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Hustonville Sand & Gravel Limited 
Box 167 
Moorefield, Ontario 
NOG 2KO 

Attn: Mr. Richard Seibel 

Aercoustics Engineering ltd. 
50 Ronson Drive, Suite 165 
Toronto, ON M9W 183 

Re: Noise Impact Study for the Proposed Peyton Pit 
Response to HGC Engineering Peer Review of July 20, 2016 

Tel: 416-249-3361 
Fax 416-249-3613 
aercoustics.com 

Aercoustics Engineering Limited (Aercoustics) has reviewed the peer review letter 
prepared by HGC Engineering (HGC) dated July 20, 2016. A summarized version of the 
comments is presented below along with our responses. The numbering below aligns with 
the numbering used in the HGC letter. Note that numbers that are missing represent items 
that did not require a response. In addition, it is understood that there has also been a 
concern of the potential for cumulative noise impact of the Peyton pit and another pit in 
the area. A response to address cumulative impact is provided at the end of this letter. 

2. The reviewed operational plans for the proposed Peyton Pit do not contain the 
notes limiting the equipment to be used in the pit. It should be updated to be 
consistent with the noise report. 

Aercoustics recommends to add a note to the operational plan drawing limiting the 
number of equipment used for the extraction and shipping operations to two (2) 

. loaders, one (1) enclosed processing plant and a maximum hourly volume of 
twenty (20) shipment truck trips/hr. 

3. The reviewed operational plans for the proposed Peyton Pit do not contain the 
noise control recommendations of the noise study. It should be updated to be 
consistent with the noise report 

Aercoustics reviewed the operational plans with the plotted date of March 30, 
2016. The noise control recommendations are consistent with the noise report. 

Experience the sound. Feel the silence. 
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4. The noise control recommendations of the noise report allow for the ability for an 
unenclosed processing plant to operate with further study. The Municipality should 
consider requiring details of the required noise mitigation before the land use is 
approved. 

An unenclosed processing plant would only be permitted after a noise impact study 
can demonstrate that the Ministry of Environment and climate Change (MOECC) 
sound level limits can be satisfied. It is expected that this would include the 
requirement of additional noise controls. 

5. The report does not recommend any means of verifying compliance such as an 
acoustic audit. 

Aercoustics' opinion is that a noise complaint response procedure can be more 
effective in addressing concerns or complaints of neighbours. 

We recommend the following note be added to the Operational Plans: 

The licensee will institute a complaint procedure. As part of this procedure, 
complainants will be requested to identify the location of the incident, as well as 
the time of the day that the incident occurred and any other information that they 
feel is relevant. The licensee will keep a complaints log book containing a record 
of all complaints as well as all complaint responses, which log book shall be 
accessible to the MNRF and Township on request. A noise consultant may be 
retained to address complaints, if requested by the Township. 

6. Back-up beepers are excluded from the MOECC noise guidelines as they are a 
safety measure. However, as they are a common source of noise complaints, HGC 
recommends that alternative warning technologies, such as back up alarms 
utilizing broadband noise, be investigated. 

We agree that back up beepers are exempt from the MOE noise guidelines and 
that they are frequently the source of off-site noise complaints. 

We recommend that the operator consider alternative technologies, however, as 
they are a safety measure the operator should ensure that it satisfies the safety 
objective prior to the change. 

l.'J aercoustics 
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7. Additional information is requested of the noise from trucks on the haul route. 

The entrance/exit for shipment trucks is off of Grey County Road 9. Shipment 
trucks will travel on County Road 9 to market. The noise report assumed a worst 
case shipment truck volume of 20 truck trips/hr (40 passes/hr). The typical hourly 
volume of trucks will be lower. 

The MOECC does not have noise guidelines addressing off property truck haul 
route noise for aggregate pits or quarries. They, however, require that 
consideration be given to noise in the selection of an off property haul route. 

For the proposed Peyton Pit, as there is only one possible haul route, Grey County 
Road 9. It is understood that this roadway is currently used by another aggregate 
pit. 

What is the cumulative noise impact potential of two aggregate pit operations 

The Peyton pit was designed to satisfy the most stringent Ministry of the 
Environment and Climate Change (MOECC) sound level limits, 45 dBA for the 
daytime period of 07:00-19:00 and 40 dBA before 07:00. The "worst case" 
predicted noise operation was designed to satisfy these limits. This represents an 
operation condition when the equipment in the pit is positioned such that the noise 
impact at the residential receptor is highest. This generally occurs when the pit's 
extraction operation is at a location in the pit that is closest to the receptor. This 
condition will only occur for a small part of the pit's life. For the other times of the 
pit's life, the predicted noise level will be lower. 

It is extremely unlikely that the Peyton pit and the neighbouring pit will be in their 
respective operation cycle where their noise impact is highest at the same receptor 
at the same time. The cumulative effect will likely be very small. In the unlikely 
event that this event occurs, a combined increased noise level of 3 dB is possible, 
bringing the combined noise level of both pits to 48 dBA for the daytime period and 
43 dBA before 0700. In environmental noise a change in sound level of 3 dB is 
perceived as minor. It is at a level where most people would just notice that the 
sound level increased. Although expected, it is assumed that the neighbouring pit 
is designed with the same noise limits. 

l. aercoustics 
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Please do not hesitate to contact us if any further clarifications are required . 

Yours Truly, 

AERCOUSTICS ENGINEERING LIMITED 

Bob Rimrott, M.A.Sc., P.Eng. 

a aercoustics aercoust1cs com 


