water. As a

result, emissions of particulate matter from these activities are considered to be insignificant, as they will

be conducted in a water-saturated environment. Therefore, the maximum operating scenario considered
the maximum processing and shipping rates that the facility could be expected to achieve, including

extraction, handling, hauling, processing and shipping of aggregate during above-water operations. The

quarry operations were then broken down into three emission scenarios.

4.1.1 SCENARIO 1 – COMPLIANCE MODELLING

A compliance model run was performed to determine whether the quarry would be able to obtain an

Environmental Compliance Approval. This scenario does not include fugitive dust from paved and

unpaved haul routes, as well as tailpipe emissions from trucks and heavy equipment, as discussed in

Section 3.3.

The option exists to use conveyors to move material from working face to the processing plant,

4.1.2 SCENARIO 2 – CUMULATIVE EFFECTS MODELLING – CONVEYORS FROM FACE

This scenario included fugitive dust and tail pipe emissions from mobile equipment at the site, and

considers the use of conveyors for transporting raw material from the working face to the primary crusher.

As a conservative simplification, emissions from the transfer of the material onto the conveyor were
represented by the same haul truck loading emission estimate of the third scenario, while emissions from

the conveyor drop into the primary crusher are represented by the emission estimate from the third

scenario for trucks dumping into the grizzly feeder at the primary crusher.

4.1.3 SCENARIO 3 – CUMULATIVE EFFECTS MODELLING – HAUL TRUCKS

This scenario includes fugitive dust and tail pipe emissions from mobile equipment at the site, and

considers on-site haul trucks to transport raw material from the working face to the primary crusher.
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4.2 EXPLANATION OF METHOD USED TO CALCULATE THE EMISSION RATE

Emission rates from sources included in this assessment were estimated using the methodologies

discussed in the following sections. Information supporting these estimates is provided in Appendix B.

4.2.1 HAUL TRUCK LOADING AND DUMPING OPERATIONS

PM emissions from loading of haul trucks and dumping at the grizzly were estimated using emission
factors from the U.S. EPA Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42) Chapter 13.2.4:

Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles. A moisture value of 5% was used to reflect the high moisture

content of material taken directly from the working face. This is consistent with RWDI’s experience at

sand and gravel operations in Southern Ontario.

The amount of aggregate material handled at any given location was assumed to be equivalent to the
anticipated maximum hourly extraction rate for the site.

Truck loading and dumping emissions vary with wind speed, and were calculated on an hourly basis

using the meteorological data set processed for use with the AERMOD dispersion model. For the

purposes of the tables included in this report, a range of wind speeds were used to provide representative
values for reporting purposes.

Appendix B provides a summary of the sources, emission factors, and control measures applied to each

material handling source.

4.2.2 PROCESSING OPERATIONS

PM emissions from processing operations were estimated using emission factors from the U.S. EPA AP-
42 Chapter 11.19.2: Crushed Stone Processing and Pulverized Mineral Processing. Processing

operations at the quarry include crushing, screening, conveying and loading of trucks via front end loader.

For the primary and secondary crushers, AP-42 does not provide an emission factor for TPM emissions.

Thus, the emission factor for tertiary crushing was used. This is considered to be a conservative
assumption, since tertiary crushing involves crushing of smaller stone-sizes, which typically generates

more dust than primary and secondary crushing.

The material being processed will have high inherent moisture content. Water sprays will be utilized for

supplemental moisture if required. Therefore the “controlled” emission factors provided in AP-42 have

been used.

Appendix B provides a summary of the sources, emission factors, and control measures applied to each

processing source.

4.2.3 SHIPPING OPERATIONS

PM emissions from loading of shipping trucks were estimated using emission factors from AP-42 Chapter
13.2.4: Aggregate Handling and Storage Piles. The moisture values for the material handled were based

on the mean values provided in Chapter 13.2.4 for limestone products.
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The amount of aggregate material handled at each location was assumed to be equivalent to the
production rate of the material stockpiled at that location. A supplemental control efficiency of 90% was

applied to reflect the washed nature of the aggregate.

Truck loading emissions vary with wind speed, and were calculated on an hourly basis using the

meteorological data set processed for use with the AERMOD dispersion model. For the purposes of the
tables included in this report, a range of wind speeds were used to provide representative values for

reporting purposes.

Appendix B provides a summary of the sources, emission factors, and control measures applied to each

material handling source.

4.2.4 FUGITIVE DUST EMISSIONS FROM PAVED INTERNAL HAUL ROADS

Emission factors from Chapter 13.2.1 of AP-42 were used to predict the emission rates shipping truck

traffic on the paved internal haul roads. These roads consist of a paved site entrance, a paved loop

around the processing plant.

The paved section was estimated to have average silt loading of 1.2 g/m², which is lower than the mean
value for quarry sites provided on Table 13.2.1-3 of AP-42. Past experience indicates that this is

achievable on industrial paved roads using intensive flushing / sweeping programs.

Appendix B provides a summary of the sources, emission factors, and control measures applied to each

internal haul road.

4.2.5 FUGITIVE DUST EMISSIONS FROM UNPAVED INTERNAL HAUL ROADS

Emission factors from Chapter 13.2.2 of AP-42 were used to predict the emission rates from quarry truck

traffic on the unpaved internal haul roads. These roads consist of unpaved quarry truck haul routes

between the working faces and the processing plant.

The silt loading values were based on values provided in AP-42, and is supported by studies done by
RWDI at various sites across Ontario. The unpaved haul routes were estimated to have an average silt

loading of approximately 8.3%.

In addition, watering of the unpaved haul routes, combined with a posted and monitored speed limit of 25

km/h, was estimated to provide 95% control of emissions compared to a dry haul route with no speed

limit, based on information provided in AP-42 and in literature supporting AP-42. These values reflect the
implementation of the Best Management Practices Plan.

Appendix B provides a summary of the sources, emission factors, and control measures applied to each

internal haul road.

4.2.6 Diesel-Fired Drag Line Emissions

Emissions from the diesel-fired drag-line unit were estimated using emissions factors from Chapter 3.3 of

AP-42: Gasoline and Diesel Industrial Engines. The drag-line engine is a 500 hp unit, and operates at a
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load factor of 53%, which accounts for the fact that the unit does not operate at maximum power output
for an entire hour. The load factor is based on information contained in the supporting documentation for

the U.S. EPA NONROAD emission model.1

4.2.7 TRUCK AND HEAVY EQUIPMENT TAILPIPE EMISSIONS

Emissions from the loaders and quarry haul trucks were estimated using Tier 3 emission limits from the
U.S. EPA. New loaders and haul trucks already meet the Tier 3 standards, thus by the time operations at

the proposed quarry commence, it is assumed that equipment at the site will comply with the Tier 3

standards. The loaders at the working face and at the plant are assumed to be similar to a Caterpillar

988, with a rated power output of 414 kW. The quarry haul trucks are assumed to be similar to a

Caterpillar 770 class off-highway truck, with a rated power output of 381 kW. A load factor of 48% was
applied to the loaders, while a load factor of 58% was applied to the quarry haul trucks. The load factors

are representative values, based on information contained in the supporting documentation for the U.S.

EPA NONROAD emission model.1

4.2.8 SHIPPING TRUCK TAILPIPE EMISSIONS

Tailpipe emissions from shipping trucks were estimated using short-haul truck emission factors from the

U.S. EPA MOVES emission model. This model provides emissions on a gram per vehicle kilometer

travelled basis. A shipping truck traffic volume of 13round trips (26 passes) per hour was used, which is

consistent with the peak hour indicated in the Cole Engineering Draft Traffic Impact Study. The haul

route length is based on the distance between the processing plant and various working faces in several
locations within each operating phases.

4.3 SAMPLE CALCULATION FOR EACH METHOD

4.3.1 HAUL TRUCK LOADING AND DUMPING OPERATIONS

The equations from Chapter 13.2.4 are used to estimate potential emissions of material handling
operations related to material handling at the working face during above-water extraction. For this

sample calculation of TSP emissions, the appropriate particle size multiplier is 0.74. The moisture value

was set at 5%, which is characteristic of material being taken directly from the working face. The hourly

handling rate was assumed to be 500 tonnes per hour, which is equivalent to the maximum hourly

production rate for the quarry. For this sample calculation, a sample wind speed of 5 m/s was chosen.
Refer to Appendix B for a summary of emission rate calculations for material handling operations.

1."Median Life, Annual Activity, and Load Factor Values for Nonroad Engine Emissions Modeling" EPA-
420-R-10-016, NR-005d, July 2010.
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4.3.1.1 Material Handling Emission Factor (HTL):

4.1

3.1

2

2.2
0016.0

















=
M

U

kE

E = emission factor (kilograms per metric tonne of material handled)

k = particle size multiplier (dimensionless).
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M = material moisture content (%)
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4.3.1.2 Material Handling Emission Rate:
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4.3.2 PROCESSING OPERATIONS

The processing operation emission rates are dependent on the amount of material being handled as well

as the control efficiency. Below is a sample calculation for the processing operations, reflective of typical

operations. Refer to Appendix B for a summary of emission rate calculations for processing operations.

4.3.2.1 Screen Deck (SC1) Emission Rate
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4.3.3 SHIPPING OPERATIONS

The equations from Chapter 13.2.4 are used to estimate potential emissions of material handling

operations related to shipping of finished aggregate. For this sample calculation of TSP emissions, the

appropriate particle size multiplier is 0.74. The moisture value was set at 2.1%, which is the mean of the

values presented in AP-42. The hourly handling rate was estimated to be 75 tonnes per hour at load-out
area 1. For this sample calculation, a sample wind speed of 5 m/s was chosen. In addition, a
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supplemental control factor of 90% was applied to reflect the washed nature of the finished aggregate.
Refer to Appendix B for a summary of emission rate calculations for material handling operations.

4.3.3.1 Material Handling Emission Factor (LOADOUT1):
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E = emission factor (kilograms per metric tonne of material handled)

k = particle size multiplier (dimensionless).

U = average hourly wind speed (m/s)

M = material moisture content (%)
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4.3.3.2 Material Handling Emission Rate:
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4.3.4 FUGITIVE DUST EMISSIONS FROM PAVED INTERNAL HAUL ROADS

Sample calculations of PM emissions from shipping traffic on the paved entrance ramp are proved below.
Emissions for the paved shipping haul route around the processing plant were calculated analogously.

For the paved shipping truck route, the particle size multiplier (k), varies with aerodynamic particle size

range, and for TSP, k = 3.23. As discussed in Section 4.2.4, the silt loading value was set at 1.2 g/m².

This sample calculation reflects the average weight of empty and loaded trucks, with a vehicle weight of

33 tonnes (36 tons), a haul route length of approximately 75m, and the traffic volume of 13round trips (26
passes) per hour, which is consistent with the maximum hour indicated in the Cole Engineering Draft

Traffic Impact Study.

4.3.4.1 Paved Haul Road Emission Factor (Shipping Trucks)

( ) ( ) 02.191.0 WsLkE =

E = emission factor (grams per vehicle kilometre travelled, or vkt)
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k = particle size multiplier (dimensionless).

sL = road surface silt loading (g/m²)

W = average weight of the vehicles traveling the road (US short tons)

( )( ) ( )
vkt

g
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4.3.4.2 Paved Haul Road Emission Rate (Paved Entrance Ramp)
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4.3.5 FUGITIVE DUST EMISSIONS FROM UNPAVED INTERNAL HAUL ROADS

Sample calculations of PM emissions from the unpaved internal haul road between one of the working

faces and the processing plant are proved below. Emissions from the unpaved haul roads between the
other working faces and the processing plant were calculated analogously.

For the unpaved internal haul road, the particle size multiplier (k), varies with aerodynamic particle size

range, and for suspended particulate matter, k = 4.9. As discussed in Section 4.2.5, the silt loading value

was set at 8.3%. The vehicle weight in this case reflects empty and loaded quarry trucks travelling along

the same haul routewith a vehicle weight of 49 tonnes (54 tons). The sample calculation provided below
reflects quarry operations at the further point inPhase 1 from the processing plant, giving a haul route

length of approximately 600m. The peak traffic volume was estimated to be 14 round trips (28passes)

per hour, based on the hourly production rate and the haul truck payload capacity. Lastly, a 95% control

was applied to the emission factor to account for the implementation of a Best Management Practices
Plan, with speed limit reductions, regular watering of the haul route, and monitoring procedures.

4.3.5.1 Unpaved Haul Road Emission Factor (Quarry Trucks to SE Portable Plant)

E = emission factor (grams per vehicle kilometre travelled)

k = particle size multiplier (dimensionless).

s = road surface(s) silt material content (%)

W = average weight of the vehicles traveling the road (US short tons)

CE = emission control efficiency (%)
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4.3.6 DIESEL-FIRED DRAG-LINE EMISSIONS

Sample calculations for this source are provided in Appendix B.

4.3.7 TRUCK AND HEAVY EQUIPMENT TAILPIPE EMISSIONS

Sample calculations for this source are provided in Appendix B.

4.3.8 SHIPPING TRUCK TAILPIPE EMISSIONS

Sample calculations for this source are provided in Appendix B.

4.4 ASSESSMENT OF DATA QUALITY FOR EACH EMISSION RATE

The assessment of data quality for each emission rate is provided on Table 5.1, and is generally based

on the AP-42 data quality ratings. In general, the emission data quality ratings for the processing sources
are equivalent to a “Marginal” rating as per Section 8.3 of MOE Guideline A10. The emission factors

used, and the data quality rating assigned to those factors do reflect the best available data for these

types of sources, and are accepted by the MOE for air quality assessments of this nature.

The calculated emission rates for material handling had a data quality rating of “C” for the operations at

the working face and “B” for shipping operations. The “C” rating is applied due to the absence of site-
specific moisture or silt data. This translates to an “Average” and “Above-Average” rating respectively, as

per Section 8.3 of MOE Guideline A10.

The calculated emission rates for the unpaved haul routes had a data quality rating of “B”, while the

calculated emission rates for the paved haul routes had a data quality rating of “A”. This translates to an
“Above-Average” rating as per Section 8.3 of MOE Guideline A10.

The calculated emission rates for the drag line had a data quality rating of “D”, which translates to an

“Marginal” rating as per Section 8.3 of MOE Guideline A10.

The calculated tailpipe emission rates for the heavy equipment and highway trucks have been assigned a

data quality rating of “Above-Average” rating as they are based on the U.S. EPA NONROAD and MOVES
models.
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5 Source Summary Table and Property Plan

5.1 SOURCE SUMMARY TABLE

Table 5.1 in the Tables Section provides the Source Summary Table for the quarry.

5.2 SITE PLAN

Figure 5.2 provides an overview of operational areas and potential receptors at the quarry.

905-
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6 Dispersion Modelling

Dispersion modelling for the facility was conducted using the estimated emission rates discussed in the

preceding section in conjunction with the AERMOD dispersion model to predict concentrations of all
contaminants at points of impingement along the property line and beyond. This modelling was

conducted for the three scenarios described in Section 4.1.

Sources were modelled as a series of volume sources with parameters based on information obtained

from the Site Plan and typical dimensions of processing equipment and vehicles used at other facilities of
this nature. The modelled source parameters are consistent with guidance from the NSSGA2. Internal

haul roads were modelled as adjacent volume sources, also in accordance with guidance from the

National Sand Stone and Gravel Association and the U.S. EPA.

6.1 DISPERSION MODELLING INPUT SUMMARY TABLE

Table 6.1 in the Tables Section provides the Dispersion Modelling Input Summary Table for the facility.
Additional information on specific elements of the modelling analysis is provided in the following sections.

6.1.1 METEOROLOGICAL CONDITIONS

Under O. Reg. 419/05 the MOE provides a series of pre-processed meteorological data sets for use in

dispersion modelling assessments in Ontario. These data sets use surface observations and upper air
data from airports that represent major geographical areas of Ontario. While these data sets are the

MOE’s preferred option for conducting dispersion modelling assessments, they do not necessarily reflect

localized conditions, and therefore a discussion of the dispersion modelling data sets and a discussion of

more localized meteorological conditions is provided here. For this assessment, the meteorological data

from London shows good agreement with the local data, as discussed below.

The quarry is located in the Township of Eramosa and, therefore, the West Central Region meteorological

data set is recommended by the MOE for use at this site. This includes surface(s) data from London,

Ontario and upper air data from White Lake, Michigan. Within each region, the MOE provides alternative

data sets with the choice of data set depending on the character of the terrain at the study site. The area
surrounding the quarry is typically agricultural with some wooded areas and residences in the vicinity of

the site. The default data set for “crops” was used based on the land use patterns surrounding the site,

as this data set is expected to produce more conservative estimates.

To get information on wind climate at the study site, historical data reported by Environment Canada were

examined for the Guelph Turfgrass Institute and the Region of Waterloo International Airport. Wind
roses, and the relative location of these stations to the quarry, are shown on Figure 6.1.

Data from the Guelph Turfgrass Institute is not complete for the period of record, so data from the Region

of Waterloo International Airport were used to determine the potential for wind erosion, and to

characterize the wind climate for the area. Data from the Guelph Turfgrass Institute is useful however, in
that it shows a general tendency towards lower average wind speeds than observed at the Region of

2“Modelling Fugitive Dust Sources”, National Stone, Sand & Gravel Association, Alexandria, VA., 2004.
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Waterloo International Airport, which in turn shows lower average wind speeds than observed at the
London International Airport. This suggests that using the Region of Waterloo International Airport data

to discuss the potential for wind erosion is conservative, and that using the data from London

International Airport for the modelling assessment is also appropriate.

During the summer season, corresponding to the peak production period for the quarry, the wind most
often comes from the west, west-northwest and northwest (about 26% of the time in total). Winds from

the south through west-southwest are also relatively common (about 25% of the time). The least

common winds are from south easterly and north easterly directions.

Strong winds (greater than 30 km/h) are predominantly from the west during the summer, but also come

from the southwest, west-southwest and west-northwest. Altogether, winds above 30 km/h occur only
1.7% of the time during the summer.

6.1.2 AREA OF MODELLING COVERAGE

The area of modelling coverage was designed to meet the requirements outlined in O. Reg. 419/05,

section 14. A multi-tiered receptor grid was developed with reference to Section 7.2 of the Air Dispersion
Modelling Guideline for Ontario, Version 2.0, March, 2009; therefore, interval spacing was dependent on

the receptor distance from on-site sources. Meteorological anomalies were removed as per Section 6.6

of MOE Guideline A11.

In addition, 18 discrete receptor locations were included in the assessment. These receptors represent

residences near the quarry.

6.1.3 STACK HEIGHT FOR CERTAIN NEW SOURCES OF CONTAMINANT

On-site emissions are not routed through stacks; therefore, this section of Reg. 419/05 does not apply to

this report.

6.1.4 TERRAIN DATA

Terrain information for the area surrounding the facility was obtained from the MOE Ontario Digital

Elevation Model Data web site. The terrain data is based on the North American Datum 1983 (NAD83)

horizontal reference datum. These data were run through the AERMAP terrain pre-processor to estimate

base elevations for receptors and to help the model account for changes in elevation of the surrounding

terrain. Base elevations for sources are based on information contained on the Site Plan and are
assumed to be at the elevation of the first lift.

6.1.5 AVERAGING PERIODS USED

Ontario’s regulation on Local Air Quality (Reg. 419/05) uses a phased approach to implementation of

contaminant standards. Originally, the regulation had three schedules of standards, with the first two
being applicable during interim phase-in periods (up to 2010 for Schedule 1 and 2010 to 2013 for

Schedule 2, for most types of facilities). For this study, the fully phased-in contaminant standards

(Schedule 3) have been used. The relevant averaging time for the Schedule 3 standard for TSP is 24-
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hours. The relevant averaging times for the Schedule 3 standard for NOx are 1-hour and 24-hours.
PM10 and PM2.5 do not currently have standards in O. Reg. 419/05, but they do have air quality criteria

that, like TSP, are based on an averaging time of 24 hours.

6.2 LAND USE ZONING DESIGNATION PLAN

The quarry is located on Part of Lot 1, Concession 6, in the Township of Guelph-Eramosa, in the County
of Wellington. The property is bordered to the south by Highway 7, which forms the boundary between

the Township of Guelph-Eramosa and the Town of Milton. The site is presently zoned Agricultural. The

Proponent is filing applications for the appropriate Official Plan and Zoning By-Law Amendments. The

neighbouring land uses include agricultural and rural industrial, under the Township of Guelph-Eramosa

Zoning By-Law, and Rural under the Town of Milton Zoning By-Law.

6.3 CRITERIA

Table 6.3 in the Tables Section provides the criteria used in the compliance assessment and cumulative

effects assessments.

6.4 AMBIENT CONCETRATIONS

The compliance assessment predicted the impact of the quarry emission sources at and beyond the

property boundary of the facility. The comprehensive cumulative effects assessment went a step further

and considered how predicted impacts from the quarry sources would combine with ambient air pollutant

levels to produce an overall impact at sensitive off-site receptors. Pollutant concentrations in ambient air

can be attributed to two distinct elements:

1. Non-Background (locally significant emissions sources): Emissions from large industrial

sources, mobile sources, and other miscellaneous sources that result in acute spatial

variation of in-air pollutant concentrations on a local scale (e.g., large combustion sources,

industrial process emissions, major highways).

2. Miscellaneous other sources, including smaller industries; agricultural activities, residential

and commercial sources; traffic on the local road network; rail traffic; and long-range

transport of pollutants from other regions. These sources can be approximated by spatially

uniform in-air pollutant concentrations on a local scale.

With respect to non-background sources, there are no such sources within 5 kilometres of the quarry.
Therefore the primary contributors to the ambient air pollutant levels are the more ubiquitous sources,

including vehicle traffic on Highway 7, rail traffic on the line to the north of the quarry, agricultural activities

and emissions from residential and commercial sources in Rockwood and the surrounding areas. Long

range transport of fine particulate (PM2.5) also contributes to the ambient air pollutant levels.

Therefore, estimating the overall impact at sensitive off-site receptors required an estimate of background

pollutant levels, which was based on historical monitoring data from a representative monitoring site.

Although the monitoring site in Guelph is located in a more urbanized environment, with some non-

background sources located within several kilometers of the monitor, this provides a more conservative
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estimate of ambient air pollutant levels. Given the proximity of the station to the quarry, and the
conservativeness of the data, it is a suitable site for this assessment.

The cumulative effects assessment used a simplified approach to estimating the credible worst-case

cumulative concentration at off-site locations. In this approach the maximum modelled contribution from

quarry emission sources was added to an estimate of the maximum coincident background concentration.
Consistent with widespread practice in Ontario, the 90th percentile level from the historical monitoring data

was used to represent the maximum coincident background level. This excludes the upper 10thpercentile

of background data, which are related to events that are unlikely to occur at the same time as the

predicted maximum contribution from the quarry sources under worst-case weather conditions.

Background PM2.5 levels were based on a 5-year average of the annual 90th percentile hourly
concentration measured at the MOE monitoring station in Guelph (14.8 µg/m³). The Guelph monitoring

station is located less than 15km upwind of the site, and as it is located in a more urban setting, it is

expected to provide a more conservative estimate of background concentrations.

Background TSP was derived from the PM2.5 data for Guelph, based on an estimated PM2.5/ TSP ratio of

0.30. This value came from a published study of 500 monitoring sites in the US.3 The resulting 90th

percentile background concentration is 49 µg/m³.

Background PM10 was also derived from the PM2.5 data for the Guelph, based on an estimated PM2.5/

PM10 ratio of 0.54 from the study noted above. The resulting 90th percentile background concentration is

27 µg/m³.

Background O3 concentrations were obtained from the MOE monitoring station in Guelph. A 5-year

average of the annual 90th percentile hourly and daily concentrations was adopted.

NO2 concentrations were not measured at the Guelph station prior to 2010, so data from the MOE

monitoring station in Kitchener were used for the years prior to 2010. NO2 levels in Kitchener in 2010

were similar to but slightly higher than in Guelph, and therefore it is expected that using NO2 data from
Kitchener will be conservative, and is therefore appropriate. The MOE does not provide 90th percentile

values of the 24-hour average concentrations, therefore, as a conservative simplification, the 90th

percentile 1-hour average concentration was used as the 24-hour value.

The data used in this assessment has been summarized on Table 6.4.

6.5 CONVERSION OF NOX TO NITROGEN DIOXIDE

NOX in diesel exhaust is composed primarily of nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). The

composition of diesel exhaust shortly after combustion is dominated by nitric oxide (NO). However, once

the exhaust is emitted to the atmosphere and begins to mix with outside air, some of the NO is oxidized in

reactions with other pollutants (principally ground-level ozone, O3) to produce NO2.

3Ramona Lali, Michaela Kendall, Kazuhiko Ito, and George D. Thurston, “Estimation of historical annual PM2.5
exposures for health effects assessments “, Atmospheric Environment, Volume 38, Issue 31, October 2004, Pages
5217-5226



Proposed Hidden Quarry
Report #1201429
September 6, 2012 Page 21

Reputation Resources Results Canada | USA | UK | UAE | India | China www.rwdiair.com

For the purposes of this assessment, the Ozone Limiting Method (OLM) was used to estimate the
maximum short-term NO2 concentrations resulting from emissions of NOX. The 1-hour and 24-hr

concentrations of NOX predicted by AERMOD were compared to the average 90th percentile measured

ambient ozone concentration for years 2006-2010 from the MOE ambient monitoring station in Guelph.

A factor of 0.10 was assumed for the thermal conversion of NOX to NO2 for combustion sources. If the
remaining concentration of NOX was less than the 90th percentile O3 concentration, then it was assumed

that 100% of the NOX is converted to NO2 according to the following equation:

If 0.9NOX < O3, then NO2 = NOX

However, if the concentration of NOX is greater than the 90th percentile O3 concentration, then O3 is the

limiting factor and the following relationship will be applied:

If 0.9NOX > O3, then NO2 = 0.1NOX + O3

It should be noted that this method assumes that the peak NO2 concentrations and elevated ozone

concentrations occur simultaneously, which may be a conservative assumption. The OLM has gained

acceptance by regulatory agencies in Ontario for the purpose of conducting environmental assessments.

6.6 FREQUENCY ANALYSIS

As part of the cumulative effects analysis, a frequency analysis was conducted to estimate the frequency

of exceeding the relevant criteria at the identified receptor locations. The frequency analysis presents the

number of predicted excursions above the relevant criteria at off-site receptors for the entire modelling

period of 5 years. This can also be expressed as a percentage of time during the modelling period during
which predicted concentrations are above the relevant criteria. This was conducted for both modelled

scenarios, and with and without ambient background concentrations.

6.7 DISPERSION MODELLING INPUT AND OUTPUT FILES

Appendix A provides a CD with the AERMOD input, output and supporting files for both of the dispersion
modelling scenarios assessed.
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7 Emission Summary Table and Conclusions

7.1 EMISSION SUMMARY TABLE

Results from the dispersion modelling model run are summarized in Table 7.1A for the compliance
assessment, Table 7.1B for the cumulative effects assessment (conveyor scenario), and 7.1C for the

cumulative effects assessment (haul truck scenario). These tables summarize maximum predicted

concentrations of each contaminant at the receptor locations identified on Figure 5.2.

7.2 COMPARISON OF MODELLED AND HISTORICAL EXCEEDANCE DATA

7.2.1 SECNARIO 1 – COMPLIANCE MODELLING

The results of the dispersion modelling analysis indicate that the facility is in compliance with the relevant

criteria at the property line and at all receptor locations, with the exception of PM10 along the property line.

Compliance with the PM10 criteria at the property line is not required to demonstrate compliance with the
requirements of O. Reg. 419/05, and therefore the facility would be eligible to obtain an Environmental

Compliance Approval for the proposed operations.

7.2.2 SCENARIO 2 – CUMULATIVE EFFECTS MODELLING – CONVEYORS FROM FACE

The results of the dispersion modelling analysis indicate that with the inclusion of background air quality

data, predicted concentrations of NO2 and PM2.5 are below the relevant criteria at all receptors.

Predicted concentrations of TSP and PM10 exceed the relevant criteria at several locations, but the

predicted frequency of excursions above the relevant criteria remains low, at 1.5% of the time at the most

impacted receptor, and below 1% at all other locations.

7.2.3 SCENARIO 3 – CUMULATIVE EFFECTS MODELLING – HAUL TRUCKS

The results of the dispersion modelling analysis indicate that without the inclusion of background air

quality data, predicted concentrations of NO2 and PM2.5 are below the relevant criteria at all receptors.

Predicted concentrations of TSP and PM10 exceed the relevant criteria at several locations, but the

predicted frequency of excursions above the relevant criteria is higher than for Scenario 1, but remains

low, at less than 2.7% of the time at the most impacted receptor and below 1.2% at all other locations.

7.3 CONCLUSIONS

This assessment includes several significant conservative modelling assumptions, which are important

when considering the dispersion model predictions. These include:

� The maximum operating scenario is applied to every day during the operating season for the
5-year simulation period, resulting in a coincidence of maximum operations and worst-case
weather conditions which, in reality, will be a rare occurrence; and,

� Assumption of dry weather every day of the 5-year simulation period. 
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Noting these conservatisms, RWDI believes that the predicted frequency of excursions from the
dispersion modelling analysis is within acceptable levels, provided the following recommendations are

implemented:

1. The quarry is limited to 12 hours of operation per day, from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm for site
preparation, drilling, blasting, excavation, processing operations and rehabilitation activities,
and 6:00 am to 6:00 pm for shipping operations.

2. The maximum processing rate of 6,000 tonnes per day is not exceeded.

3. Equipment-specific controls (tailpipe emission tiers, dust suppression, speed limits, etc.)
listed in Appendix B of this report will be implemented;

4. An Environmental Compliance Approval under Section 9 of the Environmental Protection Act
(EPA) will be obtained.

5. A Best Management Practices Plan will be developed and implemented.

6. The processing plant should be located approximately as shown in Figure 5.2B

7. Stripping of overburden should be limited to times when extraction, production and shipping
activities are well below the estimated peak rate of 6,000 tonnes per day.
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2.1 Sources and Contaminant Identification Table RWDI Project 1201429

Source Information Expected Contaminants Included in Significant? Reference
Source ID Source Description General Modelling? (optional)
(optional) or Title Location (yes / no) (yes / no)

STRIP Overburden Stripping Working Face particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.1
silica no no Section 3.2.2.1
trace metals no no Section 3.2.2.1
by-products of combustion no no Section 3.2.2.1

DRILLING Underwater Drilling Working Face particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.2
silica no no Section 3.2.2.2
trace metals no no Section 3.2.2.2
by-products of combustion no no Section 3.2.2.2

BLASTING Underwater Blasting Working Face particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.2
silica no no Section 3.2.2.2
trace metals no no Section 3.2.2.2
by-products of combustion (blast) no no Section 3.2.2.2

DRAGLINE Drag Line Working Face particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.2
silica no no Section 3.2.2.2
trace metals no no Section 3.2.2.2
by-products of combustion yes yes Section 3.1.2.3

LDR Pit Loader Working Face particulate matter yes yes
silica no no Section 3.1.2.1
trace metals no no Section 3.1.2.2
by-products of combustion yes yes Section 3.1.2.3

HTL Haul Truck Loading at Working Face Processing Plant particulate matter yes yes
silica no no Section 3.1.2.1
trace metals no no Section 3.1.2.2

HR_P1_1 Haul Truck Route from P1_1 Phase 1 Working Face particulate matter yes yes
silica no no Section 3.1.2.1
trace metals no no Section 3.1.2.2
by-products of combustion yes yes Section 3.1.2.3

HR_P1_2 Haul Truck Route from P1_2 Phase 1 Working Face particulate matter yes yes
silica no no Section 3.1.2.1
trace metals no no Section 3.1.2.2
by-products of combustion yes yes Section 3.1.2.3

HR_P1_3 Haul Truck Route from P1_3 Phase 1 Working Face particulate matter yes yes
silica no no Section 3.1.2.1
trace metals no no Section 3.1.2.2
by-products of combustion yes yes Section 3.1.2.3

HR_P2_1 Haul Truck Route from P2_1 Phase 2 Working Face particulate matter yes yes
silica no no Section 3.1.2.1
trace metals no no Section 3.1.2.2
by-products of combustion yes yes Section 3.1.2.3

HR_P2_2 Haul Truck Route from P2_2 Phase 2 Working Face particulate matter yes yes
silica no no Section 3.1.2.1
trace metals no no Section 3.1.2.2
by-products of combustion yes yes Section 3.1.2.3



2.1 Sources and Contaminant Identification Table RWDI Project 1201429

Source Information Expected Contaminants Included in Significant? Reference
Source ID Source Description General Modelling? (optional)
(optional) or Title Location (yes / no) (yes / no)

HR_P2_3 Haul Truck Route from P2_3 Phase 2 Working Face particulate matter yes yes
silica no no Section 3.1.2.1
trace metals no no Section 3.1.2.2
by-products of combustion yes yes Section 3.1.2.3

HR_P3_1 Haul Truck Route from P3_1 Phase 3 Working Face particulate matter yes yes
silica no no Section 3.1.2.1
trace metals no no Section 3.1.2.2
by-products of combustion yes yes Section 3.1.2.3

HR_P3_2 Haul Truck Route from P3_2 Phase 3 Working Face particulate matter yes yes
silica no no Section 3.1.2.1
trace metals no no Section 3.1.2.2
by-products of combustion yes yes Section 3.1.2.3

HR_P3_3 Haul Truck Route from P3_3 Phase 3 Working Face particulate matter yes yes
silica no no Section 3.1.2.1
trace metals no no Section 3.1.2.2
by-products of combustion yes yes Section 3.1.2.3

GR1 Truck Dump at Grizzly Processing Plant particulate matter yes yes
CR1 Primary Crusher Processing Plant particulate matter yes yes
SC1 Screen Processing Plant particulate matter yes yes
C01 Conveyor Transfer Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.3
ST01 Stacker Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.3
C02 Conveyor Transfer Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.3
ST02 Stacker Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.3
CR2 Secondary Crusher Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.3
SC2 Screen Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.3
C03 Conveyor Transfer Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.3
ST03 Stacker Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.3
C04 Conveyor Transfer Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.3
ST04 Stacker Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.3
STKPL01 Product Stockpile Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.4
STKPL02 Product Stockpile Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.4
STKPL03 Product Stockpile Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.4
STKPL04 Product Stockpile Processing Plant particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.4



2.1 Sources and Contaminant Identification Table RWDI Project 1201429

Source Information Expected Contaminants Included in Significant? Reference
Source ID Source Description General Modelling? (optional)
(optional) or Title Location (yes / no) (yes / no)

PLANTPDR Plant Loader Processing Plant particulate matter yes yes
by-products of combustion yes yes

LOADOUT1 Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpiles Processing Plant particulate matter yes yes
by-products of combustion yes yes

LOADOUT2 Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpiles Processing Plant particulate matter yes yes
by-products of combustion yes yes

LOADOUT3 Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpiles Processing Plant particulate matter yes yes
by-products of combustion yes yes

LOADOUT4 Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpiles Processing Plant particulate matter yes yes
by-products of combustion yes yes

ENTRANCE Shipping Truck Route (Entrance Ramp) Processing Plant particulate matter yes yes
by-products of combustion yes yes

LOOP Shipping Truck Route (Plant Loop) Processing Plant particulate matter yes yes
by-products of combustion yes yes

REFUEL On-site Fuel Storage Processing Plant volatile organic compounds no no Section 3.2.2.5
REHAB Rehabilitation Operations Working Face particulate matter no no Section 3.2.2.1

by-products of combustion no no Section 3.2.2.1

Notes:

Revision Date: 2012-07-09
Prepared by: BGS



5.1  Source Summary Table (by source) RWDI Project 1201429

Source Source Source Source Data Emission Data
ID [1] Type [1] Description Stack Stack Stack Stack Stack Stack Source Contaminant CAS Maximum Averaging Emission Sample Emissions % of

Volumetric Exit Inner Exit Height Height Coordinates Number Emission Period Estimating Calculation Data Overall
Flow Gas Diameter Velocity Above Above X Y Rate Technique [2] Identifier Quality [3] Emissions
Rate Temp. Grade Roof

(Am³/s) (ºC) (m) (m/s) (m) (m) (m) (m) (g/s) (hours) (%)
DL Point Drag Line (any Phase) 4 200 0.3 50 4 n/a TSP n/a 7.10E-02 1 EF Appendix B Marginal 3%

PM10 n/a 7.10E-02 1 EF Appendix B Marginal 2%
PM2.5 n/a 7.10E-02 1 EF Appendix B Marginal 13%
NOx 10102-44-0 1.00E+00 1 EF Appendix B Marginal 45%

LDR Line Loader at Working Face (any Phase) n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 1.35E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 6%
PM10 n/a 4.62E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 2%
PM2.5 n/a 1.45E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 3%
NOx 10102-44-0 2.20E-01 1 EF Appendix B Above-Average 10%

HTL Volume Haul Truck Loading at Working Face (any Phase) n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 1.30E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.1 Average 6%
PM10 n/a 6.30E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.1 Average 2%
PM2.5 n/a 9.50E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.1 Average 2%

HR_P1_1 Line Haul Truck Route from P1_1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 4.94E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 22%
PM10 n/a 1.67E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 6%
PM2.5 n/a 5.00E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 9%
NOx 10102-44-0 7.40E-01 1 EF Appendix B Above-Average 33%

HR_P1_1 Line Haul Truck Route from P1_1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 8.37E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 37%
PM10 n/a 2.28E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 8%
PM2.5 n/a 2.36E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 4%
NOx 10102-44-0 7.40E-01 1 EF Appendix B Above-Average 33%

HR_P1_1 Line Haul Truck Route from P1_1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 9.51E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 42%
PM10 n/a 2.61E+00 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 87%
PM2.5 n/a 3.86E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 72%
NOx 10102-44-0 7.40E-01 1 EF Appendix B Above-Average 33%

HR_P1_1 Line Haul Truck Route from P1_1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 1.26E+00 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 56%
PM10 n/a 3.47E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 12%
PM2.5 n/a 3.47E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 7%
NOx 10102-44-0 7.40E-01 1 EF Appendix B Above-Average 33%

HR_P1_1 Line Haul Truck Route from P1_1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 1.14E+00 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 51%
PM10 n/a 3.14E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 10%
PM2.5 n/a 3.14E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 6%
NOx 10102-44-0 7.40E-01 1 EF Appendix B Above-Average 33%

HR_P1_1 Line Haul Truck Route from P1_1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 1.26E+00 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 56%
PM10 n/a 3.47E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 12%
PM2.5 n/a 3.47E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 7%
NOx 10102-44-0 7.40E-01 1 EF Appendix B Above-Average 33%

HR_P1_1 Line Haul Truck Route from P1_1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 3.42E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 15%
PM10 n/a 8.67E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 3%
PM2.5 n/a 8.67E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 2%
NOx 10102-44-0 7.40E-01 1 EF Appendix B Above-Average 33%

HR_P1_1 Line Haul Truck Route from P1_1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 4.33E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 19%
PM10 n/a 1.13E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 4%
PM2.5 n/a 1.13E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 2%
NOx 10102-44-0 7.40E-01 1 EF Appendix B Above-Average 33%

HR_P1_1 Line Haul Truck Route from P1_1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 4.56E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 20%
PM10 n/a 1.19E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 4%
PM2.5 n/a 1.19E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 2%
NOx 10102-44-0 7.40E-01 1 EF Appendix B Above-Average 33%

GR1 Volume Truck Dump at Grizzly n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 1.30E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.1 Average 6%
PM10 n/a 6.30E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.1 Average 2%
PM2.5 n/a 9.50E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.1 Average 2%

CR1 Volume Primary Crusher n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 7.50E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.2 Marginal 3%
PM10 n/a 3.40E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.2 Marginal 1%
PM2.5 n/a 6.30E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.2 Marginal 1%

SC1 Volume Screen n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 1.50E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.2 Marginal 0.7%
PM10 n/a 5.30E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.2 Marginal 0.2%
PM2.5 n/a 3.50E-04 1 EF Section 4.3.2 Marginal 0.07%



5.1  Source Summary Table (by source) RWDI Project 1201429

Source Source Source Source Data Emission Data
ID [1] Type [1] Description Stack Stack Stack Stack Stack Stack Source Contaminant CAS Maximum Averaging Emission Sample Emissions % of

Volumetric Exit Inner Exit Height Height Coordinates Number Emission Period Estimating Calculation Data Overall
Flow Gas Diameter Velocity Above Above X Y Rate Technique [2] Identifier Quality [3] Emissions
Rate Temp. Grade Roof

(Am³/s) (ºC) (m) (m/s) (m) (m) (m) (m) (g/s) (hours) (%)
PLANTPDR Line Plant Loader n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 1.10E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 0.5%

PM10 n/a 1.10E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 0.4%
PM2.5 n/a 1.10E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.5 Average 2%
NOx 10102-44-0 2.20E-01 1 EF Appendix B Above-Average 10%

LOADOUT1 Volume Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpiles n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 6.70E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.3 Above-Average 0.3%
PM10 n/a 3.20E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.3 Above-Average 0.1%
PM2.5 n/a 4.80E-04 1 EF Section 4.3.3 Above-Average 0.09%

LOADOUT2 Volume Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpiles n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP 10102-44-0 1.60E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.3 Above-Average 0.7%
PM10 n/a 7.40E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.3 Above-Average 0.2%
PM2.5 n/a 1.10E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.3 Above-Average 0.2%

LOADOUT3 Volume Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpiles n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 6.70E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.3 Above-Average 0.3%
PM10 10102-44-0 3.20E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.3 Above-Average 0.1%
PM2.5 n/a 4.80E-04 1 EF Section 4.3.3 Above-Average 0.09%

LOADOUT4 Volume Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpiles n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 1.60E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.3 Above-Average 0.7%
PM10 n/a 7.40E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.3 Above-Average 0.2%
PM2.5 10102-44-0 1.10E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.3 Above-Average 0.2%

ENTRANCE Line Shipping Truck Route (Entrance Ramp) n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 8.09E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.4 Above-Average 4%
PM10 n/a 1.63E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.4 Above-Average 0.5%
PM2.5 n/a 4.50E-03 1 EF Section 4.3.4 Above-Average 0.8%
NOx 10102-44-0 1.40E-02 1 EF Appendix B Above-Average 0.6%

LOOP Line Shipping Truck Route (Plant Loop) n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a TSP n/a 3.10E-01 1 EF Section 4.3.4 Above-Average 14%
PM10 n/a 6.28E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.4 Above-Average 2%
PM2.5 n/a 1.74E-02 1 EF Section 4.3.4 Above-Average 3%
NOx 10102-44-0 5.30E-02 1 EF Appendix B Above-Average 2%

Total n/a Total of all listed sources TSP n/a 2.26E+00
PM10 n/a 3.00E+00
PM2.5 n/a 5.33E-01
NOx 10102-44-0 2.25E+00

Notes:
[1] Source ID, Source Type: should provide information on the modelling source type (e.g., Point, Area or Volume Source); the process source or sources within the modelling source (e.g., Process Line #1); and the stack or stacks within each process source.
[2] Emission Estimating Technique Short-Forms are V-ST (Validated Source Test), “ST” (Source Test), EF (Emission Factor), MB (Mass Balance), and EC (Engineering Calculation).
[3] Data Quality Categories: Highest; Above-Average; Average; and Marginal.

Revision Date: 2012-07-09
Prepared by: BGS



6.1 Dispersion Modelling Input Summary Table RWDI Project 1201429

Relevant Section Title Description of How the Approved Dispersion Model was Used
Section of

the
Regulation
Section 8 Negligible Sources

Section 9 Same Structure Contamination

Section 10 Operating Conditions

Section 11 Source of Contaminant
Emission Rates

Section 12 Combined Effect of
Assumptions for Operating
Conditions and Emission Rates

Section 13 Meteorological Conditions

Section 14 Area of Modelling Coverage

Section 15 Stack Height for Certain New
Sources of Contaminant

Section 16 Terrain Data

Section 17 Averaging Periods

The area of modelling coverage was designed to meet the requirements outlined in O. Reg. 
419/05, s 14.  A multi-tiered receptor grid was developed with reference to Section 7.2 of 
the Air Dispersion Modelling Guideline for Ontario, Version 2.0, March 2009; therefore, 
interval spacing was dependent on the receptor distance from on-site sources.

In addition, 18 discrete receptor locations were included in the assessment.  These 
receptors represent residences near the quarry, and were modelled at both 1.5-metre and 
4.5-metre heights above grade to reflect two-storey residences.

All sources were modelled as volume sources, therefore Section 15 of O. Reg. 419/05 
does not apply.

Terrain information for the area surrounding the facility was obtained from the MOE Ontario 
Digital Elevation Model Data web site.  The terrain data is based on the North American 
Datum 1983 (NAD83) horizontal reference datum.  These data were run through the 
AERMAP terrain pre-processor to estimate base elevations for receptors and to help the 
model account for changes in elevation of the surrounding terrain.  Base elevations for 
sources are based on information contained on the Site Plan and are assumed to be at the 
elevation of the first lift.

1-hour and 24-hour averaging periods were used in the assessment, consistent with the 
relevant criteria.

The following sources were determined to be negligible: � Overburden stripping and 
rehabilitation operations; below water blasting operations; extraction and stockpiling of shot 
rock from below water operations; wash plant sources; wind erosion of aggregate storage 
piles; and, on-site storage tanks and facilities used for fuelling on-site vehicles.

Same structure contamination was not applicable in this analysis, therefore Section 9 of O. 
Reg. 419/05 does not apply.

Refer to Section 4.1 of the report.  For the purposes of estimating emissions from the 
facility, a maximum processing scenario was examined, which considers the extraction, 
processing and shipping of aggregate at a maximum capacity of 500 metric tonnes per 
hour.  The processing plant operations include crushing, screening, conveying and 
stockpiling of aggregate.  Shipping operations includes the loading of processed aggregate 
into trucks.

Emission rates were obtained from AP-42 emission factors, U.S. EPA Tier 3 standards, 
and manufacturer specifications.

Predcited concentrations were below the relevant crietria for the compliance assessment, 
therefore Section 12 of O. Reg. 419/05 does not apply.

The quarry is located in the Township of Guelph-Eramosa and, therefore, the West Central 
Region meteorological data set is recommended by the MOE for use at this site.  This 
includes surface(s) data from London, Ontario and upper air data from White Lake, 
Michigan.  Within each region, the MOE provides alternative data sets with the choice of 
data set depending on the character of the terrain at the study site.  The area surrounding 
the quarry is typically agricultural with some wooded areas and residences in the vicinity of 
the site.  The default data set for “crops” was used based on the land use patterns 
surrounding the site, as this data set is expected to produce more conservative estimates.



6.3 Relevant Air Quality Criteria RWDI Project 1201429

Assessment Pollutant CAS Threshold Averaging Source Notes
Number Period

(µg/m³)
Compliance Total Suspended Particulate n/a 120 24-hours O. Reg. 419/05 Schedule 3

Nitrogen Oxides 10102-44-0 400 1-hour O. Reg. 419/05 Schedule 3
200 24-hours O. Reg. 419/05 Schedule 3

Cumulative Total Suspended Particulate n/a 120 24-hours Ontario Ambient Air Quality Criteria [1]
Suspended Particulate less than 10 µm in Diameter n/a 50 24-hours Interim Ontario Ambient Air Quality Criteria [1]
Suspended Particulate less than 2.5 µm in Diameter, without background n/a 25 24-hours Canada Wide Standard
Suspended Particulate less than 2.5 µm in Diameter, with background n/a 30 24-hours Canada Wide Standard
Nitrogen Oxides, converted to nitrogen dioxide 10102-44-0 400 1-hour O. Reg. 419/05 Schedule 3 [2]

200 24-hours O. Reg. 419/05 Schedule 3 [2]

Note:
[1] The CWS reflects a 24-hour, 98th percentile ambient measurement annually, averaged over three consecutive years.  For comparison purposes, it is treated as a 24-hour criteria;
[2] Converted to NO2 using the ozone-limiting method.



6.4 Ambient Air Quality Data RWDI Project 1201429

Year 90th Percentile Values
NO2 O3 PM2.5

(ppb) (µg/m³) (ppb) (µg/m³) (µg/m³)
2006 22 91 46 95 16
2007 20 93 47 97 17
2008 19 93 47 97 15
2009 18 87 44 91 12
2010 14 95 48 99 14

Average 18.6 91.8 46.4 95.8 14.8

Notes:
All ozone and PM2.5 data from MOE Station 28028 Guelph
2010 NO2 data from MOE Station 28028 Guelph
2006-2009 NO2 data from MOE Station 26060 Kitchener
Conversion from ppb to µg/m³ based on 10ºC.



Table 7.1A:  Emission Summary Table - Compliance Assessment
Modelled Values & Frequency of Excursions above the Relevant Criteria

Days of Valid Meteorological Data 1827

Relevant Criteria: TSP 120 µg/m³ Schedule 3 Standard
PM10 50 µg/m³ Interim AAQC
PM2.5 25 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (without background)
NOx 400 µg/m³ Schedule 3 1-hour Standard

200 µg/m³ Schedule 3 24-hour Standard

Receptor UTM Coordinates Contaminant Avergaing Maximum Predicted Percentage of
ID Type X Y Period 24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria

P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3

(m) (m) (hours) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%)
MAX Property -- -- TSP 24 50 48 53 42% 40% 44%

Line -- -- PM10 24 23 22 24 46% 44% 48%
-- -- PM2.5 24 4 3 4 15% 14% 15%

NOx 1 90 80 89 23% 20% 22%
24 46 37 40 23% 18% 20%

R01 Residence 571,970 4,828,650 TSP 24 15 14 16 12% 12% 14%
571,970 4,828,650 PM10 24 7 6 7 13% 13% 15%
571,970 4,828,650 PM2.5 24 1 1 1 4% 4% 5%
571,970 4,828,650 NOx 1 26 16 35 6% 4% 9%
571,970 4,828,650 24 9 4 10 5% 2% 5%

R02 Residence 571,710 4,828,580 TSP 24 6 5 6 5% 4% 5%
571,710 4,828,580 PM10 24 3 2 3 5% 5% 5%
571,710 4,828,580 PM2.5 24 0.4 0.4 0.4 2% 1% 2%
571,710 4,828,580 NOx 1 22 13 25 5% 3% 6%
571,710 4,828,580 24 5 3 9 3% 2% 5%

R03 Residence 571,585 4,829,360 TSP 24 23 16 21 19% 13% 17%
571,585 4,829,360 PM10 24 11 7 9 21% 14% 19%
571,585 4,829,360 PM2.5 24 2 1 1 7% 5% 6%
571,585 4,829,360 NOx 1 77 24 63 19% 6% 16%
571,585 4,829,360 24 31 13 22 16% 6% 11%

R04 Residence 571,385 4,829,360 TSP 24 11 8 11 9% 7% 9%
571,385 4,829,360 PM10 24 5 4 5 10% 7% 10%
571,385 4,829,360 PM2.5 24 0.8 0.6 0.8 3% 2% 3%
571,385 4,829,360 NOx 1 39 18 34 10% 5% 9%
571,385 4,829,360 24 15 6 11 7% 3% 6%

R05 Residence 571,450 4,829,615 TSP 24 7 6 6 6% 5% 5%
571,450 4,829,615 PM10 24 3 3 3 6% 6% 6%
571,450 4,829,615 PM2.5 24 0.5 0.5 0.5 2% 2% 2%
571,450 4,829,615 NOx 1 44 25 29 11% 6% 7%
571,450 4,829,615 24 23 10 9 11% 5% 5%

R06 Residence 571,635 4,830,450 TSP 24 2 2 2 2% 2% 2%
571,635 4,830,450 PM10 24 1 1 1 2% 2% 2%
571,635 4,830,450 PM2.5 24 0.2 0.2 0.2 1% 1% 1%
571,635 4,830,450 NOx 1 20 21 15 5% 5% 4%
571,635 4,830,450 24 7 4 4 4% 2% 2%

R07 Residence 572,110 4,830,510 TSP 24 2 2 2 2% 2% 2%
572,110 4,830,510 PM10 24 1 1 1 2% 2% 2%
572,110 4,830,510 PM2.5 24 0.1 0.2 0.1 1% 1% 1%
572,110 4,830,510 NOx 1 20 23 16 5% 6% 4%
572,110 4,830,510 24 6 6 3 3% 3% 2%

R08 Residence 572,325 4,830,420 TSP 24 2 3 2 2% 2% 2%
572,325 4,830,420 PM10 24 1 1 1 2% 2% 2%
572,325 4,830,420 PM2.5 24 0.2 0.2 0.2 1% 1% 1%
572,325 4,830,420 NOx 1 20 25 16 5% 6% 4%
572,325 4,830,420 24 9 11 4 4% 5% 2%



Table 7.1A:  Emission Summary Table - Compliance Assessment
Modelled Values & Frequency of Excursions above the Relevant Criteria

Days of Valid Meteorological Data 1827

Relevant Criteria: TSP 120 µg/m³ Schedule 3 Standard
PM10 50 µg/m³ Interim AAQC
PM2.5 25 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (without background)
NOx 400 µg/m³ Schedule 3 1-hour Standard

200 µg/m³ Schedule 3 24-hour Standard

Receptor UTM Coordinates Contaminant Avergaing Maximum Predicted Percentage of
ID Type X Y Period 24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria

P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3

(m) (m) (hours) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%)
R09 Residence 572,420 4,830,320 TSP 24 3 3 3 2% 2% 2%

572,420 4,830,320 PM10 24 1 1 1 2% 3% 2%
572,420 4,830,320 PM2.5 24 0.2 0.2 0.2 1% 1% 1%
572,420 4,830,320 NOx 1 22 26 16 5% 7% 4%
572,420 4,830,320 24 8 10 5 4% 5% 2%

R10 Residence 572,515 4,829,590 TSP 24 8 9 9 7% 7% 8%
572,515 4,829,590 PM10 24 4 4 4 8% 8% 9%
572,515 4,829,590 PM2.5 24 1 1 1 2% 3% 3%
572,515 4,829,590 NOx 1 29 72 35 7% 18% 9%
572,515 4,829,590 24 13 37 24 6% 18% 12%

R12 Residence 572,310 4,829,420 TSP 24 14 14 16 12% 12% 13%
572,310 4,829,420 PM10 24 7 7 7 13% 13% 15%
572,310 4,829,420 PM2.5 24 1 1 1 4% 4% 5%
572,310 4,829,420 NOx 1 36 80 71 9% 20% 18%
572,310 4,829,420 24 14 33 36 7% 16% 18%

R13 Residence 572,295 4,829,365 TSP 24 19 19 20 16% 16% 17%
572,295 4,829,365 PM10 24 9 9 9 18% 18% 18%
572,295 4,829,365 PM2.5 24 1 1 1 6% 6% 6%
572,295 4,829,365 NOx 1 34 70 89 8% 18% 22%
572,295 4,829,365 24 16 26 40 8% 13% 20%

R14 Residence 572,510 4,829,410 TSP 24 10 10 11 9% 8% 10%
572,510 4,829,410 PM10 24 5 4 5 9% 9% 11%
572,510 4,829,410 PM2.5 24 1 1 1 3% 3% 3%
572,510 4,829,410 NOx 1 22 46 35 6% 11% 9%
572,510 4,829,410 24 10 18 15 5% 9% 7%

R15 Residence 572,245 4,828,855 TSP 24 26 25 27 22% 21% 22%
572,245 4,828,855 PM10 24 12 11 12 24% 23% 24%
572,245 4,828,855 PM2.5 24 2 2 2 8% 7% 8%
572,245 4,828,855 NOx 1 25 18 37 6% 5% 9%
572,245 4,828,855 24 9 6 14 5% 3% 7%

R16 Residence 572,195 4,829,050 TSP 24 50 48 53 42% 40% 44%
572,195 4,829,050 PM10 24 23 22 24 46% 44% 48%
572,195 4,829,050 PM2.5 24 4 3 4 15% 14% 15%
572,195 4,829,050 NOx 1 36 25 58 9% 6% 14%
572,195 4,829,050 24 13 7 26 6% 3% 13%

R17 Residence 572,430 4,828,585 TSP 24 10 9 10 8% 8% 8%
572,430 4,828,585 PM10 24 5 4 5 9% 9% 9%
572,430 4,828,585 PM2.5 24 1 1 1 3% 3% 3%
572,430 4,828,585 NOx 1 14 14 18 4% 3% 4%
572,430 4,828,585 24 6 4 8 3% 2% 4%

R18 Residence 572,125 4,828,655 TSP 24 27 26 27 22% 22% 22%
572,125 4,828,655 PM10 24 12 12 12 24% 24% 24%
572,125 4,828,655 PM2.5 24 2 2 2 8% 8% 8%
572,125 4,828,655 NOx 1 23 17 33 6% 4% 8%
572,125 4,828,655 24 8 4 13 4% 2% 7%



Table 7.1A:  Emission Summary Table - Compliance Assessment
Modelled Values & Frequency of Excursions above the Relevant Criteria

Days of Valid Meteorological Data 1827

Relevant Criteria: TSP 120 µg/m³ Schedule 3 Standard
PM10 50 µg/m³ Interim AAQC
PM2.5 25 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (without background)
NOx 400 µg/m³ Schedule 3 1-hour Standard

200 µg/m³ Schedule 3 24-hour Standard

Receptor UTM Coordinates Contaminant Avergaing Maximum Predicted Percentage of
ID Type X Y Period 24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria

P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3

(m) (m) (hours) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%)
R19 Residence 571,645 4,829,520 TSP 24 12 9 8 10% 7% 7%

571,645 4,829,520 PM10 24 5 4 4 11% 8% 7%
571,645 4,829,520 PM2.5 24 1 1 1 3% 3% 2%
571,645 4,829,520 NOx 1 90 31 50 23% 8% 12%
571,645 4,829,520 24 46 15 14 23% 7% 7%

Notes:
Shaded values in bold indicate excursions above the relevant crtieria



Table 7.1B:  Emission Summary Table - Conveyors from Face to Plant
Modelled Values & Frequency of Excursions above the Relevant Criteria

Days of Valid Meteorological Data 1827

Background Concentration TSP 49 µg/m³, 90th Percentile 
PM10 27 µg/m³
PM2.5 14.8 µg/m³
NO2 91.8 µg/m³ (1-hour)

91.8 µg/m³ (24-hour)

Relevant Criteria: TSP 120 µg/m³ AAQC
PM10 50 µg/m³ Interim AAQC
PM2.5 25 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (without background)

30 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (with background)
NO2 400 µg/m³ 1-Hour AAQC

200 µg/m³ 24-Hour AAQC

Receptor UTM Coordinates Contaminant Averaging With No Background Concentration With Additional Background Concentrations
ID Type X Y Time Maximum Predicted Percentage of Number of Predicted Frequency of Maximum Predicted Percentage of Number of Predicted Frequency of

24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria Excursions Above Predicted Excursions 24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria Excursions Above Predicted Excursions
Criteria over 5 Years Above Criteria Criteria over 5 Years Above Criteria

P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3

(m) (m) (hours) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%)
R01 Residence 571,970 4,828,650 TSP 24 63 54 76 52% 45% 64% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 112 103 125 93% 85% 105% 0 0 1 0% 0% 0.05%

571,970 4,828,650 PM10 24 19 15 24 37% 31% 47% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 46 42 51 91% 85% 101% 0 0 1 0% 0% 0.05%
571,970 4,828,650 PM2.5 24 5 4 6 19% 14% 25% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 19 18 21 65% 61% 70% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,970 4,828,650 NO2 1 117 126 128 29% 31% 32% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 209 218 220 52% 54% 55% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,970 4,828,650 24 56 38 61 28% 19% 31% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 147 130 153 74% 65% 77% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R02 Residence 571,710 4,828,580 TSP 24 23 16 22 19% 13% 18% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 72 65 71 60% 54% 59% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,710 4,828,580 PM10 24 8 5 7 15% 10% 14% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 35 32 34 69% 64% 68% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,710 4,828,580 PM2.5 24 2 1 2 8% 5% 8% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 17 16 17 56% 53% 56% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,710 4,828,580 NO2 1 107 113 112 27% 28% 28% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 199 204 204 50% 51% 51% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,710 4,828,580 24 11 10 13 5% 5% 7% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 102 101 105 51% 51% 52% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R03 Residence 571,585 4,829,360 TSP 24 89 47 76 75% 39% 64% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 138 96 125 115% 80% 104% 1 0 1 0.05% 0% 0.05%
571,585 4,829,360 PM10 24 29 13 24 59% 27% 49% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 56 40 51 113% 81% 103% 1 0 1 0.05% 0% 0.05%
571,585 4,829,360 PM2.5 24 7 3 6 30% 13% 24% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 22 18 21 74% 61% 70% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,585 4,829,360 NO2 1 161 115 152 40% 29% 38% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 253 207 243 63% 52% 61% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,585 4,829,360 24 79 23 69 39% 11% 34% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 171 115 160 85% 57% 80% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R04 Residence 571,385 4,829,360 TSP 24 46 29 43 38% 24% 36% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 95 78 92 79% 65% 77% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,385 4,829,360 PM10 24 14 8 13 29% 16% 27% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 41 35 40 83% 70% 81% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,385 4,829,360 PM2.5 24 4 3 4 16% 10% 15% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 19 17 19 63% 58% 62% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,385 4,829,360 NO2 1 124 109 124 31% 27% 31% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 216 200 216 54% 50% 54% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,385 4,829,360 24 26 15 30 13% 7% 15% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 118 106 122 59% 53% 61% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R05 Residence 571,450 4,829,615 TSP 24 43 36 29 36% 30% 24% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 92 85 78 77% 71% 65% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,450 4,829,615 PM10 24 15 13 9 30% 26% 17% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 42 40 36 84% 80% 71% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,450 4,829,615 PM2.5 24 5 4 2 20% 17% 9% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 20 19 17 66% 63% 57% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,450 4,829,615 NO2 1 122 109 118 30% 27% 30% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 213 201 210 53% 50% 52% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,450 4,829,615 24 26 14 23 13% 7% 11% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 117 106 115 59% 53% 57% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R06 Residence 571,635 4,830,450 TSP 24 12 13 8 10% 11% 7% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 61 62 57 51% 52% 48% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,635 4,830,450 PM10 24 4 5 3 8% 9% 6% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 31 32 30 62% 63% 60% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,635 4,830,450 PM2.5 24 1 2 1 5% 6% 4% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 16 16 16 54% 54% 53% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,635 4,830,450 NO2 1 105 104 104 26% 26% 26% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 197 195 196 49% 49% 49% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,635 4,830,450 24 7 12 6 4% 6% 3% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 99 104 98 50% 52% 49% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R07 Residence 572,110 4,830,510 TSP 24 10 17 10 9% 14% 8% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 59 66 59 50% 55% 49% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,110 4,830,510 PM10 24 3 5 3 7% 11% 6% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 30 32 30 61% 65% 60% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,110 4,830,510 PM2.5 24 1 2 1 4% 6% 3% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 16 16 16 53% 54% 52% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,110 4,830,510 NO2 1 104 110 109 26% 28% 27% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 196 202 200 49% 50% 50% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,110 4,830,510 24 7 13 7 3% 6% 4% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 98 105 99 49% 52% 49% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R08 Residence 572,325 4,830,420 TSP 24 13 14 11 11% 11% 9% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 62 63 60 52% 52% 50% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,325 4,830,420 PM10 24 5 4 4 9% 9% 7% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 32 31 31 63% 63% 61% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,325 4,830,420 PM2.5 24 2 1 1 6% 5% 4% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 16 16 16 54% 53% 52% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,325 4,830,420 NO2 1 104 112 108 26% 28% 27% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 196 203 200 49% 51% 50% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,325 4,830,420 24 8 10 7 4% 5% 3% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 99 102 99 50% 51% 49% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%



Table 7.1B:  Emission Summary Table - Conveyors from Face to Plant
Modelled Values & Frequency of Excursions above the Relevant Criteria

Days of Valid Meteorological Data 1827

Background Concentration TSP 49 µg/m³, 90th Percentile 
PM10 27 µg/m³
PM2.5 14.8 µg/m³
NO2 91.8 µg/m³ (1-hour)

91.8 µg/m³ (24-hour)

Relevant Criteria: TSP 120 µg/m³ AAQC
PM10 50 µg/m³ Interim AAQC
PM2.5 25 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (without background)

30 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (with background)
NO2 400 µg/m³ 1-Hour AAQC

200 µg/m³ 24-Hour AAQC

Receptor UTM Coordinates Contaminant Averaging With No Background Concentration With Additional Background Concentrations
ID Type X Y Time Maximum Predicted Percentage of Number of Predicted Frequency of Maximum Predicted Percentage of Number of Predicted Frequency of

24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria Excursions Above Predicted Excursions 24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria Excursions Above Predicted Excursions
Criteria over 5 Years Above Criteria Criteria over 5 Years Above Criteria

P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3

(m) (m) (hours) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%)
R09 Residence 572,420 4,830,320 TSP 24 14 17 12 12% 14% 10% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 63 66 61 53% 55% 51% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

572,420 4,830,320 PM10 24 4 5 4 9% 11% 8% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 31 32 31 63% 65% 62% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,420 4,830,320 PM2.5 24 1 2 1 5% 6% 4% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 16 16 16 54% 54% 53% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,420 4,830,320 NO2 1 106 114 109 26% 28% 27% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 198 205 200 49% 51% 50% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,420 4,830,320 24 8 11 8 4% 5% 4% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 99 103 100 50% 51% 50% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R10 Residence 572,515 4,829,590 TSP 24 29 111 43 25% 92% 36% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 78 160 92 65% 133% 77% 0 1 0 0% 0.05% 0%
572,515 4,829,590 PM10 24 9 40 14 18% 80% 27% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 36 67 41 72% 134% 81% 0 2 0 0% 0.1% 0%
572,515 4,829,590 PM2.5 24 3 12 4 11% 50% 16% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 17 27 19 58% 91% 63% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,515 4,829,590 NO2 1 114 139 118 28% 35% 29% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 205 231 209 51% 58% 52% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,515 4,829,590 24 28 77 23 14% 39% 11% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 120 169 115 60% 84% 57% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R12 Residence 572,310 4,829,420 TSP 24 46 96 62 38% 80% 51% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 95 145 111 79% 121% 92% 0 4 0 0% 0% 0%
572,310 4,829,420 PM10 24 13 35 22 27% 70% 44% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 40 62 49 81% 124% 98% 0 7 0 0% 0.4% 0%
572,310 4,829,420 PM2.5 24 3 11 7 14% 43% 28% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 18 26 22 61% 85% 72% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,310 4,829,420 NO2 1 124 138 128 31% 35% 32% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 215 230 220 54% 58% 55% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,310 4,829,420 24 34 102 49 17% 51% 24% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 125 194 141 63% 97% 70% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R13 Residence 572,295 4,829,365 TSP 24 54 86 120 45% 72% 100% 0 0 1 0% 0% 0% 103 135 169 86% 113% 141% 0 1 5 0% 0.05% 0.3%
572,295 4,829,365 PM10 24 16 31 43 32% 63% 86% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 43 58 70 86% 117% 140% 0 2 8 0% 0.1% 0.4%
572,295 4,829,365 PM2.5 24 3 10 13 14% 38% 53% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 18 24 28 61% 81% 94% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,295 4,829,365 NO2 1 134 137 141 34% 34% 35% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 226 229 233 57% 57% 58% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,295 4,829,365 24 45 79 71 22% 40% 36% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 137 171 163 68% 86% 82% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R14 Residence 572,510 4,829,410 TSP 24 27 37 34 23% 31% 29% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 76 86 83 64% 72% 69% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,510 4,829,410 PM10 24 9 13 11 17% 27% 22% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 36 40 38 71% 81% 76% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,510 4,829,410 PM2.5 24 2 4 3 7% 17% 14% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 17 19 18 56% 63% 61% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,510 4,829,410 NO2 1 113 120 117 28% 30% 29% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 205 212 209 51% 53% 52% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,510 4,829,410 24 20 24 25 10% 12% 13% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 112 116 117 56% 58% 58% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R15 Residence 572,245 4,828,855 TSP 24 76 68 81 64% 57% 68% 0 0 0 0.0% 0% 0.0% 125 117 130 104% 98% 108% 1 0 1 0.05% 0% 0.05%
572,245 4,828,855 PM10 24 24 21 25 47% 41% 51% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 51 48 52 101% 95% 105% 1 0 1 0.05% 0% 0.05%
572,245 4,828,855 PM2.5 24 5 4 6 21% 18% 23% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 20 19 21 67% 64% 69% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,245 4,828,855 NO2 1 130 122 126 32% 30% 31% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 221 214 218 55% 53% 54% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,245 4,828,855 24 39 33 46 20% 17% 23% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 131 125 138 66% 63% 69% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R16 Residence 572,195 4,829,050 TSP 24 140 129 164 116% 108% 137% 2 1 6 0% 0% 0.3% 189 178 213 157% 149% 178% 18 14 28 1.0% 0.8% 1.5%
572,195 4,829,050 PM10 24 45 35 48 91% 71% 96% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 72 62 75 145% 125% 150% 15 9 24 0.8% 0.5% 1.3%
572,195 4,829,050 PM2.5 24 10 8 12 41% 31% 47% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 25 23 27 83% 75% 88% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,195 4,829,050 NO2 1 171 160 166 43% 40% 42% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 263 251 258 66% 63% 65% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,195 4,829,050 24 93 75 103 47% 38% 52% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 185 167 195 93% 84% 97% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R17 Residence 572,430 4,828,585 TSP 24 31 28 33 25% 23% 27% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 80 77 82 66% 64% 68% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,430 4,828,585 PM10 24 9 8 10 19% 17% 20% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 36 35 37 73% 71% 74% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,430 4,828,585 PM2.5 24 2 2 2 8% 7% 9% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 17 17 17 56% 55% 57% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,430 4,828,585 NO2 1 111 107 109 28% 27% 27% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 203 198 201 51% 50% 50% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,430 4,828,585 24 18 14 21 9% 7% 10% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 110 106 112 55% 53% 56% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%



Table 7.1B:  Emission Summary Table - Conveyors from Face to Plant
Modelled Values & Frequency of Excursions above the Relevant Criteria

Days of Valid Meteorological Data 1827

Background Concentration TSP 49 µg/m³, 90th Percentile 
PM10 27 µg/m³
PM2.5 14.8 µg/m³
NO2 91.8 µg/m³ (1-hour)

91.8 µg/m³ (24-hour)

Relevant Criteria: TSP 120 µg/m³ AAQC
PM10 50 µg/m³ Interim AAQC
PM2.5 25 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (without background)

30 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (with background)
NO2 400 µg/m³ 1-Hour AAQC

200 µg/m³ 24-Hour AAQC

Receptor UTM Coordinates Contaminant Averaging With No Background Concentration With Additional Background Concentrations
ID Type X Y Time Maximum Predicted Percentage of Number of Predicted Frequency of Maximum Predicted Percentage of Number of Predicted Frequency of

24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria Excursions Above Predicted Excursions 24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria Excursions Above Predicted Excursions
Criteria over 5 Years Above Criteria Criteria over 5 Years Above Criteria

P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3

(m) (m) (hours) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%)
R18 Residence 572,125 4,828,655 TSP 24 75 72 82 62% 60% 68% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 124 121 131 103% 101% 109% 1 1 1 0.05% 0.05% 0.05%

572,125 4,828,655 PM10 24 23 22 26 46% 44% 51% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 50 49 53 100% 98% 105% 1 0 1 0.05% 0% 0.05%
572,125 4,828,655 PM2.5 24 5 5 6 21% 19% 24% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 20 20 21 67% 65% 69% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,125 4,828,655 NO2 1 123 125 132 31% 31% 33% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 214 217 224 54% 54% 56% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,125 4,828,655 24 45 39 49 23% 19% 25% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 137 130 141 69% 65% 70% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R19 Residence 571,645 4,829,520 TSP 24 158 44 48 132% 37% 40% 1 0 0 0% 0% 0% 207 93 97 173% 77% 81% 3 0 0 0.2% 0% 0%
571,645 4,829,520 PM10 24 56 16 15 112% 31% 29% 1 0 0 0% 0% 0% 83 43 42 166% 85% 83% 4 0 0 0.2% 0% 0%
571,645 4,829,520 PM2.5 24 18 5 4 73% 20% 17% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 33 20 19 110% 66% 64% 1 0 0 0.05% 0% 0%
571,645 4,829,520 NO2 1 145 112 125 36% 28% 31% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 237 204 217 59% 51% 54% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,645 4,829,520 24 51 21 39 26% 10% 20% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 143 113 131 71% 56% 66% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

Notes:
Shaded values in bold indicate excursions above the relevant crtieria



Table 7.1C:  Emission Summary Table - Haul Trucks from Face to Plant
Modelled Values & Frequency of Excursions above the Relevant Criteria

Days of Valid Meteorological Data 1827

Background Concentration TSP 49 µg/m³
PM10 27 µg/m³
PM2.5 14.8 µg/m³
NO2 91.8 µg/m³ (1-hour)

91.8 µg/m³ (24-hour)

Relevant Criteria: TSP 120 µg/m³ AAQC
PM10 50 µg/m³ Interim AAQC
PM2.5 25 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (without background)

30 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (with background)
NO2 400 µg/m³ 1-Hour AAQC

200 µg/m³ 24-Hour AAQC

Receptor UTM Coordinates Contaminant Averaging With No Background Concentration With Additional Background Concentrations
ID Type X Y Time Maximum Predicted Percentage of Number of Predicted Frequency of Maximum Predicted Percentage of Number of Predicted Frequency of

24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria Excursions Above Predicted Excursions 24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria Excursions Above Predicted Excursions
Criteria over 5 Years Above Criteria Criteria over 5 Years Above Criteria

P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3

(m) (m) (hours) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%)
R01 Residence 571,970 4,828,650 TSP 24 99 94 99 83% 78% 82% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 148 143 148 124% 119% 123% 2 1 3 0.1% 0.05% 0.2%

571,970 4,828,650 PM10 24 19 15 24 37% 31% 47% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 46 42 51 91% 85% 101% 0 0 1 0% 0% 0.05%
571,970 4,828,650 PM2.5 24 5 4 6 19% 14% 25% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 19 18 21 65% 61% 70% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,970 4,828,650 NO2 1 129 129 142 32% 32% 35% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 220 220 234 55% 55% 58% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,970 4,828,650 24 74 42 79 37% 21% 39% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 165 134 170 83% 67% 85% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R02 Residence 571,710 4,828,580 TSP 24 32 35 28 27% 29% 24% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 81 84 77 68% 70% 65% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,710 4,828,580 PM10 24 8 5 8 15% 10% 15% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 35 32 35 69% 64% 69% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,710 4,828,580 PM2.5 24 2 1 2 8% 5% 8% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 17 16 17 56% 53% 56% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,710 4,828,580 NO2 1 112 116 124 28% 29% 31% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 204 208 216 51% 52% 54% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,710 4,828,580 24 17 13 19 8% 7% 10% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 108 105 111 54% 53% 56% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R03 Residence 571,585 4,829,360 TSP 24 153 125 133 128% 104% 111% 1 1 1 0.05% 0.05% 0.05% 202 174 182 169% 145% 152% 11 4 5 0.6% 0.2% 0.3%
571,585 4,829,360 PM10 24 30 14 25 59% 27% 49% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 57 41 52 113% 81% 103% 1 0 1 0.05% 0% 0.05%
571,585 4,829,360 PM2.5 24 7 3 6 30% 13% 24% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 22 18 21 74% 61% 70% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,585 4,829,360 NO2 1 192 122 175 48% 31% 44% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 283 214 267 71% 53% 67% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,585 4,829,360 24 103 43 98 52% 21% 49% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 195 134 190 98% 67% 95% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R04 Residence 571,385 4,829,360 TSP 24 64 69 59 53% 58% 49% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 113 118 108 94% 98% 90% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,385 4,829,360 PM10 24 14 8 13 29% 16% 27% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 41 35 40 83% 70% 81% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,385 4,829,360 PM2.5 24 4 3 4 16% 10% 15% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 19 17 19 63% 58% 62% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,385 4,829,360 NO2 1 152 114 148 38% 28% 37% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 244 206 239 61% 51% 60% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,385 4,829,360 24 37 23 41 19% 11% 21% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 129 115 133 64% 57% 66% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R05 Residence 571,450 4,829,615 TSP 24 76 73 43 63% 61% 36% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 125 122 92 104% 102% 77% 1 1 0 0.05% 0.05% 0%
571,450 4,829,615 PM10 24 15 13 13 30% 26% 27% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 42 40 40 84% 80% 81% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,450 4,829,615 PM2.5 24 5 4 3 20% 17% 11% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 20 19 18 66% 63% 59% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,450 4,829,615 NO2 1 137 112 130 34% 28% 33% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 229 204 222 57% 51% 55% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,450 4,829,615 24 36 24 31 18% 12% 16% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 128 116 123 64% 58% 62% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R06 Residence 571,635 4,830,450 TSP 24 26 33 13 22% 28% 11% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 75 82 62 63% 69% 52% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,635 4,830,450 PM10 24 4 5 4 8% 9% 8% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 31 32 31 62% 63% 62% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,635 4,830,450 PM2.5 24 1 2 1 5% 6% 4% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 16 16 16 54% 54% 53% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,635 4,830,450 NO2 1 113 108 109 28% 27% 27% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 205 200 201 51% 50% 50% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,635 4,830,450 24 11 15 9 5% 7% 4% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 103 107 101 51% 53% 50% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R07 Residence 572,110 4,830,510 TSP 24 27 46 17 23% 39% 14% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 76 95 66 64% 79% 55% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,110 4,830,510 PM10 24 3 5 4 7% 11% 9% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 30 32 31 61% 65% 63% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,110 4,830,510 PM2.5 24 1 2 1 4% 6% 4% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 16 16 16 53% 54% 53% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,110 4,830,510 NO2 1 116 122 116 29% 30% 29% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 208 213 208 52% 53% 52% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,110 4,830,510 24 10 16 10 5% 8% 5% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 102 108 102 51% 54% 51% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R08 Residence 572,325 4,830,420 TSP 24 24 39 18 20% 33% 15% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 73 88 67 60% 74% 55% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,325 4,830,420 PM10 24 5 4 5 9% 9% 11% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 32 31 32 63% 63% 65% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,325 4,830,420 PM2.5 24 2 1 1 6% 5% 5% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 16 16 16 54% 53% 54% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,325 4,830,420 NO2 1 109 116 117 27% 29% 29% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 200 208 209 50% 52% 52% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,325 4,830,420 24 11 15 11 5% 7% 5% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 103 106 102 51% 53% 51% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%



Table 7.1C:  Emission Summary Table - Haul Trucks from Face to Plant
Modelled Values & Frequency of Excursions above the Relevant Criteria

Days of Valid Meteorological Data 1827

Background Concentration TSP 49 µg/m³
PM10 27 µg/m³
PM2.5 14.8 µg/m³
NO2 91.8 µg/m³ (1-hour)

91.8 µg/m³ (24-hour)

Relevant Criteria: TSP 120 µg/m³ AAQC
PM10 50 µg/m³ Interim AAQC
PM2.5 25 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (without background)

30 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (with background)
NO2 400 µg/m³ 1-Hour AAQC

200 µg/m³ 24-Hour AAQC

Receptor UTM Coordinates Contaminant Averaging With No Background Concentration With Additional Background Concentrations
ID Type X Y Time Maximum Predicted Percentage of Number of Predicted Frequency of Maximum Predicted Percentage of Number of Predicted Frequency of

24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria Excursions Above Predicted Excursions 24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria Excursions Above Predicted Excursions
Criteria over 5 Years Above Criteria Criteria over 5 Years Above Criteria

P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3

(m) (m) (hours) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%)
R09 Residence 572,420 4,830,320 TSP 24 24 40 19 20% 33% 16% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 73 89 68 61% 74% 56% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

572,420 4,830,320 PM10 24 4 5 6 9% 11% 12% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 31 32 33 63% 65% 66% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,420 4,830,320 PM2.5 24 1 2 1 5% 6% 5% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 16 16 16 54% 54% 54% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,420 4,830,320 NO2 1 110 118 119 28% 30% 30% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 202 210 211 51% 52% 53% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,420 4,830,320 24 10 17 13 5% 8% 7% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 101 108 105 51% 54% 52% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R10 Residence 572,515 4,829,590 TSP 24 53 258 70 44% 215% 58% 0 2 0 0% 0.1% 0% 102 307 119 85% 256% 99% 0 20 0 0% 1.1% 0%
572,515 4,829,590 PM10 24 9 40 22 18% 81% 44% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 36 67 49 72% 135% 98% 0 3 0 0% 0.2% 0%
572,515 4,829,590 PM2.5 24 3 12 6 11% 50% 22% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 17 27 20 58% 91% 68% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,515 4,829,590 NO2 1 116 168 140 29% 42% 35% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 208 259 232 52% 65% 58% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,515 4,829,590 24 31 103 43 15% 52% 21% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 122 195 134 61% 98% 67% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R12 Residence 572,310 4,829,420 TSP 24 82 146 101 69% 121% 85% 0 1 0 0% 0.05% 0% 131 195 150 109% 162% 125% 2 21 2 0.1% 1.1% 0.1%
572,310 4,829,420 PM10 24 14 35 26 27% 70% 51% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 41 62 53 81% 124% 105% 0 7 4 0% 0.4% 0.2%
572,310 4,829,420 PM2.5 24 3 11 7 14% 43% 29% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 18 26 22 61% 85% 73% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,310 4,829,420 NO2 1 125 145 159 31% 36% 40% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 217 237 250 54% 59% 63% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,310 4,829,420 24 41 103 68 21% 51% 34% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 133 195 160 66% 97% 80% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R13 Residence 572,295 4,829,365 TSP 24 96 132 148 80% 110% 123% 0 1 1 0% 0.05% 0.05% 145 181 197 121% 151% 164% 6 16 20 0.3% 0.9% 1.1%
572,295 4,829,365 PM10 24 16 31 52 32% 63% 103% 0 0 1 0% 0% 0.05% 43 58 79 86% 117% 157% 0 2 22 0% 0.1% 1.2%
572,295 4,829,365 PM2.5 24 3 10 15 14% 38% 60% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 18 24 30 61% 81% 99% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,295 4,829,365 NO2 1 141 142 167 35% 35% 42% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 233 233 259 58% 58% 65% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,295 4,829,365 24 59 70 102 30% 35% 51% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 151 162 194 75% 81% 97% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R14 Residence 572,510 4,829,410 TSP 24 60 80 50 50% 67% 42% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 109 129 99 90% 107% 82% 0 2 0 0% 0.1% 0%
572,510 4,829,410 PM10 24 9 13 15 18% 27% 30% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 36 40 42 72% 81% 84% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,510 4,829,410 PM2.5 24 2 4 4 8% 17% 16% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 17 19 19 56% 63% 62% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,510 4,829,410 NO2 1 121 126 140 30% 32% 35% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 213 218 232 53% 55% 58% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,510 4,829,410 24 26 31 36 13% 16% 18% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 118 123 128 59% 62% 64% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R15 Residence 572,245 4,828,855 TSP 24 126 106 118 105% 88% 99% 1 0 0 0.05% 0% 0% 175 155 167 146% 129% 139% 4 4 1 0.2% 0.2% 0.05%
572,245 4,828,855 PM10 24 24 21 28 48% 42% 57% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 51 48 55 102% 96% 111% 1 0 1 0.05% 0.0% 0.05%
572,245 4,828,855 PM2.5 24 5 4 6 21% 18% 24% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 20 19 21 67% 64% 69% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,245 4,828,855 NO2 1 153 137 147 38% 34% 37% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 245 229 239 61% 57% 60% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,245 4,828,855 24 65 43 71 33% 21% 36% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 157 134 163 78% 67% 82% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R16 Residence 572,195 4,829,050 TSP 24 209 190 216 174% 159% 180% 11 7 13 0.6% 0.4% 0.7% 258 239 265 215% 200% 221% 38 37 50 2.1% 2.0% 2.7%
572,195 4,829,050 PM10 24 46 35 48 92% 71% 96% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 73 62 75 146% 125% 150% 15 9 26 0.8% 0.5% 1.4%
572,195 4,829,050 PM2.5 24 10 8 12 41% 31% 47% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 25 23 27 84% 75% 89% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,195 4,829,050 NO2 1 231 176 217 58% 44% 54% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 323 268 309 81% 67% 77% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,195 4,829,050 24 104 94 106 52% 47% 53% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 196 186 198 98% 93% 99% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R17 Residence 572,430 4,828,585 TSP 24 53 45 50 45% 38% 42% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 102 94 99 85% 79% 83% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,430 4,828,585 PM10 24 9 9 12 19% 17% 24% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 36 36 39 73% 71% 78% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,430 4,828,585 PM2.5 24 2 2 2 9% 7% 10% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 17 17 17 56% 56% 57% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,430 4,828,585 NO2 1 124 114 119 31% 28% 30% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 216 205 210 54% 51% 53% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,430 4,828,585 24 29 18 31 14% 9% 15% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 121 110 122 60% 55% 61% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%



Table 7.1C:  Emission Summary Table - Haul Trucks from Face to Plant
Modelled Values & Frequency of Excursions above the Relevant Criteria

Days of Valid Meteorological Data 1827

Background Concentration TSP 49 µg/m³
PM10 27 µg/m³
PM2.5 14.8 µg/m³
NO2 91.8 µg/m³ (1-hour)

91.8 µg/m³ (24-hour)

Relevant Criteria: TSP 120 µg/m³ AAQC
PM10 50 µg/m³ Interim AAQC
PM2.5 25 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (without background)

30 µg/m³ Canada Wide Standard (with background)
NO2 400 µg/m³ 1-Hour AAQC

200 µg/m³ 24-Hour AAQC

Receptor UTM Coordinates Contaminant Averaging With No Background Concentration With Additional Background Concentrations
ID Type X Y Time Maximum Predicted Percentage of Number of Predicted Frequency of Maximum Predicted Percentage of Number of Predicted Frequency of

24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria Excursions Above Predicted Excursions 24-Hour Concentration Relevant Criteria Excursions Above Predicted Excursions
Criteria over 5 Years Above Criteria Criteria over 5 Years Above Criteria

P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3 P1 P2 P3

(m) (m) (hours) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (µg/m³) (%) (%) (%)
R18 Residence 572,125 4,828,655 TSP 24 179 171 130 150% 142% 108% 1 1 1 0.05% 0.05% 0.05% 228 220 179 190% 183% 149% 1 1 1 0.05% 0.05% 0.05%

572,125 4,828,655 PM10 24 23 22 39 46% 44% 77% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 50 49 66 100% 98% 131% 1 0 1 0.05% 0% 0.05%
572,125 4,828,655 PM2.5 24 5 5 8 21% 19% 32% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 20 20 23 67% 65% 76% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,125 4,828,655 NO2 1 135 132 144 34% 33% 36% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 227 224 236 57% 56% 59% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
572,125 4,828,655 24 72 60 81 36% 30% 40% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 164 152 172 82% 76% 86% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

R19 Residence 571,645 4,829,520 TSP 24 158 87 74 132% 73% 61% 3 0 0 0.16% 0% 0% 207 136 123 173% 114% 102% 13 4 1 0.7% 0.2% 0.05%
571,645 4,829,520 PM10 24 56 16 18 112% 31% 36% 1 0 0 0.05% 0% 0% 83 43 45 166% 85% 90% 4 0 0 0.2% 0% 0%
571,645 4,829,520 PM2.5 24 18 5 4 73% 20% 17% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 33 20 19 110% 66% 64% 1 0 0 0.05% 0% 0%
571,645 4,829,520 NO2 1 158 128 142 39% 32% 36% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 250 220 234 62% 55% 58% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%
571,645 4,829,520 24 72 30 61 36% 15% 30% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0% 164 122 153 82% 61% 76% 0 0 0 0% 0% 0%

Notes:
Shaded values in bold indicate excursions above the relevant crtieria
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Appendix B1:  Summary of Fugitive Emissions - Suspended Particulate Matter Project #1201429
JDCL - Hidden Quarry

CRUSHED STONE PROCESSING & PULVERIZED MINERAL PROCESSING - AP-42 Section 11.19.2.1 - See Appendix B4 for Input Parameters

ID Description TSP
AP-42 Emission Controlled Data
Factor Rate Emission Quality

Rate
(kg/Mg) (g/s) (g/s)

CR1 Primary Crusher 6.0E-04 0.0750 0.075 E
SC1 Screen 1.1E-03 0.1528 0.015 E
C01 Conveyor Transfer Point 7.0E-05 0.0015 E

ST01 Stacker 7.0E-05 0.0015 E
C02 Conveyor Transfer Point 7.0E-05 0.0034 E

ST02 Stacker 7.0E-05 0.0034 E
CR2 Secondary Crusher 6.0E-04 0.0417 E
SC2 Screen 1.1E-03 0.0764 E
C03 Conveyor Transfer Point 7.0E-05 0.0015 E

ST03 Stacker 7.0E-05 0.0015 E
C04 Conveyor Transfer Point 7.0E-05 0.0034 E

ST04 Stacker 7.0E-05 0.0034 E

BULK MATERIAL HANDLING / TRANSFER EMISSIONS - AP-42 Section 13.2.4 - See Appendix B5 for Input Parameters

ID Description TSP
AP-42 Emission Factor (with controls if applicable) Emission Rate (with controls if applicable) Data

1 3 5 9 11 13 1 3 5 9 11 13 Quality
(kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s)

HTL_P1_1 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 1.2E-04 4.9E-04 9.5E-04 2.0E-03 2.7E-03 3.3E-03 1.6E-02 6.8E-02 1.3E-01 2.8E-01 3.7E-01 4.6E-01 C
HTL_P1_2 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 1.2E-04 4.9E-04 9.5E-04 2.0E-03 2.7E-03 3.3E-03 1.6E-02 6.8E-02 1.3E-01 2.8E-01 3.7E-01 4.6E-01 C
HTL_P1_3 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 1.2E-04 4.9E-04 9.5E-04 2.0E-03 2.7E-03 3.3E-03 1.6E-02 6.8E-02 1.3E-01 2.8E-01 3.7E-01 4.6E-01 C
HTL_P2_1 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 1.2E-04 4.9E-04 9.5E-04 2.0E-03 2.7E-03 3.3E-03 1.6E-02 6.8E-02 1.3E-01 2.8E-01 3.7E-01 4.6E-01 C
HTL_P2_2 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 1.2E-04 4.9E-04 9.5E-04 2.0E-03 2.7E-03 3.3E-03 1.6E-02 6.8E-02 1.3E-01 2.8E-01 3.7E-01 4.6E-01 C
HTL_P2_3 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 1.2E-04 4.9E-04 9.5E-04 2.0E-03 2.7E-03 3.3E-03 1.6E-02 6.8E-02 1.3E-01 2.8E-01 3.7E-01 4.6E-01 C
HTL_P3_1 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 1.2E-04 4.9E-04 9.5E-04 2.0E-03 2.7E-03 3.3E-03 1.6E-02 6.8E-02 1.3E-01 2.8E-01 3.7E-01 4.6E-01 C
HTL_P3_2 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 1.2E-04 4.9E-04 9.5E-04 2.0E-03 2.7E-03 3.3E-03 1.6E-02 6.8E-02 1.3E-01 2.8E-01 3.7E-01 4.6E-01 C
HTL_P3_3 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 1.2E-04 4.9E-04 9.5E-04 2.0E-03 2.7E-03 3.3E-03 1.6E-02 6.8E-02 1.3E-01 2.8E-01 3.7E-01 4.6E-01 C

GR1 Truck Dump at Grizzly 1.2E-04 4.9E-04 9.5E-04 2.0E-03 2.7E-03 3.3E-03 1.6E-02 6.8E-02 1.3E-01 2.8E-01 3.7E-01 4.6E-01 C
LOADOUT1Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 4.0E-05 1.7E-04 3.2E-04 6.9E-04 9.0E-04 1.1E-03 8.3E-04 3.4E-03 6.7E-03 1.4E-02 1.9E-02 2.3E-02 B
LOADOUT2Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 4.0E-05 1.7E-04 3.2E-04 6.9E-04 9.0E-04 1.1E-03 1.9E-03 8.0E-03 1.6E-02 3.4E-02 4.4E-02 5.4E-02 B
LOADOUT3Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 4.0E-05 1.7E-04 3.2E-04 6.9E-04 9.0E-04 1.1E-03 8.3E-04 3.4E-03 6.7E-03 1.4E-02 1.9E-02 2.3E-02 B
LOADOUT4Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 4.0E-05 1.7E-04 3.2E-04 6.9E-04 9.0E-04 1.1E-03 1.9E-03 8.0E-03 1.6E-02 3.4E-02 4.4E-02 5.4E-02 B

UNPAVED ROAD SECTIONS - AP-42 Section 13.2.1 & PAVED ROAD SECTIONS - AP-42 Section 13.2.2 - See Appendix B6 for Input Parameters

ID Description TSP
AP-42 Emission Controlled Data
Factor Rate Emission Quality

Rate
(g/VKT) (g/s) (g/s)

LDR Loader at Working Face 3918 2.5E+00 0.12
HR_P1_1 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 1 3918 9.1E+00 0.46
HR_P1_2 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 1 3918 1.6E+01 0.80
HR_P1_3 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 1 3918 1.8E+01 0.91
HR_P2_1 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 2 3918 2.4E+01 1.22
HR_P2_2 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 2 3918 2.2E+01 1.10
HR_P2_3 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 2 3918 2.4E+01 1.22
HR_P3_1 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 3 3918 6.1E+00 0.30
HR_P3_2 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 3 3918 7.9E+00 0.40
HR_P3_3 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 3 3918 8.4E+00 0.42
PLNTLDR Plant Loader 3918 2.5E+00 0.12

LOOP Highway Truck Traffic 147 3.1E-01 0.31
ENTRANCEHighway Truck Traffic 147 8.0E-02 0.08



Appendix B2:  Summary of Fugitive Emissions - PM10 Project #1201429
JDCL - Hidden Quarry

CRUSHED STONE PROCESSING & PULVERIZED MINERAL PROCESSING - AP-42 Section 11.19.2.1 - See Appendix B4 for Input Parameters

ID Description PM10

AP-42 Emission Controlled Data
Factor Rate Emission Quality

Rate
(kg/Mg) (g/s) (g/s)

CR1 Primary Crusher 2.7E-04 3.4E-02 3.4E-02 E
SC1 Screen 3.8E-04 5.3E-02 5.3E-03 C
C01 Conveyor Transfer Point 2.3E-05 4.8E-04 D

ST01 Stacker 2.3E-05 4.8E-04 D
C02 Conveyor Transfer Point 2.3E-05 1.1E-03 D

ST02 Stacker 2.3E-05 1.1E-03 D
CR2 Secondary Crusher 2.7E-04 1.9E-02 E
SC2 Screen 3.8E-04 2.6E-02 C
C03 Conveyor Transfer Point 2.3E-05 4.8E-04 D

ST03 Stacker 2.3E-05 4.8E-04 D
C04 Conveyor Transfer Point 2.3E-05 1.1E-03 D

ST04 Stacker 2.3E-05 1.1E-03 D

BULK MATERIAL HANDLING / TRANSFER EMISSIONS - AP-42 Section 13.2.4 - See Appendix B5 for Input Parameters

ID Description PM10

AP-42 Emission Factor (with controls if applicable) Emission Rate (with controls if applicable) Data
1 3 5 9 11 13 1 3 5 9 11 13 Quality

(kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s)
HTL_P1_1 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 5.6E-05 2.3E-04 4.5E-04 9.7E-04 1.3E-03 1.6E-03 7.7E-03 3.2E-02 6.3E-02 1.3E-01 1.7E-01 2.2E-01 C
HTL_P1_2 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 5.6E-05 2.3E-04 4.5E-04 9.7E-04 1.3E-03 1.6E-03 7.7E-03 3.2E-02 6.3E-02 1.3E-01 1.7E-01 2.2E-01 C
HTL_P1_3 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 5.6E-05 2.3E-04 4.5E-04 9.7E-04 1.3E-03 1.6E-03 7.7E-03 3.2E-02 6.3E-02 1.3E-01 1.7E-01 2.2E-01 C
HTL_P2_1 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 5.6E-05 2.3E-04 4.5E-04 9.7E-04 1.3E-03 1.6E-03 7.7E-03 3.2E-02 6.3E-02 1.3E-01 1.7E-01 2.2E-01 C
HTL_P2_2 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 5.6E-05 2.3E-04 4.5E-04 9.7E-04 1.3E-03 1.6E-03 7.7E-03 3.2E-02 6.3E-02 1.3E-01 1.7E-01 2.2E-01 C
HTL_P2_3 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 5.6E-05 2.3E-04 4.5E-04 9.7E-04 1.3E-03 1.6E-03 7.7E-03 3.2E-02 6.3E-02 1.3E-01 1.7E-01 2.2E-01 C
HTL_P3_1 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 5.6E-05 2.3E-04 4.5E-04 9.7E-04 1.3E-03 1.6E-03 7.7E-03 3.2E-02 6.3E-02 1.3E-01 1.7E-01 2.2E-01 C
HTL_P3_2 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 5.6E-05 2.3E-04 4.5E-04 9.7E-04 1.3E-03 1.6E-03 7.7E-03 3.2E-02 6.3E-02 1.3E-01 1.7E-01 2.2E-01 C
HTL_P3_3 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 5.6E-05 2.3E-04 4.5E-04 9.7E-04 1.3E-03 1.6E-03 7.7E-03 3.2E-02 6.3E-02 1.3E-01 1.7E-01 2.2E-01 C

GR1 Truck Dump at Grizzly 5.6E-05 2.3E-04 4.5E-04 9.7E-04 1.3E-03 1.6E-03 7.7E-03 3.2E-02 6.3E-02 1.3E-01 1.7E-01 2.2E-01 C
LOADOUT1Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 1.9E-05 7.8E-05 1.5E-04 3.3E-04 4.2E-04 5.3E-04 3.9E-04 1.6E-03 3.2E-03 6.8E-03 8.8E-03 1.1E-02 B
LOADOUT2Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 1.9E-05 7.8E-05 1.5E-04 3.3E-04 4.2E-04 5.3E-04 9.1E-04 3.8E-03 7.4E-03 1.6E-02 2.1E-02 2.6E-02 B
LOADOUT3Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 1.9E-05 7.8E-05 1.5E-04 3.3E-04 4.2E-04 5.3E-04 3.9E-04 1.6E-03 3.2E-03 6.8E-03 8.8E-03 1.1E-02 B
LOADOUT4Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 1.9E-05 7.8E-05 1.5E-04 3.3E-04 4.2E-04 5.3E-04 9.1E-04 3.8E-03 7.4E-03 1.6E-02 2.1E-02 2.6E-02 B

UNPAVED ROAD SECTIONS - AP-42 Section 13.2.1 & PAVED ROAD SECTIONS - AP-42 Section 13.2.2 - See Appendix B6 for Input Parameters

ID Description PM10

AP-42 Emission Controlled Data
Factor Rate Emission Quality

Rate
(g/VKT) (g/s) (g/s)

LDR Loader at Working Face 1114 7.0E-01 3.5E-02
HR_P1_1 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 1 1114 2.6E+00 1.3E-01
HR_P1_2 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 1 1114 4.5E+00 2.3E-01
HR_P1_3 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 1 1114 5.2E+00 2.6E-01
HR_P2_1 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 2 1114 6.9E+00 3.5E-01
HR_P2_2 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 2 1114 6.3E+00 3.1E-01
HR_P2_3 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 2 1114 6.9E+00 3.5E-01
HR_P3_1 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 3 1114 1.7E+00 8.7E-02
HR_P3_2 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 3 1114 2.3E+00 1.1E-01
HR_P3_3 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 3 1114 2.4E+00 1.2E-01
PLNTLDR Plant Loader 1114 7.0E-01 3.5E-02

LOOP Highway Truck Traffic 28 5.9E-02 5.9E-02
ENTRANCEHighway Truck Traffic 28 1.5E-02 1.5E-02



Appendix B3:  Summary of Fugitive Emissions - PM2.5 Project #1201429
JDCL - Hidden Quarry

CRUSHED STONE PROCESSING & PULVERIZED MINERAL PROCESSING - AP-42 Section 11.19.2.1 - See Appendix B4 for Input Parameters

ID Description PM2.5

AP-42 Emission Controlled Data
Factor Rate Emission Quality

Rate
(kg/Mg) (g/s) (g/s)

CR1 Primary Crusher 5.0E-05 6.3E-03 6.3E-03 E
SC1 Screen 2.5E-05 3.5E-03 3.5E-04 E
C01 Conveyor Transfer Point 6.5E-06 1.4E-04 E

ST01 Stacker 6.5E-06 1.4E-04 E
C02 Conveyor Transfer Point 6.5E-06 3.2E-04 E

ST02 Stacker 6.5E-06 3.2E-04 E
CR2 Secondary Crusher 5.0E-05 3.5E-03 E
SC2 Screen 2.5E-05 1.7E-03 E
C03 Conveyor Transfer Point 6.5E-06 1.4E-04 E

ST03 Stacker 6.5E-06 1.4E-04 E
C04 Conveyor Transfer Point 6.5E-06 3.2E-04 E

ST04 Stacker 6.5E-06 3.2E-04 E

BULK MATERIAL HANDLING / TRANSFER EMISSIONS - AP-42 Section 13.2.4 - See Appendix B5 for Input Parameters

ID Description PM2.5

AP-42 Emission Factor Emission Rate Data
1 3 5 9 11 13 1 3 5 9 11 13 Quality

(kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (kg/Mg) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s)
HTL_P1_1 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 8.4E-06 3.5E-05 6.8E-05 1.5E-04 1.9E-04 2.4E-04 1.2E-03 4.9E-03 9.5E-03 2.0E-02 2.6E-02 3.3E-02 C
HTL_P1_2 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 8.4E-06 3.5E-05 6.8E-05 1.5E-04 1.9E-04 2.4E-04 1.2E-03 4.9E-03 9.5E-03 2.0E-02 2.6E-02 3.3E-02 C
HTL_P1_3 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 8.4E-06 3.5E-05 6.8E-05 1.5E-04 1.9E-04 2.4E-04 1.2E-03 4.9E-03 9.5E-03 2.0E-02 2.6E-02 3.3E-02 C
HTL_P2_1 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 8.4E-06 3.5E-05 6.8E-05 1.5E-04 1.9E-04 2.4E-04 1.2E-03 4.9E-03 9.5E-03 2.0E-02 2.6E-02 3.3E-02 C
HTL_P2_2 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 8.4E-06 3.5E-05 6.8E-05 1.5E-04 1.9E-04 2.4E-04 1.2E-03 4.9E-03 9.5E-03 2.0E-02 2.6E-02 3.3E-02 C
HTL_P2_3 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 8.4E-06 3.5E-05 6.8E-05 1.5E-04 1.9E-04 2.4E-04 1.2E-03 4.9E-03 9.5E-03 2.0E-02 2.6E-02 3.3E-02 C
HTL_P3_1 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 8.4E-06 3.5E-05 6.8E-05 1.5E-04 1.9E-04 2.4E-04 1.2E-03 4.9E-03 9.5E-03 2.0E-02 2.6E-02 3.3E-02 C
HTL_P3_2 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 8.4E-06 3.5E-05 6.8E-05 1.5E-04 1.9E-04 2.4E-04 1.2E-03 4.9E-03 9.5E-03 2.0E-02 2.6E-02 3.3E-02 C
HTL_P3_3 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 8.4E-06 3.5E-05 6.8E-05 1.5E-04 1.9E-04 2.4E-04 1.2E-03 4.9E-03 9.5E-03 2.0E-02 2.6E-02 3.3E-02 C

GR1 Truck Dump at Grizzly 8.4E-06 3.5E-05 6.8E-05 1.5E-04 1.9E-04 2.4E-04 1.2E-03 4.9E-03 9.5E-03 2.0E-02 2.6E-02 3.3E-02 C
LOADOUT1Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 2.8E-06 1.2E-05 2.3E-05 4.9E-05 6.4E-05 8.0E-05 5.9E-05 2.5E-04 4.8E-04 1.0E-03 1.3E-03 1.7E-03 B
LOADOUT2Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 2.8E-06 1.2E-05 2.3E-05 4.9E-05 6.4E-05 8.0E-05 1.4E-04 5.8E-04 1.1E-03 2.4E-03 3.1E-03 3.9E-03 B
LOADOUT3Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 2.8E-06 1.2E-05 2.3E-05 4.9E-05 6.4E-05 8.0E-05 5.9E-05 2.5E-04 4.8E-04 1.0E-03 1.3E-03 1.7E-03 B
LOADOUT4Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 2.8E-06 1.2E-05 2.3E-05 4.9E-05 6.4E-05 8.0E-05 1.4E-04 5.8E-04 1.1E-03 2.4E-03 3.1E-03 3.9E-03 B

UNPAVED ROAD SECTIONS - AP-42 Section 13.2.1 & PAVED ROAD SECTIONS - AP-42 Section 13.2.2 - See Appendix B6 for Input Parameters

ID Description PM2.5

AP-42 Emission Controlled Data
Factor Rate Emission Quality

Rate
(g/VKT) (g/s) (g/s)

LDR Loader at Working Face 111 7.0E-02 3.5E-03
HR_P1_1 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 1 111 2.6E-01 1.3E-02
HR_P1_2 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 1 111 4.6E-01 2.3E-02
HR_P1_3 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 1 111 5.2E-01 2.6E-02
HR_P2_1 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 2 111 6.9E-01 3.5E-02
HR_P2_2 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 2 111 6.3E-01 3.1E-02
HR_P2_3 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 2 111 6.9E-01 3.5E-02
HR_P3_1 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 3 111 1.7E-01 8.7E-03
HR_P3_2 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 3 111 2.3E-01 1.1E-02
HR_P3_3 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 3 111 2.4E-01 1.2E-02
PLNTLDR Plant Loader 111 7.0E-02 3.5E-03

LOOP Highway Truck Traffic 7 1.4E-02 1.4E-02
ENTRANCEHighway Truck Traffic 6.8 3.7E-03 3.7E-03



Appendix B4:  Crushed Stone Processing & Pulverized Mineral Processing Emissions Spreadsheet Project #1201429
JDCL - Hidden Quarry

Input Required
CRUSHED STONE PROCESSING & PULVERIZED MINERAL PROCESSING - AP-42 Section 11.19.2 Calculated Value / Do Not Edit

Comment required
Table Heading (do not edit)

ID [1] Process Name / Description AP-42 Process Process Processing Rate Control Comments
Description Code [2] Hourly Daily Annual Efficiency

Applied [4]
(Mg/h) (Mg/d) (Mg/a) (%)

CR1 Primary Crusher 6 450
SC1 Screen 2 500 90% full enclosures
C01 Conveyor Transfer Point 14 75 100% wash plant, material is saturated

ST01 Stacker 14 75 100% wash plant, material is saturated
C02 Conveyor Transfer Point 14 175 100% wash plant, material is saturated

ST02 Stacker 14 175 100% wash plant, material is saturated
CR2 Secondary Crusher 7 250 100% wash plant, material is saturated
SC2 Screen 2 250 100% wash plant, material is saturated
C03 Conveyor Transfer Point Conveyor transfer point (controlled) 14 75 100% wash plant, material is saturated

ST03 Stacker Conveyor transfer point (controlled) 14 75 100% wash plant, material is saturated
C04 Conveyor Transfer Point Conveyor transfer point (controlled) 14 175 100% wash plant, material is saturated

ST04 Stacker 14 175 100% wash plant, material is saturated

[1] ID corresponds to process flow diagram for facility and / or material
[2] Process code used by spreadsheet to pull correct factor based on slected activity - does not require entry.
[3] Enter the control efficiency for each source - if no controls are applied, leave blank

Conveyor transfer point (controlled)

Conveyor transfer point (controlled)

Primary crushing (controlled)
Screening (controlled)
Conveyor transfer point (controlled)

Screening (controlled)
Secondary crushing (controlled)
Conveyor transfer point (controlled)
Conveyor transfer point (controlled)



Appendix B5:  Bulk Material Handling Emissions Spreadsheet Project #1201429
JDCL - Hidden Quarry Drop operation emissions: E = 0.0016 k (U / 2.2)1.3 / (M / 2)1.4

Input Required
TRANSFER EMISSIONS - AP-42 Section 13.2.4 E emission factor Calculated Value / Do Not Edit

k particle size multiplier (0.74, 0.35 and 0.053 for TSP, PM10 and PM2.5) Comment required
Average recorded hourly wind speed (m/s): 3.67 [1] U mean wind speed, meters per second (m/s) Table Heading (do not edit)

M material moisture content (%)

Handling Information [2] Processing Rate Site Data [3] Controls
ID [4] Description Hourly Daily Annual Site Silt Moisture Source Control Comments

Specific Content Content Conditions Efficiency
Data? Valid [5] Applied [6]

(Mg/h) (Mg/d) (Mg/y) (y/n) (%) (%) (%)
HTL_P1_1 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 500 n 3.9% 5.0% moisture too high higher moisture assumed for extracted material
HTL_P1_2 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 500 n 3.9% 5.0% moisture too high higher moisture assumed for extracted material
HTL_P1_3 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 500 n 3.9% 5.0% moisture too high higher moisture assumed for extracted material
HTL_P2_1 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 500 n 3.9% 5.0% moisture too high higher moisture assumed for extracted material
HTL_P2_2 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 500 n 3.9% 5.0% moisture too high higher moisture assumed for extracted material
HTL_P2_3 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 500 n 3.9% 5.0% moisture too high higher moisture assumed for extracted material
HTL_P3_1 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 500 n 3.9% 5.0% moisture too high higher moisture assumed for extracted material
HTL_P3_2 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 500 n 3.9% 5.0% moisture too high higher moisture assumed for extracted material
HTL_P3_3 Haul Truck Loading at Working Face 500 n 3.9% 5.0% moisture too high higher moisture assumed for extracted material

GR1 Truck Dump at Grizzly 500 n 3.9% 5.0% moisture too high higher moisture assumed for extracted material
LOADOUT1 Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 75 n 3.9% 2.1% valid 90% Washed stone
LOADOUT2 Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 175 n 3.9% 2.1% valid 90% Washed stone
LOADOUT3 Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 75 n 3.9% 2.1% valid 90% Washed stone
LOADOUT4 Loading Highway Trucks at Stockpile 1 175 n 3.9% 2.1% valid 90% Washed stone

[1] Obtained from local meteorological data set
[2] Enter specific information regarding sources and handling rates.
[3] Data from Table 13.2.4-1 in AP-42 unless otherwise specified.
[4] ID corresponds to process flow diagram for facility and / or material
[5] Relates to AP-42 Section 13.2.4-4
[6] Enter the control efficiency for each source - if no controls are applied, leave blank



Appendix B6:  On-Site Mobile Equipment Emissions Input Data Project #1201429
JDCL - Hidden Quarry

Paved Roads: E = k (sL)0.91 (W)1.02 Input Required
UNPAVED ROAD SECTIONS - AP-42 Section 13.2.2 Unpaved Roads - Industrial: E = 281.9 k (s / 12)a (W / 3)b Calculated Value / Do Not Edit
PAVED ROAD SECTIONS - AP-42 Section 13.2.1 Unpaved Roads - Public: E = 281.9 k (s / 12)a (S / 30)d / (M / 0.5)c - C Comment required

Table Heading (do not edit)
E particulate emission factor (g/VKT) W average weight of the vehicles traveling the road (US short tons) M surface material moisture content (%)
k particle size multiplier (see below) s surface material silt content (%) S mean vehicle speed (mph)
sL road surface silt loading (g/m2) C emission factor for 1980's vehicle fleet exhaust, brake wear and tire wear a,b,c,d constants (see below)

ID [1] Route Traffic Passes Segment Paved? Is Roadway Mean Average Surface Surface Road Control Comments
Hourly Daily Annual Length "industrial" Vehicle Vehicle Material Silt Surface Efficiency

[2] or "public" Speed Weight Moisture Content Silt Applied
[3] [4] Content [5] [6] Loading [7] [8]

(passes/h) (passes/d) (passes/a) (m) (y/n) (km/h) (mph) (tons) (%) (%) (g/m2) (%)
LDR Loader at Working Face 91 25 N Industrial 25 16 54 8.3% 95% Assumes Cat 988 Loader (11 tonne payload)

HR_P1_1 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 1 28 300 N Industrial 25 16 54 8.3% 95% 71 tonne GVW, 35 tonne payload (similar to Cat 770)
HR_P1_2 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 1 28 525 N Industrial 25 16 54 8.3% 95% 71 tonne GVW, 35 tonne payload (similar to Cat 770)
HR_P1_3 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 1 28 600 N Industrial 25 16 54 8.3% 95% 71 tonne GVW, 35 tonne payload (similar to Cat 770)
HR_P2_1 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 2 28 800 N Industrial 25 16 54 8.3% 95% 71 tonne GVW, 35 tonne payload (similar to Cat 770)
HR_P2_2 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 2 28 725 N Industrial 25 16 54 8.3% 95% 71 tonne GVW, 35 tonne payload (similar to Cat 770)
HR_P2_3 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 2 28 800 N Industrial 25 16 54 8.3% 95% 71 tonne GVW, 35 tonne payload (similar to Cat 770)
HR_P3_1 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 3 28 200 N Industrial 25 16 54 8.3% 95% 71 tonne GVW, 35 tonne payload (similar to Cat 770)
HR_P3_2 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 3 28 260 N Industrial 25 16 54 8.3% 95% 71 tonne GVW, 35 tonne payload (similar to Cat 770)
HR_P3_3 Haul Truck Traffic from Phase 3 28 275 N Industrial 25 16 54 8.3% 95% 71 tonne GVW, 35 tonne payload (similar to Cat 770)
PLNTLDR Plant Loader 91 25 N Industrial 25 16 54 8.3% 95% Assumes Cat 988 Loader (11 tonne payload)

LOOP Highway Truck Traffic 13 575 Y Industrial 25 16 36 1.2 5% tandems, 20% tri-axles, 50% tri-axle trailers, 25% tri-axle trains
ENTRANCE Highway Truck Traffic 26 75 Y Industrial 25 16 36 1.2 5% tandems, 20% tri-axles, 50% tri-axle trailers, 25% tri-axle trains

Constants for Mobile Emission Equations
Roadway Type Contaminant k a b c d Quality
Paved Roads: PM2.5 0.15 - - - - -

PM10 0.62 - - - - -
TSP 3.23 - - - - -

Unpaved Roads - Industrial: PM2.5 0.15 0.9 0.45 - - C
PM10 1.5 0.9 0.45 - - B
TSP 4.9 0.7 0.45 - - B

Unpaved Roads - Public: PM2.5 0.18 1 - 0.2 0.5 C
PM10 1.8 1 - 0.2 0.5 B
TSP 6 1 - 0.3 0.3 B

[1] Route ID numbers provided on site plan.
[2] Number of passes in a 1-hour period.  For the all traffic except the shipping trucks, this value reflects travel in both directions.
[3] Publicly accessible and dominated by light vehicles, or industrial, and dominated by heavy vehicles.
[4] For the all traffic except the shipping trucks, the average weight reflects the average of the empty and loaded vehicle weight, for travel in both directions.
[5] Required only for publicly accessible unpaved roads.  Data from Table 13.2.2-3 in AP-42 unless otherwise specified.
[6] Required only for unpaved roads (public and industrial).  Data from Table 13.2.2-1 in AP-42 unless otherwise specified.
[7] Required only for industrial paved roads.  Data from Table 13.2.1-2 or 13.2.1-3 in AP-42 unless otherwise specified.
[8] Enter the control efficiency for each source - if no controls are applied, leave blank
[9] Requires input of MOBILE 6 emission factors for exhaust, brake wear and tire wear - if no MOBILE 6 data is available, ignore this section.



Appendix B7:  Summary of Combustion Exhaust Emissions
JDCL - Hidden Quarry

Vehicle Gross Hourly Round Load Number Emission Factor Emission Rate Comments
Type Power Round Trip Factor of NOx PM2.5 PM10 TSP NOx PM2.5 PM10 TSP

Rating Trips Length Vehicles
(kW) (m) (%) (g/vkt) (g/kW-h) (g/vkt) (g/kW-h) (g/vkt) (g/kW-h) (g/vkt) (g/kW-h) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s) (g/s)

Drag Line 373 n/a n/a 53% 1 -- 18.8 -- 1.3 -- 1.3 -- 1.3 1.0 0.071 0.071 0.071 Cat D379 Engine (500hp), emission factors from AP-42, Chapter 3.3
Pit Loader 414 46 n/a 48% 1 -- 4.0 -- 0.2 -- 0.2 -- 0.2 0.22 0.011 0.011 0.011 Based on Cat 988 Loader
Haul Truck 381 14 n/a 58% 3 -- 4.0 -- 0.2 -- 0.2 -- 0.2 0.74 0.037 0.037 0.037 Based on Cat 770
Plant Loader 414 46 n/a 48% 1 -- 4.0 -- 0.2 -- 0.2 -- 0.2 0.22 0.011 0.011 0.011 Based on Cat 988 Loader
Highway Truck - entrance ramp n/a 13 150 n/a 13 25.4 -- 1.55 -- 1.91 -- 1.91 -- 0.014 0.00080 0.0010 0.0010 Based on average load per truck of 33 tonnes
Highway Truck - loop road n/a 13 575 n/a 13 25.4 -- 1.55 -- 1.91 -- 1.91 -- 0.053 0.0032 0.0040 0.0040 Based on average load per truck of 33 tonnes

Emission factor from highway trucks based on 20 km/h speed while on site, and obtained from U.S. EPA MOVES model.
Loader and Haul Trucks assumed to be Tier 3 Compliant (new Cat 988 Loaders meet Tier 3).  Emissions based on Tier 3 standards
Load Factors from "Median Life, Annual Activity, and Load Factor Values for Nonroad Engine Emissions Modeling", EPA-420-R-10-016, NR-005d, July 2010
TSP and PM2.5 Emissions assumed to be equal to PM10 emissions unless otherwise noted.

Sample Calculations

Drag Line TSP Emissions: 373 kW 1.3 g 53% Load 1 h
1 kW h 3600 s = 0.071

Highway Truck TSP Emissions: 13 Vehicles 150 m 1.91 g 1 km 1 h
1 h 1 Veh. Km 1000 m 3600 s = 0.0010
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June 6, 2014 

Tel: 519.823.1311 
Fax: 519.823-1316 

RWDI AIR Inc. 
650 Woodlawn Road West 
Guelph, Ontario, Canada 
N1K 188 
Email: solutions@rwdi.com 

Mr. Greg Sweetnam, B.Sc. 
Vice President, Resources 
James Dick Construction Limited 
P.O. Box470 
Bolton, ON L7E 5T4 

Re: RWDI Response to Airzone One Ltd. Screening-Level Review 
Air Quality Assessment for the Proposed Hidden Quarry 
RWDI Reference No.1201429 ' · 

~ BEST 
~MANAGED 
5COMPANIES 

Email: gsweetnam@jamesdick.com 

Dear Mr. Sweetnam, 

RWDI has reviewed the "Screening-level review of James Dick Construction Ltd. air quality assessment 
re: Proposed Hidden Quarry" prepared by Dr. Franco DiGiovanni of Airzone One Ltd., and has prepared 
this letter to respond to the comments contained in Dr. DiGiovanni's review. 

General Overview 

Section 4 of the report fro·~ Airzone One Ltd. is entitled "Requirements of ~n Air Quality Assessment. " It 
says: " .. . actual measurements will not be available for a proposed aggregate project; instead, we have to 
rely on predicted changes in air quality (using air quality computer models) ... " RWDI agrees with this 
statement and our assessm'ent consisted of an MOE-approved computer model simulation, following 
MOE regulations, guidance and acceptedpractices. 

Section 4 ~iso states: "As . the site does not' yet exist in ~ch of the input data required to conduct the 
assessment also does not exist. In · those cases .estimates for those data must be made on a 
conservative basis." It goes on to say that "there is infonnation available from other existing or past 
aggregate operations" and "data from thcise other sites may be used as an estimator." RWDI also agrees 
with these statements and took this approach iri its assessment. 

Section 4 goes on to state that 'The key issue in assessing those data is dealing with the range of data 
values from those other sites. U(lless one has a good reason to argue against it, it is prudent to choose 
the upper limit of the range, t_he value that will result in the highest emissions or impacts." RWDI 
profoundly disagrees with this statement and considers it to be inconsistent with sound engineering and 
scientific principles. It is not appropriate to choose the upper limit of the range for every uncertain input 
that goes into the model. This would lead to unrealistically high results that would not be informative for 
decision-making purposes. 

The tenn "bias" is used to characterize whether a parameter has a tendency to be an overestimate or 
underestimate of reality. A high bias means that the parameter most likely overestimates reality, and a 
low bias means that it most likely underestimates reality. Unbiased means that there are equal chances 

This document is intended for the sole use of the party to whom it is addressed and may contain information that is 
privileged and/or confidential. If you have received this in error, please notify us immediately. 

® RWDI name and logo are registered trademarks in Canada and the United States of America 
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that the parameter overestimates or underestimates reality. Sound scientific practice attempts to be 
unbiased, i.e. , realistic. However, when many of the model inputs are unknown and uncertain, this is 
difficult to do. The general practice in this case is to ensure that, while many of the uncertain inputs in the 
model are selected in an unbiased manner (middle of the range), some are selected so that they are 
biased on the high side (upper end of the range). This ensures that the model results have a high bias 
without being excessively biased and unrealistic. Table 1 summarizes the approach taken by RWDI for 
key input parameters of the modelling. 

Table 1 shows that most of the input parameters used in the RWDI assessment are biased high (at or 
approaching the upper limit of the range) and, therefore, the overall effect is expected to be a high bias in 
the model results, i.e., they are likely to overestimate reality. 

One set of parameters not shown in the table is the assumed effectiveness of control measures 
implemented at the site (e.g., 95% for watering of the internal unpaved haul road, 1.2 g/m2 silt loading on 
paved entrance road) . The reason is that control effectiveness is not an input parameter. Rather, it is 
an outcome of the modelling. The values adopted in our report represent the levels effectiveness that 
were determined from preliminary model runs and/or first guesses to be needed to achieve acceptable 
results. Mitigation procedures (watering amount and frequency) are recommended with the aim of 
achieving these levels of effectiveness. 

Detailed Response 

Table 2 provides a detailed response to the 44 comments provided in Dr. DiGiovanni's review. 

Summary 

RWDI believes that the 2012 Air Quality Assessment (AQA) is both technically complete and 
conservative, and adequately addresses the air quality issues posed by the proposed Hidden Quarry. 

With respect" "to Dr. DiGiovanni's review, we reiterate that RWDI profoundly disagrees with Dr. 
DiGiovanni's opinion on biases, and considers it to be inconsistent with sound engineering and scientific 
principles. It is not appropriate to choose the upper limit of the range for every uncertain input that goes 
into the model. This would lead to unrealistically high results that would not be informative for decision­
making purposes. 

Yours very truly, 

RWDI AIR Inc. 

4~/ff L ---. 
Mike Lepage, M.sc. , Ac:ccr 
Project Director, Principal 

~ 
Brian Sulley, BASe., P.Eng. 
Senior Specialist 

MFUBGS/kta 
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Table 1: Key Uncertain Input Parameters 

Parameter RWDI Approach 

Meteorology High bias 

Activity levels at the site High bias 

Locations of operations High bias 

Fallout of dust on site High bias 

Haul road silt levels Unbiased 

Material moisture levels High bias 

Background contaminant 
High bias 

concentrations 

Page 3 

-
Comments 

Based on worst-case from 5 years of hourly data, and 
assumes weather is always dry 
Based on maximum anticipated production/shipping 
levels associated with the licence limit, even though 
most aggregate operations infrequently attain their 
licence limit. 
Based on reasonable worst-case location of extraction 
and other operations. 
Assumed all emitted dust leaves the site and none 
falls out within the site, even though operations will 
generally be below grade and the site has extensive 
tree cover. 
Used a middle-of-the range value from published data 
for other sites 
Used middle'-of-the range values from published data 
and previous measurements by RWDI for above-
water aggregate extraction; whereas, this will be 
predominantly an underwater extraction operation. 
While highway 7 traffic was not explicitly included, an 
above-average background concentration was used 
(901

h percentile). 
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Table 2: Response to Comments Contained in Dr. DiGiovanni's (Airzone) Review 

2 

3 

4 

5 

This statement [that precise flow of material 
may change between different pieces of 
processing equipment] , would seem to 
provide a caveat to their assessment; this 
may mean that their assessment may not be 
reflective of the actual worst-case emissions 
whereas it should be reflective of the worst 

the operating schedule is 
's claims. 

Valid and complete site-specific data is 
required in order to predict the composition of 
the dust that will be generated from the pit; 
this has not been provided. This renders 
RWDI's assessment uncertain and thus 
unreliable . 

Missing combustion by-products 
assessments. 

Assessment on stripping and rehabilitation 
missing. 

The maximum throughput of the processing plant 
and is set at a maximum value of 500 tonnes per hour. 

Once material enters the wash screen, it no longer generates significant emissions due 
to the high moisture content, so changes in the precise flow of this material are not 
relevant to the assessment. 

as 
nrP!':PntM in the AQA and excluded ooerations between December 25 and Aoril 1. 
Calcium carbonate, crystalline silica and other compounds are included in an updated 
chemical analysis of both the unconsolidated deposit (sand and gravel) and the Amabel 
dolostone. This analysis is attached to this letter report. 

The data confirms RWDI's experience that levels of all trace metals and compounds 
identified in the assessment will be below the relevant criteria (when applied as a 
percentage of the predicted PM10 or TSP concentrations, as appropriate), when those 
criteria are met. 
· RWDI has conducted environmental assessments for highway projects throughout 
Ontario, and based on RWDI's analysis and experience, N02 is a suitable surrogate for 
examining potential impacts from diesel-fuelled vehicle emissions. 

The primary reason for including benzo(a)pyrene in the Henning Pit assessment was 
due to the presence of an asphalt recycling operation. There are no plans for asphalt 

at the orooosed Hidden 
The scenario in which the use of quarry haul trucks was assessed during above-water 
extraction operations represents a larger amount of material handling and vehicle travel 
than occurs during stripping and rehabilitation, and is therefore the worst-case scenario 
as required by the regulations. 

No further assessment is warranted. 
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6 

7 

8 

RWDI's claim on soil moisture levels is not 
sufficiently supported. 

RWDI's claim on wind erosion frequency 1s 
not sufficiently supported. 

Road particulate a~sessments missing from 
compliance assessment. 

Page 5 

This comment pertains to stripping of overburden. As stated at item 5 above, this 
activity does not represent the worst-case scenario, regardless of the moisture levels in 
the soil. Nevertheless, the data presented for Illinois supports RWDI's field experience 
indicatina that soil moisture levels are aenerallv hiah durina striooina of overburden. 
Materials stockpiled at the site will generally consist of non-homogenous materials 
containing a significant proportion of non-erodible elements (stone). The US EPA, in 
chapter 13.2.5 of AP-42 summarizes the results of field tests for such materials, 
indicating that threshold wind speeds for wind erosion exceed 1 0 m/s (36 km/h) at 7m 
above the surface. This finding is consistent with RWDI's general experience in the 
field . In relation to published information from the US EPA, therefore, the AQA report for 
the quarry is conservative in its statement that wind erosion begins to occur when the 
wind gusts exceed 15-20 km/h and becomes significant when the gusts exceed about 30 
km/h. Use of 30 km/h as a relevant wind speed threshold is conservative compared to 
the minimum wind erosion threshold of 36 km/h cited by the US EPA 

The estimated frequency of exceeding 30 km/h was based on a review of publicly 
available meteorological data from three locations in the surrounding area. Wind Roses 
are provided on Figure 6.1.1 of the AQA, and the quoted frequencies can be verified by 
examination of those plots. RWDI expects that if Mr. DiGiovanni were to review the 
meteorological data for this area, he would arrive at the same conclusion based on the 
data. 
Mr. Di Giovanni misunderstands Section 7.4.1 of MOE Guideline A10. 

Section 7.4.1 actually refers to a specific set of facilities (identified by the relevant North 
American Industrial Classification System, or NAICS Code) that must include metals 
from road dust emissions in their compliance assessment. An aggregate facility such as 
the proposed Hidden Quarry falls under NAICS Code 212315, which is not included on 
Table 7-2 in Section 7.4.1. Therefore, dust emissions from internal haul roads can be 
~xcluded from the compliance assessment. RWDI's interpretation of the MOE guidance 

.· has been confirmed to RWDI by the MOE on numerous occasions. 

In any case, additional model runs were performed as part of the cumulative effects 
assessment that included the haul roads. 
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12 

Clarification in the Site Plans required on 
source locations. 

RWDI's claim that truck loading estimates are 
applicable to conveyor transfers is not 
sufficiently supported. 

RWDI's claim that moisture values [for haul 
truck loading and dumping operations] used 
are minimal is not sufficiently supported. 
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activities in both the above-water and below­
is not included in the above-water extraction 

The processing plant is located in the area defined on the Site Plans. The source 
locations shown on Figure 5.28 were selected as representative of operations 
throughout the life of~the proposed Hidden Quarry, at locations where operations would 
pose the highes_tpredicted impacts. ' The very nature of operations at aggregate facilities 
requires that some of these sources will move as the quarry operates, and therefore a 
set of reasonable worst-case locations are used. 

A requirement to fix the locations of sources such as haul routes or extraction operations 
to a soecific UTM coordinate is imoractical and not warranted. 
A quick review of the U.S. EPA emission factor suggested by Dr. DiGiovanni (conveyor 
transfers of wet material provided in Chapter 11 .19-2) provides a value of 0.00007 kg 
TSP per Mg of aggregate handled. 

RWDI used the bulk transfer factors from Chapter 13.2.4 of AP-42. 

At 1 m/s, the factor used by RWDI is essentially the same, at 0.000056 kg TSP per Mg of 
aggregate handled. 

At 2 m/s however, the factor used by RWDI is 3 times higher than that proposed by Mr. 
DiGiovanni, and this trend continues with increasing wind speed. 

RWDI therefore used a higher emission factor for all but the lowest wind speeds. This is 
conservative, and is fully supported by publicly available information. In any case, this is 
a minor source with little imolications for the overall oredicted dust levels. 
The value of 5% for moisture content was conservatively based on previous 

. measurements by RWDI at aggregate sites where unconsolidated aggregates were 
extracted. RWDI's measurements show moisture values consistently higher than 5%. 

Dr. DiGiovanni has not provided any experience of his own with respect to moisture 
measurements of material from active pit faces. 
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15 

RWDI's use of a non-conservative moisture 
value is not sufficiently supported. 

RWDI 's claim of a supplemental control 
efficiency is not sufficiently supported . 

RWDI's claim that the paved road silt loading 
level used is appropriately conservative is not 
sufficiently supported. 
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As noted in our letter, Sound scientific practice attempts to be unbiased, i.e., realistic. 
However, when many of the model inputs are unknown and uncertain, this is difficult to 
do. The general practice in this case is to ensure that, while many of the uncertain 
inputs in the model are selected in an unbiased manner (middle of the range), some are 
selected so that they are biased on the high side (upper end of the range). This ensures 
that the model results have a high bias without being excessively biased and unrealistic. 
The table 1 summarized the approach taken by RWDI for key input parameters of the 
modelling. Overall , the approach used by RWDI is biased high and, therefore, 
appropriate. 

It is not appropriate to choose the upper limit of the range for every uncertain input that 
goes into the model. This would lead to unrealistically high results that would not be 
informative for decision-maki 
It is normally assumed that there are negligible emissions from handling of washed 
stone, and it is common practice for air quality experts to assume 100% control when 
dealing with aggregate sites. This practice is supported by observations made by RWDI 
and other respected air quality consulting firms over decades of work on aggregate sites. 

Regardless, RWDI has used 90%, which is conservative given the washed nature of the 
stone. 
The value adopted for modelling, was based on preliminary model trials indicated what 
level of silt loading would be needed to achieve acceptable results at all receptors. 
Therefore, the paved road silt loading is an outcome of the modelling, rather than an 
input parameter that needs to be conservative. RWDI is recommending dust 
management procedures for the paved haul route that are aimed at attaining this value. 

RWDI has been involved in extensive sampling of road surface silt loadings at industrial 
facilities in Ontario. At a large industrial that uses aggressive road sweeping 
procedures, several years of sampling has indicated that silt loadings are consistently 
below 1 g/m 2

. Dr. DiGiovanni cites published values in the US EPA's AP-42, but those 
values do not pertain to a road that is subject to an aggressive cleaning program. 
Therefore, they are not applicable to the controlled scenario that RWDI was assessing in 
the AQA. 
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18 

19 

RWDI's claim that the unpaved road silt level 
is appropriate is not sufficiently supported. 

RWDI's claim on watering road dust efficiency 
is not sufficiently supported. 

Further review is required to verify RWDI's 
claims on the characterisation of source 

meters. 
RWDI's claim that these alternative 
meteorological datasets are more appropriate 
is not 
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i has not provided any experience of his own with respect to silt loading on 
eaned haul roads. 

The value used by RWDI represents an average value from data reported in the 
literature for unpaved. routes at aggregate operations (US EPA, AP-42, Chapter 13.2.2). 
Therefore, it is an unbiased estimate of the average silt loading along the unpaved road. 

As noted in the introduction, the general practice to ensure that, while many of the 
uncertain inputs in the model are selected in an unbiased manner (middle of the range), 
some are selected so that they are biased on the high side (upper end of the range). 
This ensures that the model results have a high bias without being excessively biased 
and unrealistic. While the unpaved road silt loading value is an unbiased estimate, 
Table 1 above highlighted the various other ways in RWDI applied a high bias to the 
assessment. As such, the use of an unbiased estimate for road surface silt loading is 
<>nnrnnriate. 

The 95% level of control is an outcome of the modelling, not an input. It represents the 
level of control found to be needed to achieve acceptable results at the nearest 
receptors. Published studies show that it is achievable. Rosbury (Dust Control at 
Hazardous Waste Sites. EPA/540/2-85/003, 1985) summarized results from various 
studies showing that levels of control as high as 98% were attained in some cases. 

He went on to prescribe a watering rate that wold achieve near 100% control 
(approximately 1.7 Um2/h) . The US EPA (AP-42, Chapter 13.2.2) showed that by 
maintaining a road surface moisture level of 5 times that of the ambient soil, a 95% level 
of control could be achieved. It is clear therefore that the 95% level of control prescribed 
by RWDI is attainable through sufficient watering . This finding of the studies is 
consistent with RWDI past experience in observing the effect of intensive watering 

ms. 
This was conducted by the Township's peer reviewer and no concerns were raised. No 
additional action required. 

RWDI used the MOE's preferred dataset in the assessment, as is stated in Section 6.1 .2 
of the report. The other data sets referred to in S. 6.1 .1 of the report were used only to 

discussion of ootential wind freauencies at the site .. 
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22 

23 

RWDI's claim that using datasets 
wind speeds provides conservative ("high­
end") estimates of wind erosion is not 
sufficient! 
Further review is required to verify RWDI's 
claims that they included all appropriate 
r<:>t'<>r\tnrs . 

Further review is required to verify RWDI's 
claims on terrain data used. 

Annualized assessments for certain 
contaminants are missing 
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This was conducted by the Township's peer reviewer and no concerns were raised. No 
additional action required. 

RWDI used the terrain data provided by the MOE for use in dispersion modelling 
assessments. This approach is standard practice for dispersion modelling in Ontario. 
Base elevations within the quarry were based on the Site Plans. The Township's peer 
reviewer raised no concerns with the base elevati'ons used. No additional action 
required . 

RWDI has assessed annualized concentrations for TSP and PM2.5. Ontario has an 
annual average AAQC for TSP of 60 j.Jg/m3

. The proposed annual-average Canadian 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for PM2.5 is 10.0 j.Jg/m 3 which takes effect in 
2015, and 8.8 j.Jg/m3

, which takes effect in 2020. RWDI's modelling shows compliance 
with these criteria for all scenarios 

24 Assessments missing of ecological exposures Information on air quality contaminants were provided to GWS Ecological & Forestry 
to air quality contaminants. ·' Services Inc. and Gray Owl Environmental Inc. for consideration in the Levell! Natural 

2 there are no 
background" sources within 5 km is not 
sufficiently supported. 

Reputation Resources Results 

Environment Technical Report. The report states clearly that: 

"With respect to dust control, the notes on the ARA Site Plans (Stove!, 2012) are 
considered sufficient to ensure that residual woodland and adjacent woodlands are 
effectively protected from dust damage to their foliage." 

No additional action reauired. 
RWDI agrees that RWDI 's methodology for arriving at this conclusion was not fully 
explained in the AQA. A clarification is provided here. 

A review of the National Pollutant Release Inventory (NPRI) shows no reporting facilities 
within 5 km of the site, which is supported by aerial photography and was confirmed 
durina site visits to the area. 
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27 

claim that the Guelph data is 
conservative compared to all areas in 
Rockwood is not 
Further justification is required from RWDI, 
and, a detailed review of the data they used is 
required (if this dataset is justified, as per 
previous point of criticism). 
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There is a small hardwood flooring manufacturing facility located on ylh Line, to the east 
of the proposed Hidden Quarry, for which RWDI has previously done air quality 
modelling work. This site is equipped with modern sawdust collection systems, and is 
not expected to be a major local source of emissions, and is downwind of the site for the 
prevailing wind conditions. 

With respect to Highway 7, 2010 traffic data from the Ministry of Transportation shows 
average annual daily traffic volumes on this section of Highway 7 of only 8,1 00 vehicles 
per day. 

In comparison, the MOE monitoring station in Guelph is located less than 300 metres 
southwest of Woolwich Street, with has a traffic volume of 26,700 for the same year. 
Edinburgh Road, located less than 800m to the southwest of the monitoring station, has 
a traffic volume of 16,825 vehicles per day. Speedvale Avenue, located less than 800m 
to the northwest of the monitoring station, has a traffic volume of 16,994 vehicles per 
day. London Road, located less than 550m south of the monitoring station, has a traffic 
volume of 6,494 vehicles per day. Lastly, the station is generally downwind of Guelph's 
industrial area, which includes over 20 facilities that reported to the NPRI. 

RWDI's conclusion that there are no major local sources of emissions is valid . There is 
certainly no justifiable reason to require local monitoring prior to the establishment of the 
proposed Hidden Quarry, given that sources of similar air emissions surrounding the 

monitorina station are sianificantlv laraer in scale. 
of non-background sources at item 25 above. 

The information used by RWDI is publicly available information through the MOE's Air 
Quality in Ontario Reports. With respect to the Guelph monitoring station had 8561 
hours of valid observations for PM2.5 in 2011 (compared to 8760 hours the year), and a 
similar number of observations in previous years. The data set for this location is 
therefore suitable for this assessment. 
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29 

30 

31 

RWDI have used a less appropriate 
estimation method for PM10 and TSP 
background levels that leads to their 
underestimation, and thus underestimation of 
community-level impacts. 

Values derived for 
checked at some 

and N02 should be 
the future. 

Given the issues noted above, the actual 
number of exceedances may be significantly 
higher than claimed by RWDI. 

In addition, under s.7.2.3., RWDI speak to 
results "without the inclusion of background 
air quality data" and yet this is meant to be a 
cumulative effects assessment. Thus their 
analysis would seem· to be incorrect. 

RWDI are misidentifying a required practise 
as a source of additional conservatism when 
it is not. 
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the decreasing trend in PM2.5 concentrations both at the Guelph monitoring 
location, and throughout Ontario as a whole over the last decade, using the 5-year 
average of the 90th percentile is indeed conservative. In fact, the most recent MOE 
report (2011 Air Quality in Ontario Report) report shows a corresponding value of 13 

3 which is below the averaae value used in the AQA. 
The differences tq which Dr. DiGiovanni reflect some of the uncertainty in the estimates 
of the background concentrations of PM10 and TSP. However the differences are small 
and are not material to the findings of the assessment. 

Township's peer reviewer and no concerns were raised. 

For the numerous reasons already cited, RWDI disagrees with Dr. DiGiovanni's 
conclusion that actual number exceedances may be significantly higher. 

RWDI agrees that there is a typographical error in Section 7.2.3 of the AQA. The 
' statement to which Dr. DiGiovanni refers should read: 

The· results of the dispersion modelling analysis indicate that with the inclusion of 
backgro!Jnd air quality data, predicted concentrations of N02 and PM2.5 are below the 
relevant criteria at all receptors. 

Regardless, Table 7.1 C, which presents the results for this scenario, clearly shows the 
results of the assessment. both with and without backaround data included. 
RWDI profoundly disagrees with this statement. RWDI understands that these practices 
are required by MOE guidance for the very reason that they are conservative and impart 
a high bias to the modelling in order to offset the uncertainties. It does not matter that 
they are standard practice in dispersion modelling, they provide are significantly 
conservative (biased high) nevertheless. 
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33 

34 

35 

RWDI's claims that (i) exceedances are 
acceptable, and, (ii) that the level of 
exceedances they predict are acceptable, are 
not sufficiently supported. 

I believe that RJB's review was inadequate. 

It may be that some limited monitoring is 
being proposed by the proponent (AQA 
s.3.1.1.1. Crystalline Silica) but this is not 
clear from their report. as ·what was written is 
not understandable. It can only be said, at 
this point, that whatever is proposed i.s not 
adequate as it is not explained appropriately. 
Assuming what was meant was airborne ... 
monitoring for crystalline silica, then this still 
leaves other contaminants unmonitored, and · 
therefore is still not adeauate. · · 
Dust mitigation is proposed (primarily road 
dust watering) but it is not defined on a 
quantitative, verifiable basis; therefore it is not 
adequate. 
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No jurisdiction requires 100% compliance with short-term standards, guidelines or 
objectives. Perhaps the most stringent jurisdictions are Ontario, Alberta and 
Newfoundland and Labrador. In these provinces, the general requirement is for the 
99.9th percentile concentration to meet the limit. However, both Canada and the U.S. 
apply their national ·standard for PM2.5 to the 98th percentile concentration. The U.S. also 
uses a 98th percentile for 1-hour N02 ~nd a 99th percentile for 1-hour S02 . 

Considering the high bias in RWDI's estimates of frequency of exceedance (the 
modelling assumes operations are fixed at maximum production and in worst-case 
locations througho'ut the year, and that weather is dr;y at all times), the results of both the 
conveyor scenario and the off-highway truck scenario meet the aforementioned tests. In 
the off-highway truck scenario, the predicted levels of TSP and PM10 do not meet the 
criteria at the 99.9th percentile level at some receptors, but meet it at the 98th percentile 
level (except forTSP at one receptor, where it is met at the 97'h percentile level), which 
is consistent with the spirit of the national standard for respirable particulate matter. 
Dr. DiGiovanni has questioned the credentials of the Township peer reviewer, which is a 
serious alleaation. without providina anv sound substantiation. 
RWDI's report clearly states that: 

·"To ensure this aspect of air quality standard is met, the silica content will be monitored 
as part ·of the normal chemical analysis of particulate matter at the site." 

The silica content of the material processed at this site will naturally be found in the 
particulate generated at the site. Silica testing of the material will therefore be a suitable 
means of estimating the silica content of the particulate generated. 

See our response to comment #17. 
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37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

Due to the numerous technical issues 
identified above I do not believe that the 
RWDI evaluation is technicallv com 
The conclusions and recommendations are 
not valid for the various issues noted above 
(lack of evaluations, non-conservative 
assessments, etc.) as the issues may well 
lead to higher, and perhaps significantly 

communitv-level 
The applicant has not assessed the effect of 
emissions on any ecological elements and 
other operations around the site including the 
mushroom farm ; therefore, any mitigation 
mentioned is without basis with respect to this 
receptor. The mushroom farm may represent 
a particularly sensitive receptor with regards 
to the requirement for controlled 
environmentS for itS nrnwinn l"lnPr~tinn 

. ete a full review of all data and 
calculations conducted by RWDI and 
nrP~Pnto::>d in their assessment. 
Major reworking of the AQA, corrections and 
explanations based on the issues raised in 
the screening-level analysis presented in this 
report, and the more fulsome review 
mentioned in 1. above. 
Use the (corrected) preliminary modelling 
study to help identify locations to conduct 

Conduct background air monito 
meanwhile conduct site-specific sampling (for 
aggregate composition, for example) . ' 

RWDI has responded to all of D( DiGiovanni's alleged "technical issues" in the 
responses above, and strongly disagrees with this statement. 

See the response at item 36. 

With respect to ecological elements, see the response at Item 24. 

Page 13 

With respect to the mushroom farm, Dr. DiGiovanni is speculating with regard to any 
unique impacts and has provided no evidence to support his suggestion. 

Data and model input files not already included in the report can be made available on 
request. 

See our response to comment #36. 

As per our response to comments , this is not warranted. 

As per our response to comments #25 and #27, this is not warranted. 
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44 Assess need for mitigation and predict 
effectiveness of mitigation (e.g., road dust 
watering controls) on a quantitative, 
conservative basis. 

See our response to 9omment #37. 
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SGS Canada Inc. 
P.O. Box 4300-185 Concession St. 
Lakefield -Ontario - KOL 2HO 
Phone: 705-652-2000 FAX: 705-652-6365 

Mineralogy 
Attn: 
Phone:­
Fax:-

27-May-2014 

Date Rec.: 
LR Report: 
Client Ref: 

14 May 2014 
CA02478-MAY14 
M14513-MAY14 

CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS 

Final Report 

Sample ID Si02 Al203 Fe203 MgO CaO Na20 K20 Ti02 P205 MnO Cr203 V205 LOI 
% % % % % % % % % % % % % 

1: M15 Dolostone Core 0.35 0.11 0.25 19.7 28.8 0.04 0.04 < 0.01 0.01 0.04 < 0.01 < 0.01 47.6 
2: HQ Gravel 7.32 1.28 0.84 15.5 30.2 0.30 0.27 0.08 0.04 0.06 < 0.01 < 0.01 42.3 

control Quality Assay 
Not suitable for commercial Exchange 

Tom Watt 
Project Coordinator 

Page 1 of 1 

Sum 
% 

97.0 
98.3 

This document is issued by the Company under its General Conditions of Service accessible at http://www.sgs.com/terms_and_.o:mditlons.htm. Attention is drawn to the limitation of liability, indemnification and jurisdiction issues defined therein. WARNING: The sampte(s) to which the findings 
recorded herein (the 'Anchngs') relate was (were) drawn and I or provided by the dient or by a third party acting at the Client's direction. The Findings constitute no warranty of the sample's representativity of the goods and strictly relate to the sample(s). The Co~pany accepts no liability with 

regard to the origin or source from which the samp!e(s) is/are said to be extracted. The Findings report on the samples provided by the client and are not intended for commercial or contractual settlement purposes. Any unauthorized alteration, forgery or falsification of the content or 
appearance of this document is unlawful and offenders may be prosecuted to the fullest extent of the !aw. Test method information available upon request. 



M15 Dolostone Core 

Name Assay' 
CaO 28.8 
MgO 19.7 
Si02 0.35 
Fe203 0.25 
A1203 0.11 
MnO 0.04 
K20 0.04 
Na20 0.04 
C02 -

HQGravel 

Name Assay' 
CaO 30.2 
MgO 15.5 
Si02 7.32 
Al203 1.28 
Fe203 0.84 
Na20 0.30 
K20 0.27 
Ti02 0.08 
MnO 0.06 
P205 0.04 
H20 -
C02 -

1. Values measured by chemical assay. 

Chemical Balance 

SQD2 

30.4 
21.7 
0.34 
-

0.02 
-
-

0.01 
47.5 

SQD2 

30.8 
16.8 
7.55 
1.10 
0.72 
0.01 
1.00 

-
-
-

0.03 
42.1 

Delta 
-1.57 
-2.02 
0.01 
0.25 
0.09 
0.04 
0.04 
0.03 
-47.5 

Delta 
-0.59 
-1.30 
-0.23 
0.18 
0.12 
0.29 
-0.73 
0.08 
0.06 
0.04 
0.03 
42.1 

James Dick Construction 
Custom XRD/M14513-MAY14 

05/30/2014 

Status 
' 

Both . 

Both . 

Both . 

XRF 
Both 
XRF 
XRF 
Both 
SQD 

Status 
Both 
Both 
Both 
Both 
Both 
Both 
Both 
XRF 
XRF 
XRF 
SQD 
SQD 

2. Values calculated based on mineraUcompound formulas and quantites Identified by seml-quantt1atlve XRD. 

The Qualitative XRD method (METH # 8-8-1) used by SGS Minerals Setvlces, P.O. Box 4300, 185 Concession Street, Lakefield, Ontario, 
Canada KOL 2HO. 

Tel: (705) 652-2000 Fax: (705) 652-6365 Mln~method available upon request. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 OVERVIEW 
This Best Management Practice Plan (BMPP) for dust was prepared for James Dick Construction Limited (JDCL) 
for implementation at their proposed Hidden Quarry.  This site has two distinct stages of operations: 

 The first stage occurs above water, and involves site preparation, above-water extraction of aggregate 
via front-end loader or excavator, transportation, processing, washing, stockpiling and shipping. 

 The second stage of operations occurs at and below the water table, and involves underwater drilling, 
blasting, and extraction of aggregate via dragline, dewatering, transportation, processing, washing, 
stockpiling and shipping. 

This plan includes dust control measures that meet or exceed the current industry standards.  Implementation of 
these measures will ensure that dust is effectively controlled and off-site impacts are minimized. 

1.2 COMPONENTS OF A BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES PLAN 
A BMPP outlines the fugitive dust sources at a given site and describes the measures that shall be used to 
control emissions from these sources.  The MOECC requires that a BMPP for dust must include the following: 

 Details regarding the size and composition of the dust; 
 A description of the emission sources from the facility; 
 A summary of control measures that are or will be put in place as part of the BMP; 
 An implementation schedule for the control measures; 
 An implementation plan for the control measures; 
 Details regarding the inspection and maintenance schedule; and,  
 A description of the planned monitoring and record keeping activities. 

1.3 SIZE AND COMPOSITION OF FUGITIVE DUST AT SAND & GRAVEL OPERATIONS 
Typically, the dust at an aggregate operation has the following characteristics: 

 Primarily composed of calcium carbonate, oxides of iron, magnesium and aluminium and/or silicon; 
 Fraction of dust smaller than 10 micrometres (PM10), 19-55%1; 
 Fraction of dust smaller than 2.5 micrometres (PM2.5), 3-14%1; and, 
 Crystalline silica content of onsite material, with measured values of less than 8%. 

1.4 OVERVIEW OF THE BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES PLAN 
This document provides a separate section for fugitive dust sources at the facility, including a description of each 
source, complete with control measures applicable to that source. 

                                                   
1 Based on data from the AP-42 Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, published by the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency. 
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2 SITE PREPARATION 
2.1 ACTIVITIES INCLUDED 

 Overburden removal using an excavator and haul trucks. 
 Berm construction using haul trucks and bulldozer. 

2.2 CONTROLS FOR OVERBURDEN REMOVAL AND BERM CONSTRUCTION 
 Avoid overburden removal and berm construction operations, if possible, during dry months, i.e. July, 

August and September and during peak periods of extraction and processing of aggregates. 
 Overburden removal and berm construction operations shall be monitored hourly when the following 

criteria are met: 
 Dry weather is anticipated; 
 Overburden removal activities are within 165 m of a residence; and, 
 Winds are anticipated to be blowing towards the residence. 

 If visible dust is observed under these conditions, these operations shall be reduced, or additional 
mitigation measures shall be undertaken, such that visible dust is prevented from leaving the site 
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3 AGGREGATE EXTRACTION 
3.1 ACTIVITIES INCLUDED 

 Excavation and loading of sand and gravel onto off-road haul trucks at working face by excavators and / 
or front end loader during above-water sand and gravel extraction operations. 

 Sub-aqueous drilling, sub-aqueous blasting, extraction of aggregate via dragline, dewatering and loading 
of shot rock onto off-road haul trucks at working face by excavators and / or front end loader during 
below-water quarry operations. 

3.2 CONTROLS FOR ABOVE-WATER SAND AND GRAVEL EXTRACTION 
 Excavation and loading operations should be monitored hourly when all of the following criteria are met: 

 Dry weather is anticipated; 
 Excavation and loading activities are within 165 m of a residence; and, 
 Winds are anticipated to be blowing towards the residence. 

 If visible dust is observed under these conditions, these operations shall be reduced, or additional 
mitigation measures shall be undertaken, such that visible dust is prevented from leaving the site. 

3.3 CONTROLS FOR BELOW-WATER QUARRYING OPERATIONS 
 Fugitive dust emissions from the sub-aqueous drilling, sub-aqueous blasting, extraction of aggregate via 

dragline and dewatering activities are expected to be minimal to non-existent. 
 Loading operations should be monitored hourly when all of the following criteria are met: 

 Dry weather is anticipated; 
 Excavation and loading activities are within 165 m of a residence; and, 
 Winds are anticipated to be blowing towards the residence. 

 If visible dust is observed under these conditions, these operations shall be reduced, or additional 
mitigation measures shall be undertaken, such that visible dust is prevented from leaving the site 
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4 AGGREGATE PROCESSING 
4.1 ACTIVITIES INCLUDED 

 Aggregate crushing, screening, washing and stockpiling at the portable processing plant. 
 Aggregate crushing, screening, washing and stockpiling at the permanent processing plant. 

4.2 CONTROLS FOR PORTABLE PROCESSING PLANT 
 The portable processing plant, stockpile area and loading of trucks around the stockpiles shall be at least 

300 metres from the nearest residence. 
 The portable processing plant shall be equipped with a water spray system.  Spray bars shall be located 

at various locations as needed to control visible dust emissions such as at the crusher, screen, and on 
the conveyor belt system. 

 Watering rate will be set as needed to suppress visible dust. 
 For screenings and other high-fines materials, stackers will be kept as close to the tops of stockpiles as 

is feasible, to achieve a drop height of approximately 1m or less. 
 The processing rate shall not exceed 400 tonnes/hour. 
 When the temperature is below 4ºC, the use of water sprays is not feasible.  Under these conditions, 

operations may need to be reduced, or other mitigation measures implemented, such as enclosures or 
wind screens. 

4.3 CONTROLS FOR PERMANENT PROCESSING PLANT 
 The permanent processing plant, stockpile area and loading of trucks around the stockpiles shall only be 

located within the processing plant area shown on the Operational Plan. 
 The permanent processing plant shall be equipped with a water spray system.  Spray bars shall be 

located at various locations as needed to control visible dust emissions such as at the crusher, screen, 
and on the conveyor belt system. 

 Watering rate will be set as needed to suppress visible dust. 
 For screenings and other high-fines materials, stackers will be kept as close to the tops of stockpiles as 

is feasible, to achieve a drop height of approximately 1m or less. 
 The processing rate shall not exceed 500 tonnes/hour. 
 When the temperature is below 4ºC, the use of water sprays is not feasible.  Under these conditions, 

operations may need to be reduced, or other mitigation measures implemented, such as enclosures or 
wind screens. 
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5 HAUL ROUTES 
5.1 ACTIVITIES INCLUDED 

 Unpaved haul routes for haul truck traffic from working face to processing plant. 
 Unpaved haul routes in and around the processing plant area. 
 Paved haul route for shipping traffic from the site entrance to the processing plant loop. 

5.2 CONTROLS FOR UNPAVED HAUL ROUTES 
 A water truck and sufficient water supply shall be available to provide water to all significant unpaved 

traffic areas. 
 The watering system shall be able to deliver the water evenly over the haul route surface, and shall have 

the capacity to deploy water on all active haul routes at a rate of at least 1.5 L/m2/hour. 
 The actual watering rate shall vary, depending on surface moisture conditions and traffic conditions, and 

shall be triggered by the Operational Watering Forecasting guidance provided in Section 8 of this BMP 
Plan. 

 At the start of each day, prior to trucks accessing the haul routes, the travel surfaces will be inspected, 
and water will be applied if dry conditions are found. 

 A speed limit of 20 km/h shall be posted near the site entrance.  Haul truck and highway truck operators 
will be directed to observe the speed limit. 

 When the temperature is below 4ºC, watering is not recommended for safety reasons.  Under these 
conditions, operations may need to be reduced, or other mitigation measures implemented. 

5.3 CONTROLS FOR PAVED HAUL ROUTES 
 A section of the internal haul route, extending from the site entrance to the processing plant loop, shall 

be paved. 
 6th Line, from the site entrance, south to Highway 7 shall be paved. 
 A speed limit of 20 km/h shall be posted near the site entrance.  Haul truck and highway truck operators 

will be directed to observe the speed limit. 
 The facility shall have the capability to flush the on-site paved surface, as well as south along 6th Line 

from the site entrance to Highway 7. 
 In dry weather, the on-site paved surfaces as well as 6th Line, south to Highway 7, shall be inspected at 

the end of each day’s shift and flushed if necessary to provide a clean entrance for the start of the next 
day’s operations. 

 The frequency of flushing shall vary, depending on surface moisture conditions and traffic levels, and 
shall be triggered, as soon as practical, whenever routine inspections indicate that there is visible track-
out on the pavement (may need to be flushed once or twice per day, during peak operating periods). 

 When the temperature is below 4ºC, flushing is not recommended for safety reasons.  Under these 
conditions, other mitigation measures, such as sweeping, shall be implemented. 
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6 WIND EROSION 
6.1 ACTIVITIES INCLUDED 

 Wind erosion may occur at disturbed areas, or at stockpiles that have relatively high silt contents, such 
as screenings or granular aggregate 

 Disturbed areas include the working face during above-water sand and gravel extraction, areas that have 
been stripped but not yet extracted, and areas that have been extracted but not yet rehabilitated. 

 Wind erosion of these piles will only occur when winds exceed a threshold wind speed level, which is 
typically on the order of 5-7 metres per second (18-25 km/h). 

6.2 CONTROLS FOR WIND EROSION 
 The amount of disturbed area will be kept to the minimum necessary for extraction to proceed in an 

efficient manner.  Progressive rehabilitation will be used to reduce erosion from previously extracted 
areas, in accordance with recommendations in Section 8. 

 Stockpiles of finer-grained material will be located on the eastern side of the plant area so as to be 
sheltered from prevailing winds by other piles. 

 The site is surrounded by pine plantation and other forest cover.  These trees should be retained around 
the perimeter of the site as is shown on the ARA site plans.  At least 3 rows of conifers should be 
retained where possible, forming a screen of trees approximately 10 metres in total width. 

 Where berms are constructed, these should be reforested at the earliest date possible and adjacent 
trees should be retained until such time as the reforestation achieves a height of 2m. 
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7 PROGRESSIVE AND FINAL REHABILITATION 
7.1 ACTIVITIES INCLUDED 

 While the final rehabilitation plan for much of the site will be open water, there will be rehabilitation 
activities involving berm removal, establishing appropriate slopes, final grading, etc.  This work will be 
done using excavators, front-end loaders, haul trucks and dozers. 

7.2 CONTROLS FOR REHABILITATION OPERATIONS 
 Avoid overburden removal, berm construction and rehabilitation operations, if possible, during dry 

months, i.e. July, August and September and during peak periods of extraction and processing of 
aggregates. 

 Overburden removal, berm construction and rehabilitation operations shall be monitored hourly when the 
following criteria are met: 

 Dry weather is anticipated; 
 Overburden removal activities are within 165 m of a residence; and, 
 Winds are anticipated to be blowing towards the residence. 

 If visible dust is observed under these conditions, these operations shall be reduced, or additional 
mitigation measures shall be undertaken, such that visible dust is prevented from leaving the site 
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8 OPERATIONAL WATERING FORESCASTING 
8.1 ACTIVITIES INCLUDED 

 The decision of when to conduct watering of haul routes and stockpiles requires the operator to use 
observations of meteorological conditions to ensure that dust is mitigated. 

8.2 CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH WATERING IS REQUIRED 
 The site operator should monitor local weather conditions using local weather forecasts. 
 The frequency of watering shall be determined approximately using the guidance provided in the table 

below: 

Temperature Relative Humidity Hours Between Watering 
@ 1.5 L/m2 

4- 10ºC 
75% or less 3 

75-90% 7 
90-100% 15 

10-20ºC 
75% or less 1.5 

75-90% 3 
90-100% 7 

Above 20ºC 
75% or less 1 

75-90% 1.5 
90-100% 3 

 During wet or rainy periods, watering is not required. 
 Regardless of the criteria above, watering will be implemented immediately if dust is observed to be 

blowing toward the residences adjacent to the site. 
 When the temperature is below 4ºC, watering is not recommended for safety reasons.  Under these 

conditions, operations may need to be reduced, or other mitigation measures implemented. 
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9 ADMINISTRATION 
9.1 IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

 All control measures should be in a state of readiness before operations commence. 
9.2 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

 Formal training on new and existing operating procedures shall be provided to relevant new and existing 
staff at a minimum of once every 3 years, and in the event of changes to the BMPP. 

 The company’s management shall communicate the BMPP to responsible supervisors, who shall ensure 
personnel are following operating procedures defined in the BMP. 

 The Site Manager shall be responsible for ensuring the BMPP is followed. 
 Management shall ensure the BMPP is reviewed annually. 
 The BMPP shall be kept on file at scale house (or with other health and safety information and 

procedures on site). 
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10 INSPECTION & MONITORING 
10.1 INSPECTION AND MAINTENANCE 

 The water spray system for the portable processing plant should be inspected regularly to ensure it is in 
good condition; 

 Regular inspection and maintenance of the water truck will be performed to ensure the truck and water 
delivery system are always in good condition.  

 Weekly inspection of the paved road section will be carried out, and maintenance will be performed as 
soon as practicable. 

10.2 MONITORING 
 Weather forecasts will be checked daily, to plan for current and next-day watering needs according to the 

Operation Weather Forecasting procedure described in Section 7. 
 Visual inspection for dusty conditions shall occur at a minimum of twice daily. 
 In accordance with Sections 2, 3 and 7 of this BMPP, visual inspections shall be carried out hourly when 

overburden removal, berm construction, rehabilitation, excavation and loading operations should be 
monitored hourly when these operations are within 165 m of a residence; dry weather is anticipated; and, 
winds are anticipated to be blowing towards the residence. 

 The Site Manager or their delegate will be responsible for monitoring current conditions and weather 
forecasts from Environment Canada, to subsequently help plan for current and next day watering needs 
and other measures. 

10.3 RECORD KEEPING 
 Records shall be kept of when and how dust control measures are implemented and when complaints 

are received, if any.  As a minimum, the following activities or events shall be recorded: 
 Watering is applied on paved roads, unpaved roads and regularly travelled areas; 
 Visible dust is observed; and 
 A complaint is received. 

 In addition, records shall also be kept of the results of all Inspection, Maintenance and Monitoring 
activities, including the following: 

 Inspection and maintenance of the water spray system for the portable processing plant; 
 Inspection and maintenance of the water truck and water delivery system; 
 Inspection and maintenance of the paved road surfaces; and, 
 Results of visual inspections including the time of the inspection and meteorological conditions at 

the time of the inspection. 
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11 COMPLAINT TRACKING AND RESOLUTION 
11.1 COMPLAINT TRACKING 

 A sign posted at the site entrance shall include a phone number for neighbours to call if they have 
concerns. 

 JDCL shall request that the local MOECC office and the Township of Guelph-Eramosa notify them 
immediately if they receive a complaint, to allow for prompt response and follow-up. 

 Complainants should be requested to identify the location of the incident as well as the time of day that it 
was detected and any other information that they feel is relevant. 

11.2 COMPLAINT RESOLUTION 

When a complaint is received, the Site Manager shall ensure the following steps are undertaken: 
1. Inspect the site and surrounding area to identify possible sources of visible dust; 
2. Obtain weather data for the time of the event; and, 
3. Note all on-site activities at the time that the complaint was made. 
4. If the information indicates that the facility is not the source of the dust complaint, the complainant shall 

be notified of this finding. 
5. If it is determined that the complaint may, in fact, have been related to the facility operations, the 

following response procedures shall be followed, in the order provided below: 
 Level 1 - Correction of operations as soon as practical.  The Site Manager shall ensure that all 

element of the BMPP are being followed.  Control measures shall be stepped up or operations may 
be curtailed, as required. 

 Level 2 – Review of Best Management Practice Plan.  If the Level 1 response does not adequately 
resolve the problem, the BMPP shall be reviewed to look for additional control measures to address 
the source of the dust complaint. 

 Level 3 – Operational modifications.  If the Level 2 response does not adequately resolve the 
problem, the operator shall commit to making physical changes to the facility to address the source 
of the dust complaint, such as additional enclosures, relocation of equipment, or additional paving. 
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RWDI  
Brian joined RWDI, after working as a process engineer in the specialty 
chemical industry.  Brian is a licensed environmental and chemical engineer 
and leads RWDI’s Air Quality modelling group, with staff in British Columbia, 
Alberta, and Ontario.  This group consists of a team of 12 scientists and 
engineers who specialize in emission inventories, regulatory dispersion 
modelling, greenhouse gas quantification and verification, regional modelling, 
meteorological modelling, photochemical modelling and ambient monitoring 
network deployment and operation. 
Brian works extensively on air quality assessments for large institutional and 
industrial facilities including colleges, universities, hospitals, chemical 
manufacturing facilities, pulp and paper, power plant and aggregate facilities, 
and environmental assessments of large transportation and energy 
infrastructure projects. Brian also works extensively in fugitive dust 
assessments, having assessed fugitive dust issues at more than 
50 aggregate extraction, mining and construction operations. 

Work History  
2001 – Present RWDI 
2011 – Present Sheridan College Institute of Technology and Advanced 

Learning, Instructor: Air Pollution Control, Environmental 
Control Program 

2003 – Present Conestoga College Institute of Technology and Advanced 
Learning, Instructor: An Introduction to Air Quality, 
Environmental Engineering Applications Program 

1999 – 2001 Huntsman Corporation Canada Inc., Process Engineering 

Hearing Experience 
 Albion Hills Automotive, Palgrave, ON, Canada (OMB File PL070637). 
 Crestwood Subdivision OMB Appeal, London, ON, Canada (OMB File 

PL080059). 

Land-Use Planning Air Quality Assessments 
 Dundas & Shorncliffe, Toronto, ON 
 328-374 Dupont Street, Toronto, ON 
 6 Lloyd Avenue, Toronto, ON 
 Barber Mills Redevelopment, Georgetown, ON 
 33 Kennedy Road, Brampton, ON 
 Thorold Park Development, St. Catharines, ON 
 Riverside Waste Transfer Facility, Centre Wellington, ON 
 Sorauren Avenue Peer Review, Toronto, ON 
 Bolton Gateway, Bolton, ON  

RWDI Responsibilities  
Project Planning/Co-ordination 
Data Acquisition 
Data Analysis 
Reporting 
Leadership 
Support for Marketing 

Education 
Bachelor of Applied Science 
(Environmental [Chemical] Engineering), 
University of Waterloo, 2000. 
 

 
Contact Information 
P: (519) 823-1311 x2373 
F: (519) 823-1316 
C: (519) 212-4006 
brian.sulley@rwdi.com 
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Selected Emission Inventory & Dispersion Modelling 
 NOVA Chemicals, Corunna, Sarnia & St. Clair, ON 
 Resolute Forest Products, Thunder Bay and Iroquois Falls, ON 
 Enbridge Gas Storage and Transfer Operations, ON 
 Lafarge Cement, Bath, ON 
 Teck Coal, Various Locations, BC 
 Site C Hydroelectric Project, Fort St. John, BC 

Selected Fugitive Dust Studies 
 Roszell Pit, Puslinch, ON  Aikensville Pit, Puslinch, ON 
 Vineland Quarries, Vineland, ON  West Montrose Pit, Woolwich, ON 
 Trail Road Landfill, Ottawa, ON  Melancthon Quarry, Melancthon, ON 
 Rockfort Quarry, Cheltenham, ON  Severn Pines Quarry, Clearwater, ON 
 Acton Quarry, Acton, ON  Cayuga Quarry, Cayuga, ON 
 Lafarge Cement, Bath, ON  Duntroon Quarry, Duntroon, ON 
 W5 Farms Quarry, Victoria Road, ON  Antamina Mine, Antamina, Peru 
 The Murray Group, Inverhaugh, ON  Oman Cement Company, Oman 
 Wilson Quarry, Monck, ON  Vinemount Quarry, Stoney Creek, ON 

Policy 
 Review of Regulatory Framework in Alberta and Other Jurisdictions Related to Odourous Emissions, 

The Alberta Energy Regulator, Calgary, AB. 
 Report to the Clean Air Strategic Alliance Odour Management Team Enforcement/Role of Regulation 

Task Group, Clean Air Strategic Alliance, Edmonton, AB. 

Courses 
 Air Pollution Control, Environmental Control Program, Sheridan College Institute of Technology and 

Advanced Learning, Brampton, ON 
 An Introduction to Air Quality, Environmental Engineering Applications Program, Conestoga College 

Institute of Technology and Advanced Learning, Kitchener, ON 
 Dust Management, Controlling Dust from Process Equipment.  2011 Ontario Agribusiness Association 

(AOBA) Annual Conference. 
 Neighbouring Land Use: Avoiding Noise, Odour and Dust Conflicts – Ontario Environmental 

Compliance Approvals (ECAs) and Land Use Planning.  Envirogate 2015, Mississsauga, ON. 
 Fundamentals of Air Dispersion Modelling, Fate and Transport Phenomena.  2013 Air & Waste 

Management Association Modelling Conference, Toronto, ON. 
 Best Management Practices Plans, Practical Solutions for Fugitive Dust.  2015 Ontario Stone Sand and 

Gravel Association Environmental Workshop, Mississauga, ON. 
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