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30 Wertheim Court, Unit 25
Richmond Hill, Ontario, Canada L4B 1B9

August 10, 2016

email • solutions@valcoustics.com
web • www.valcoustics.com
telephone • 905 764-5223
fax • 905 764-6813

Township of Woolwich
24 Church Street
P. O. Box 158
Elmira, Ontario
N3B 2Z6
Attention:

Re:

Jeremy Vink, Senior Planner
jvink@woolwich.ca

Peer Review of Noise Feasibility Report
Proposed Residential Development
36-68 Union Street
Elmira, Ontario
VCL File: 116-0096

VIA E-MAIL

Dear Mr. Vink:
We have completed our review of the Land Use Planning Noise Feasibility Assessment of Hawk
Ridge Homes Development, 36-68 Union Street, Elmira, Ontario, prepared by RWDI, dated January
21, 2016 (“Noise Study”). This review supercedes our previous review contained in a letter to you
dated April 21, 2016. Our comments are outlined herein.
We have also responded to a series of questions from the Township of Woolwich sent to us in an
email dated July 12, 2016. Our comments are included in the attached Appendix B entitled
“Response to Questions from the Township of Woolwich”.
In addition to the Noise Study, we have also reviewed the following supporting documents:
•

Planning Justification for the Proposed Residential Development, 36 – 68 Union Street,
Elmira, dated January 26, 2016, prepared by W.E. Oughtred & Associates Inc (“Planning
Justification Report”).

•

Decision of the Ontario Municipal Board, OMB Case Number PL101098, dated June 18,
2012.

•

Environmental Compliance Approval Number 5095-9VDNQL, dated May 26, 2015, issued
by the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change to Sulco Chemicals, located at 60 First
Street Extension Street East, Elmira.
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•

Environmental Compliance Approval Number 1439-935T2C, dated May 26, 2014, issued by
the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change to Chemtura Canada, located at 25 Erb
Street, Elmira.

•

Environmental Compliance Approval Number 8253-A4ZLAU, dated January 29, 2016, issued
by the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change to HBK United Custom Woodworks
Inc., located at 35 Union Street, Unit 2, Elmira.

•

Compatibility Assessment for the Proposed Hawk Ridge Residential Development Site,
Chemtura Canada Co./cie & Sulco Chemicals Limited, Elmira, Ontario, prepared by
Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, dated September 2011.

Description of the reviewed documents is in included in Appendix A.
The scope of our review has been as follows:
•

Peer review of the Noise Study with emphasis on the feasibility of the proposal from the
environmental noise impact perspective.

•

Audit check of the acoustical analysis presented in the Noise Study including a review of the
noise assessment model used by RWDI. We obtained from RWDI a brief description of the
technical modelling used their analysis and have reviewed that in conjunction with the
information contained in the Noise Study.

•

Review of the noise criteria used in the RWDI assessment in relation to compliance with the
guidelines by the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOE), Township of
Woolwich and Regional Municipality of Waterloo (RMOW).

•

Evaluation of the recommended noise mitigation measures needed to attenuate the predicted
sound levels.

•

Review of the 2012 Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) decision dealing with a development
proposal by Hawk Ridge Homes Inc. (“Hawk Ridge”) to re-zone its property located at
36-68 Union Street from Residential Mixed Medium Density (R-4) and General Industrial –
Urban (M-2) to Residential – Mixed High Density with Design Guidelines – 5A) and Open
Space (O-2) to facilitate a proposed plan of subdivision consisting of 26 single detached and
18 semi-detached dwellings (“the ZBA”).

•

Review of the requirements, conditions and time-lines in the three Environmental Compliance
Approvals (ECA’s).

•

Review of the 2012 CRA Compatibility Assessment Report.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The stated objective of the Noise Study is to determine the environmental noise feasibility of the
application for the proposed residential development. The Noise Study does not identify itself as a
detailed study. We agree with the conclusion of the Noise Study that, subject to classifying the site
as Class 4, it is feasible to develop the land for residential use and maintain compliance with the
applicable RMOW and the MOE sound level guidelines. The RMOW guideline is Implementation
Guideline for Noise Policies - Part A - New Development Impacted by Noise from Roads and
Railways, July 1999. The MOE guideline is Publication NPC-300, Environmental Noise Guideline,
Stationary and Transportation Sources - Approval and Planning, August 2013.
The MOE Publication NPC-300 is primarily a technical (acoustical) guideline rather than a planning
guideline. The main purpose of NPC-300 is to define the operational requirements used by the MOE
when issuing approvals. An additional purpose of NPC-300 is to provide advice concerning noise
which may be applied in land use planning decisions made by land use planning approval authorities.
The Noise Study assesses the noise impact of road, rail, and stationary noise sources in the context
of the feasibility of compliance of the proposed site plan (consisting of 15 two-storey singles and 24
two-storey semis) with the MOE Class 2 noise criteria. The assessment finds that the excess above
the Class 2 noise criteria is of the order of 5 dB, with the actual value of the excess being dependent
on time of day and assessment location. It concludes that the only available option to achieve
compliance would involve a high 5.5 metre noise barrier running the length of the east property line.
Having introduced this barrier option, the Noise Study quickly concludes that the barrier is not a
realistic or practical form of mitigation and does not pursue this mitigation option further.
Since the Noise Study considers the barrier option unrealistic and impractical, it recommends that the
proposed site be classified as Class 4, in accordance with NPC-300. The Class 4 noise criteria are
less onerous than Class 2 criteria and, therefore, this recommendation provides an attractively simple
solution to the compliance issue.
The Noise Study includes a sufficient amount of detail in regard to the noise impact assessment of
road and rail traffic. However, with regard to the noise impact of the industry and rail yard activities,
i.e. stationary sources, the assessment contained in the Noise Study is rudimentary. Although it is
understood that feasibility studies provide fewer details than detailed studies, it would have been
useful as well as appropriate had the Noise Study included the following:
•

details of industrial and rail noise sources;

•

details of noise assessment related to the ECA’s;

•

discussion of the potential options to achieve compliance with Class 2 noise criteria;

•

investigation of design alternatives alongside potential mitigation measures; and
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•

assessment of the potential of reducing the noise impact to the lowest reasonably-achievable
levels, using various alternatives.

The above are examples, not an exhaustive list of issues that could have been investigated.
The Noise Study used a combination of measurement and modelling to perform the noise impact
assessment of the industrial noise sources. In principle, this is a good assessment method; the sound
measurements would have accounted for all the noise sources in the area, not only the specifically
identified industries and rail operation, and such an assessment method is amenable to reaching the
conclusion that Class 4 classification would achieve compliance. However, it is not clear whether the
measurements represented the worst-case predictable scenario; other issues with this assessment
method are explored below.
The above described measurement/modelling assessment method only addresses the existing situation
and does not address the legal requirements pertaining to the noise emissions from the industries and
future compliance of the industries with these legal requirements. These requirements are contained
in ECA’s issued to the industries under Section 9 of the Environmental Protection Act. In general,
the ECA’s include approval conditions that refer to Acoustic Assessment Reports (AAR’s) submitted
in support of the ECA applications to show compliance with the applicable noise criteria, specify
Noise Control Measures and identify the implementation schedule of the Noise Control Measures.
Specifically, three adjacent industries, Chemtura, Sulco and HBK, have recently received ECA’s from
the MOE. In obtaining the ECA’s, each of these industrial facilities would have had to prove that
their noise emissions comply with Class 2 noise criteria at the site of the proposed development. It
is important to note that there are existing receptors (residences) currently on the site.
The specific noise information on the industrial and rail yard noise sources, important to a clear
understanding of compliance, includes the type, location and noise emissions of the industrial and rail
yard noise sources, location and classification of receptors, and the required noise control measures.
This information would be included in the AAR’s and related correspondence. In general, the AAR’s
and related correspondence are potentially available from the companies, Chemtura, Sulco and HBK.
Alternatively, this information could be obtained from the MOE or via a Freedom of Information
request.
The assessment method used in the Noise Study is also not conducive to gaining understanding
whether Class 4 classification of the site is the only available option. Furthermore, this method is not
amenable to detailed assessment of the noise impact and “what if” questions about possible noise
control measures.
Our main concern relates to the recommendation for Class 4 classification and the lack of justification
for this recommendation in the Noise Study. Class 4 concept is useful in that it is associated with less
onerous noise criteria and thus allows development in difficult areas. A potential concern with Class
4 is that residents within the development site would be subject to these less onerous noise criteria
than residents in immediately adjacent areas. Furthermore, the industries previously approved under
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say the Class 2 noise criteria at the receptors on the development site could potentially increase their
noise emissions.
We would like to emphasize that since the three main industries affecting the proposed site have
recently obtained ECA’s, there is likelihood of compliance with Class 2 noise criteria once the
required noise control measures are implemented in accordance with the conditions of the ECA’s.
However, we do understand that compliance of the individual industries with the Class 2 criteria does
not guarantee the compliance of the cumulative impact.
In summary, we understand that the Noise Study is a feasibility rather than a detailed study. Within
that context, we agree with the Noise Study that, subject to classifying the site as Class 4, it is feasible
to develop the land for residential use and maintain compliance with the applicable RMOW and MOE
sound level guidelines. We also agree that the 5.5 m property line barrier, that in theory could reduce
the noise impact to within the Class 2 noise criteria, is not a practical mitigation option. However,
we have found that the Noise Study is lacking useful and important information.
Going forward, we recommend two possible options:
1.

Subject to relatively simple updates described in the Recommendations of this letter, accept
the Noise Study and its recommendation for a Class 4 classification of the site. This
recommendation is a simple solution to the challenge of developing the property for
residential use. However, it is associated with potential problems some of which are
described above.

2.

Our preferred option is for the developer/consultant to prepare a Supplementary Noise Study.
The supplementary study would be based on the detailed information from the ECA’s and
AAR’s described above. It is possible that, using the detailed ECA/AAR information, the
Class 4 classification may not be necessary because the industrial noise impact complies or
will comply with Class 2 criteria. If the detailed assessment finds that Class 4 is required, the
information would allow for an in-depth justification of Class 4. The detailed assessment
would also lend itself to an examination of possible noise control measures that would reduce
the impact to lower sound levels than the Class 4 noise criteria.

Additional and specific recommendations are contained in the Conclusions and Recommendations at
the end of this peer review letter.
REVIEW COMMENTS
1.

The Noise Study states that RWDI was retained by Hawk Ridge to conduct an environmental
sound feasibility study of road, rail, and stationary sources as required by the Township of
Woolwich and the RMOW. This assessment was completed to support the zoning and site
plan approval application for the proposed residential development on Union Street in Elmira,
Ontario.
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2.

According to MOE Publication NPC-300, the objective of the feasibility study is to establish
the feasibility of a proposal in the context of site design and the extent/cost of noise control
measures such as barriers, ventilation requirements and building components. In our review,
we have included recommendations for additional assessment relating to the industrial sources
in order to address gaps in the information provided in the Noise Study.

3.

We agree with the Noise Study that the site, as it currently exists, is defined as a Class 2 area
according to NPC-300. We further agree with the Noise Study that using the current Draft
Plan of Subdivision and the level of noise impact described in the Noise Study, it would not
be feasible to implement reasonable “receptor or site based” noise control measures to meet
the Class 2 noise criteria.

4.

The Noise Study used the appropriate guidance namely:

5.

a.

Ontario Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change (MOE), August 2013,
Publication NPC-300, Environmental Noise Guideline, Stationary and Transportation
Sources - Approval and Planning

b.

Regional Municipality of Waterloo (RMOW), July 1999, Implementation Guideline
for Noise Policies - Part A - New Development Impacted by Noise from Roads and
Railways

c.

Railway Association of Canada (RAC), May 2013, Guidelines for New Development
in Proximity to Railway Operations

The Noise Study used appropriate methods to assess the transportation and stationary
sources, namely:
a.

Ontario Road Noise Analysis Method for Environment and Transportation
(ORNAMENT), MOE, 1989

b.

ISO 9613-2 Standard, Attenuation of sound during propagation outdoors - Part 2:
General method of calculation, 1996

6.

The Noise Study utilized CadnaA computer modelling that implements the ISO 9613-2
Standard to predict the sound levels at the receptors resulting from the operation of industrial
sources. Upon request for the model from RWDI, we received only a brief description of the
RWDI analysis, not the CadnaA model. Thus, were not able to check the acoustical
modelling directly and our review is constrained by the limited information received from
RWDI.

7.

We understand from the Noise Study the modelling was based on two sound measurement
locations that are remote from the development site. Since the sound measurements were not
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specific to the various sources nor the receptors, the results of the measurement/modelling,
it is not clear that he sound measurements are in fact appropriate for the purpose.
8.

The assessment in the Noise Study appropriately excluded vibration from rail traffic.

9.

The Noise Study determined that the impulsive noise from the rail shunting activities complies
with the applicable limits of NPC-300. This issue was discussed at some length in the 2012
OMB decision. The Noise Study uses the number of impulses (36 impulses in 2 hours)
identified in the CRA study as well as the OMB decision and the limit of 45 dBAI, identified
in the OMB decision as appropriate.
Note that NPC-300 does not use the
“frequent/infrequent” description of impulses used in the earlier version of the MOE noise
guidance. The NPC-300 limit depends on the number of impulses, with 9 or more impulses
in an hour being subject to the most onerous limit of 45 dBAI.

10.

In determining the noise impact for the rail shunting operation, the Noise Study referenced
the 2012 CRA data but used in-house library of similar coupling/shunting activities. No effort
was made in the Noise Study to relate the RWDI conclusion of compliance with the 45 dBAI
limit with measured on-site sound levels of 53 to 63 dBA, as reported in the 2011 CRA
reports and the OMB decision. We suggest that this discrepancy be addressed by RWDI. We
also suggest that RWDI confirm that the 2011 and 2012 information remains valid in 2016.

11.

The Noise Study indicates that the authors did not have actual information on the industrial
noise sources and used a combination of sound measurement and modelling (see item 7
above) to perform the noise impact assessment. Short term measurements taken close to the
Chemtura and Sulco facilities were used to calibrate (provide input for) modelling of the
Chemtura and Sulco facilities. Long term sound measurement at a location on the site were
also performed to confirm the modelling results. In the absence of the actual noise source
information, this assessment method is questionable. We question why the actual noise
emission information was not obtained from the industries, either from the AAR reports or
by requesting permission from the industries to perform source specific sound measurements.
The Noise Study does not indicate whether the industries were contacted or whether the
permission was requested, or whether confirmation was obtained of normal operations during
the sound measurements.

12.

Based on measurements and modelling, the Noise Study determined that sound levels will be
51 dBA at daytime and 50 dBA at nighttime and that the applicable NPC-300 limits will be
exceeded by 1 dB and 6 dB respectively. We recommend that RWDI confirm that the three
industries adjacent to the subject site, namely Chemtura, HBK and CCC, were fully
operational during the RWDI measurements so that the measured sound levels can be
considered as representing the “worst case predictable” scenario, as required by the MOE.

13.

The Noise Study determined that the predicted sound levels from the industrial sources will
exceed the MOE Class 2 limits. In order to reduce the impact to comply with these limits,
the Noise Study states that the development would require a 5.5 metre high berm/barrier
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along Union Street, on the east side of the subdivision. However, the Noise Study also states
that due to gaps in the berm/barrier for continuation of College Street and Bauman Street
through to Union Street, the berm/barrier will not reduce the sound levels at the front façades
to acceptable levels. Basically, the Noise Study indicates that the barrier is not a workable
measure to meet Class 2 noise criteria. We agree with this conclusion.
14.

The Noise Study indicates that the Township of Woolwich is opposed to the sound barrier.
Consequently, in order not to build the barrier, the Noise Study recommends a Class 4
classification for the subdivision, as per Publication NPC-300. The predicted sound levels
exceed the Class 2 limits but are well within the Class 4 limits. The buffer between the limit
and the predicted impact levels implies that a small inaccuracy or increase in the prediction
would not result in an excess above the Class 4 limit.

15.

The Noise Study did not provide any examination, analysis or discussion of any options to
comply with Class 2 criteria, other than the 5.5 metre barrier. Such an analysis of options,
even if these options are determined to be unworkable, would be highly pertinent and useful.

16.

The Noise Study did not attempt to analyse the potential of reducing the noise impact to the
lowest-possible, practically-achievable levels.

17.

We have a concern with the fact that the assessment of noise impact described in the Noise
Study is not based on an understanding of the industrial noise sources. Furthermore, we have
a concern that the assessment of railway yard noise impact is based on information that may
be incorrect (see item 10 above).

18.

The Noise Study is deficient in that not all the stationary noise sources were identified in the
Noise Study. Based on the content of the 2012 OMB decision, the development would be
affected by noise from a transformer station. Furthermore, the area appears to include other
industries or stationary noise sources not included in the Noise Study. The collision centre
located immediately south of the proposed development is an example.

19.

The Noise Study does not include a discussion of the effect of the proposed residential
development on the adjacent industries in the context of ECA’s or potential noise complaints.

20.

The Noise Study has established that, from the noise impact perspective, the proposed
development is feasible subject to the site being classified as Class 4.

21.

The conclusions regarding compliance and recommendations regarding noise control are
contained in Section 7 of the Noise Study, Conclusions. The conclusions correctly indicate
that the predicted sound levels will exceed the RMOW and MOE guidelines. The
recommendations are presented separately for road/rail noise and for industrial noise. The
section dealing with road and rail noise recommends a warning clause and provision for air
conditioning, measures consistent with RMOW policies. We agree with the recommendations
to control road and rail noise.
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22.

The section dealing with industrial noise recommends that the proposed subdivision be
classified as Class 4, in accordance with Publication NPC-300. The recommendations for the
required noise control measures identify a warning clause for all dwellings and a provision for
air conditioning for semi-detached houses. These required noise control measures, associated
with the Class 4 classification, appear to be incorrectly specified. In order to comply with
NPC-300, the recommendation should clearly state that central air conditioning is a
mandatory requirement in all dwellings that would be subject to Class 4 classification.

23.

The Noise Study recommends the MOE Warning Clause Type F, for each dwelling in the
Class 4 area. The wording of this warning clause states that the “dwelling unit has been
supplied with a ventilation/air conditioning system which will allow windows and exterior
doors to remain closed”. We agree with this recommendation.

24.

We have an issue with the Planning Justification Report as it relates to description of noise
impacts in section 3.8. The report contains the following paragraph:
“If the subject property is designated Class 4, the developer will be required to include noise
warning clauses in all Agreement of Purchase and Sale or Lease and provide air
conditioning for all semi-detached dwellings. The expected noise levels in all detached
homes do not warrant the provision of air conditioning. No further noise mitigation would
be required under the Class 4 designation. The RWDI report is included with the application
for Draft Plan of Subdivision and the application for Zone Change.”
The above statement extracted from the Planning Justification Report incorrectly summarizes
the requirements for air conditioning. As stated above, in order to be compliant with the
MOE classification of a Class 4 Area, all dwellings in the Class 4 Area, i.e. all dwellings in the
subdivision, must be provided with central air conditioning.

CONCLUSIONS
1.

The Noise Study deals with what appears to be a challenging problem of developing an in-fill
residential site adjacent to industrial facilities including a rail yard operation. The site has a
significant history including an OMB hearing and involving a number noise experts and
associated noise studies.

2.

The Noise Study identifies itself as a noise feasibility study, not a detailed study. Although
we understand that noise feasibility studies provide fewer details than detailed studies, it
would have been helpful had the Noise Study included specific noise information on the
industrial and rail noise sources.

3.

Within the scope of a feasibility assessment, we agree with the conclusion of the Noise Study
that, subject to classifying the site as Class 4, it is feasible to develop the land for residential
use and maintain compliance with the applicable RMOW and MOE sound level guidelines.
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4.

The Noise Study assesses the noise impact on the proposed site based on a combination of
measurements and modelling. The method of assessing the stationary sources is questionable.
Further, not all the stationary sources were included in the assessment.

5.

The Noise Study only examined one option to comply with Class 2 noise criteria; a 5.5 metre
noise barrier running portion of the east property line. This barrier mitigation option was
found not to be appropriate or effective. The Noise Study should have examined options
other than the 5.5 metre barrier, even if these options are determined to be unworkable, to
properly justify using Class 4 receptor area classification.

6.

The three main industries affecting the proposed site have recently obtained ECA’s.
Consequently, it is possible that the industrial noise affecting the site is or will be in
compliance with Class 2 noise criteria once the required noise control measures are
implemented in accordance with the conditions of the ECAs’. However, without access to
the corresponding AAR’s, it is not possible to be definitive.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1.

2.

Regarding the general acceptance of the Noise Study, we recommend two possible options:
a.

Subject to relatively simple updates described below, accept the Noise Study and its
recommendation for a Class 4 classification of the site. This recommendation is a
simple solution to the challenge of developing the property for residential use.
However, it is associated with potential problems some of which are described above.

b.

Our preferred option is for the developer/consultant to prepare a Supplementary
Noise Study. The supplementary study would be based on more detailed information
on the industries, from the ECA’s and AAR’s described above. It is possible that the
Class 4 classification may not be necessary because the industrial noise impact
complies or will comply with Class 2 criteria. If the detailed assessment finds that
Class 4 is required, the information would allow for an in-depth justification of
Class 4. The detailed assessment would also lend itself to an examination of possible
noise control measures that would reduce the impact to lower sound levels than the
Class 4 noise criteria.

If the first option is selected and the recommendation for a Class 4 area is accepted as
proposed in the current Noise Study, i.e., a Supplementary Noise Study is not prepared, we
recommend that the Noise Study should be revised as follows:
a.

The Noise Study’s recommendation should be modified to state that all dwellings in
the proposed development, not only the semi-detached dwellings, are required to have
central air conditioning system.
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3.

b.

RWDI should be required to confirm that the industries adjacent to the subject site
were fully operational during the RWDI sound measurements so that the measured
sound levels can be considered as representing “worst case predictable” scenario.

c.

RWDI should address the issue of the measured 53 to 63 dBA railway shunting sound
levels, reported in the 2011 CRA report and the OMB decision, in the context of the
predicted 45 dBAI reported in the Noise Study.

d.

The Noise Study should provide more current information on the rail yard activities
including data on the impulsive noise from the operation. Alternatively, it should
provide confirmation that the information on the rail yard activities used in the Noise
Study remains valid.

e.

The Noise Study should provide examination, analysis and discussion of options to
comply with Class 2 criteria, other than the 5.5 metre barrier. Such an analysis of
options, even if these options are determined to be unworkable, is highly pertinent and
useful.

f.

The Noise Study should ensure that all noise sources affecting the site, including the
stationary sources identified on the OMB decision, are described and assessed.
These sources should include the hydro transformer and collision centre located
immediately south of the proposed development.

g.

The Noise Study should include an examination of the pros and cons of Class 4
classification including, for example, the potential effect on the regulatory
requirements of the industries and potential effect on the assessment of noise
complaints from existing and future residents in the general area.

If the second option is selected and a Supplementary Noise Study is prepared, we recommend
that the Supplementary Noise Study should address and/or provide the following:
a.

All the points described above in item 2.

b.

AAR’s submitted with the applications for the ECA’s for the three industries,
Chemtura, Sulco and HBK. This should include any revisions to the AAR’s and
related correspondence.

c.

Assessment of the noise impact on the proposed site using the AAR’s.

d.

Assessment of the impulsive noise impact produced by the rail operation on the
proposed site using the AAR’s or using additional information.

e.

Description of all the noise sources in the area, including the industries to the south
and transformer to the north of the site.
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f.

Re-assessment of the recommendation for Class 4 classification (if required).

g.

Assessment of possible but reasonable options and measures to reduce the noise
impact to lowest possible levels.

If there are any questions or if additional information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Yours truly,
VALCOUSTICS CANADA LTD.

Per:
Vic Schroter, Ph.D., P.Eng.
VS\gks\ce
J:\2016\1160096\000\Letters\Peer Review 36-68 Union St, Elmira-Fnl Aug 2016 - FNL.wpd
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APPENDIX A: DESCRIPTION OF REVIEWED DOCUMENTS
Land Use Planning Noise Feasibility Assessment of Hawk Ridge Homes Development, 36-68
Union Street, Elmira, Ontario, prepared by prepared by RWDI, dated January 21, 2016
The Noise Study was prepared to conduct an environmental sound feasibility study of road, rail, and
stationary sources as required by the Township of Woolwich and the RMOW. This assessment was
completed to support the zoning and site plan approval application for the proposed residential
development on Union Street in Elmira, Ontario.
The assessment in the Noise Study was completed using guidance from the MOE publication
NPC-300, the RMOW - Implementation Guideline for Noise Policies, and the RAC guideline
document for new developments in proximity to railway operations.
The Noise Study concludes that it is feasible to develop the land for residential use and maintain
compliance with the applicable RMOW and MOE sound level guidelines following the
implementation of the sound control measures and the classification of the lands as Class 4.
Planning Justification for the Proposed Residential Development, 36 – 68 Union Street, Elmira,
dated January 26, 2016, prepared by W.E. Oughtred & Associates Inc
The Planning Justification Report was prepared to support applications for Draft Plan of Subdivision
and Zone Change for a site in the Township of Woolwich. The site is a 3.2 hectare parcel, located
on the corner of Union Street and First Street in the Township of Woolwich (former Town of
Elmira).
The proposal is for a new development comprising a total of 39 two-storey single family dwelling
units. Fifteen of the dwellings, lots 1 to 8, 17, 26 and 35 to 39, will be detached homes and the
remaining 24 dwellings will be semi-detached homes.
The Planning Justification Report includes a site plan of the proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision.
Decision of the Ontario Municipal Board, OMB Case Number PL101098, dated June 18, 2012
The 2012 OMB decision deals with the appeal of Hawk Ridge to the OMB under subsection 51(34)
of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P.13, as amended, from the failure or neglect of the Township
of Woolwich to make a decision respecting a proposed plan of residential subdivision (44 units) with
26 single detached and 18 semi-detached dwellings on lands composed of 36 - 68 Union Street, in
the Township of Woolwich.
The parties to the hearing were Hawk Ridge, Township of Woolwich, RMOW and Sulco Chemicals
Ltd. According to the OMB decision, the issue of noise including the sources of noise from the
industrial neighbours as well as a rail-line used by these industries was the key area of disagreement
between Hawk Ridge and the Region.
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The Board heard evidence of noise experts, consultants from Aercoustics Engineering Limited and
SS Wilson Associates Consulting Engineers. In addition, the Board was appraised of a noise report
and memorandum produced by Conestoga Rovers Associates (CRA), dated December 2011 and
February 13, 2012. The evidence before the Board addressed the following sources of noise affecting
the proposed development:
•
•
•
•
•

Sulco Chemicals
Chemtura Canada
Railway shunting activities
HBK Woodworking
Hydro Transformer Station

The Board denied the Hawk Ridge Homes appeal.
Environmental Compliance Approval Number 5095-9VDNQL, dated May 26, 2015, issued by
the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change to Sulco Chemicals, located at 60 First
Street Extension Street East, Elmira
This is an ECA with limited operation flexibility dealing with air and noise emissions. From the noise
perspective, the requirements of the ECA are:
•

The Company shall implement by not later than twelve (12) months after the issuance of an
above grade building permit under the Building Code Act, 1992, for a building on the vacant
residential zoned lands west of the Facility, the Noise Control Measures outlined in the AAR;

•

The Company shall ensure, subsequent to the implementation of the proposed Noise Control
Measures that the noise emissions from the Facility comply with the limits set in Ministry
Publication NPC-300; and

•

The Company shall ensure that the Noise Control Measures are properly maintained and
continue to provide the acoustical performance outlined in the AAR. The AAR that
supported the ECA application is dated December 2013 and was prepared by
Conestoga-Rovers & Associates.

Environmental Compliance Approval Number 1439-935T2C, dated May 26, 2014, issued by
the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change to Chemtura Canada, located at 25 Erb
Street, Elmira
This is an ECA with limited operation flexibility dealing with air and noise emissions. From the noise
perspective, the requirements of the ECA are:
•

Following completion of the Noise Abatement Action Plan described in Schedule "C", the
Company shall, at all times, ensure that the noise emissions from the Facility comply with the
limits set out in Ministry Publication NPC-300.
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•

The Company shall, at all times, maintain documentation that describes the current operations
of the Facility, including but not limited to an AAR that demonstrates compliance with the
Performance Limits for the Facility. The AAR that supported the ECA application is dated
March 26, 2014 and was prepared by Conestoga-Rovers & Associates.

•

The Company shall implement the Noise Abatement Action Plan described in Schedule "C".

•

The Company shall ensure that the Noise Abatement Action Plan shall achieve compliance
of the noise emissions from the Facility with the limits set out in Ministry Publication
NPC-300.

•

The Company shall, not later than the date(s) specified in the Noise Abatement Action Plan,
ensure that all reports on the progress of the Noise Abatement Action Plan are submitted to
the District Manager and the Director.

•

The Company shall carry out Acoustic Audit measurements on the actual noise emissions due
to the operation of the Facility, following the completion of the Noise Abatement Action Plan,
and submit an Acoustic Audit Report on the results of the Acoustic Audit, prepared by an
Independent Acoustical Consultant, in accordance with the requirements of Publication
NPC-233, to the District Manager and the Director, not later than three (3) months after the
completion of the Noise Abatement Action Plan.

•

The Noise Abatement Action Plan consists of implementation of Noise Control Measures in
three stages.
<

Stage 1 is to be implemented not later than twelve (12) months after the date of the
Approval, i.e. not later than May 26, 2015.

<

Stage 2 is to be implemented not later than twenty four (24) months after the date of
the Approval, i.e. not later than May 26, 2016.

<

Stage 3 is to be implemented not later than thirty six (36) months after the date of the
Approval, i.e. not later than May 26, 2017.

Environmental Compliance Approval Number 8253-A4ZLAU, dated January 29, 2016, issued
by the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change to HBK United Custom Woodworks
Inc., located at 35 Union Street, Unit 2, Elmira
This is an ECA dealing with air and noise emissions. From the noise perspective, the requirements
of the ECA are:
•

The Company shall, at all times, ensure that the noise emissions from the Facility comply with
the limits set in Publication NPC-300, as applicable.
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•

The Company shall ensure that the Noise Control Measures detailed in the AAR are
implemented at the Facility.

•

The Company shall ensure that the Noise Control Measures are properly maintained and
continue to provide the acoustical performance outlined in the Acoustic Assessment Report.

•

The Company shall restrict operations to the daytime hours between 7:00 AM and 5:00 PM,
Monday to Friday.

Compatibility Assessment for the Proposed Hawk Ridge Residential Development Site,
Chemtura Canada Co./cie & Sulco Chemicals Limited, Elmira, Ontario, prepared by
Conestoga-Rovers & Associates, dated September 2011.
The purpose of this compatibility assessment is to provide an assessment of compatibility issues
associated with the proposal for residential development on the Hawk Ridge lands in proximity to the
established facilities (Chemtura and Sulco). The compatibility assessment is based on the D-6
Guideline, Compatibility Between Industrial Facilities and Sensitive Land Uses (MOE, July 1995) and
related Guidelines.
The scope of the CRA study included an odour impact assessment, a noise impact assessment, and
an off-site worst-case consequence analysis. The noise impact assessment classified the Hawk Ridge
site as Class 2 area, in accordance with the MOE noise guidelines. The assessment concluded that
the predicted sound levels at the Hawk Ridge site would exceed the MOE Class 2 criteria and that
mitigation measures at the industries and the proposed residential development would be required.
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APPENDIX B: RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS FROM TOWNSHIP OF WOOLWICH
The following comments and questions were emailed to Valcoustics Canada Limited (VCL) by the
Township of Woolwich on July 12, 2016. VCL’s response to the comments and questions is in red.
_______________________________________________________
Further to your existing peer review (dated April 21, 2016), the Township is seeking greater clarity
and detailed to be provided in the peer review around the following.
First, in general the Township is not seeking a berm as an noise barrier. The Township is willing to
consider the site as a candidate for the Class 4 designation, however reasonable options to mitigate
noise to the lowest levels for the proposed development (single/semi’s in the proposed configuration)
possible and as close to the Class 2 standards should be considered. Confirm that the noise
assessment and NPC 300 guidelines as technical in nature and the peer review is reviewing the items
from that perspective.
We can confirm that our noise assessment is primarily technical rather than planning. We can also
confirm that MOE Publication NPC-300 is primarily a technical guideline rather than a planning
guideline. The main purpose of NPC-300 is to define the operational requirements used by the MOE
when issuing approvals. An additional purpose of NPC-300 is to provide advice concerning noise
which may be applied in land use planning decisions made by land use planning approval authorities.
The RWDI Noise Study essentially concluded that complying with Class 2 criteria is not practical.
The justification for this conclusion is that, in order to meet Class 2 criteria, a 5.5 m high barrier
would be required along the entire length of the east property line of the proposed development,
along the west side of Union Street. Based on this conclusion, the RWDI Noise Study recommended
that the site be classified as Class 4.
It is a weakness of the RWDI Noise Study that it did not provide a discussion or additional
justification for the use of Class 4 classification. Even if compliance with Class 2 criteria is not
possible, further discussion would have been useful.
The RWDI Noise Study did not consider options (reasonable or otherwise) to mitigate the noise to
the lowest levels possible and as close to the Class 2 standards. However, it is important to note that
the predicted noise impact within the site, classified as Class 4, is lower than the allowable Class 4
noise criteria.
1.

Is it appropriate that the Noise Assessment submitted in support of the application, did not
investigate mitigation measures/recommendations for building construction other than a noise
barrier (which was discounted immediately) and instead committed to pursuing the Class 4
designation?
No, it is not appropriate. The RWDI noise assessment should have addressed other measures.
However, it is possible that only townhouses with appropriate noise control measures would
provide a likelihood of success.
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2.

In addition to air conditioning and warning clauses etc , are there mitigation measures that
should be considered by the applicant along Union Street to reduce noise to the rear yard
amenity areas, such as a 6 or 7 foot high noise wall or fence? No windows facing Union
Street etc to help minimize any noise? Would such approaches be effective or beneficial to
consider?
It is unlikely that such an approach would successful. Unlike traffic noise, the noise impact
from stationary sources (industry) is assessed at Outdoor Points of Reception, not just in
amenity areas. The Outdoor Point of Reception is anywhere on the property of the dwelling
that is usable and can be at the front, back or side of the dwelling. It is correct to say that
having no windows facing Union Street would be helpful.

3.

Should the assumption (S.3.2) within the Noise Assessment, that there would be no windows
for indoor noise sensitive uses facing Union Street, be made a recommendation of the
Assessment and therefore, a condition of Draft Approval?
It would be better from the noise impact perspective to have this recommendation as a
condition of approval. However, this recommendation and consequently the condition is not
necessary to comply with Class 4 noise criteria. So “good to have” if going beyond the Class
4 requirements.

The Noise Assessment concludes that impulsive noise due to rail activities meets MOE noise criteria.
It states that the data used to reach this conclusion dates from an analysis completed by Conestoga
Rovers and Associates on February 13, 2012 (Sourced from the Ontario Municipal Board Hearing
Decision dated June 18, 2012).
4.

Is this data correctly sourced and referenced? It is noted that the Compatibility Assessment
was completed by Conestoga Rovers and Associates in December 2011 on behalf of
Chemtura and Sulco and further, that the noise levels due to locomotive shunting ranged from
53 dBA to 63 dBA during 9 p.m. and 1 a.m. It is unclear what assumptions were used in
RWDI’s current Noise Assessment as the Assessment predicts 45 dBA during the nighttime
period (11 p.m. to 7 a.m.), keeping within the Ministry’s guideline limit for this time period.
The OMB decision of June 18, 2012 refers to the Conestoga-Rovers & Associates Report of
December 2011 as well as the Conestoga-Rovers & Associates Memorandum describing
measurements taken on February 13, 2012. The 2011 CRA report states that the short term
sound levels ranging from 53 dBA to 63 dBA are a result of coupling, decoupling, pressurized
hose connection activity and locomotive engine and wheel screech noise. Note that the CRA
reports does not state that the 53 to 63 dBA levels were impulses - the CRA report describes
these as short term sound levels.
The Noise Study used sound level data from RWDI in-house library to determine the impulse
noise impact and compliance. In the assessment, the Noise Study did not include the future
presence of barriers that according to the Chemtura ECA will be implemented alongside two
rail shunting areas within two years after the date of the approval, i.e. by October 27, 2016.
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Furthermore, the Noise Study is quite clear about compliance, stating that impulsive sounds
from rail car coupling/shunting were assessed and found to meet MOE guideline limits.
5.

Is it appropriate to continue to use this data from 2011 given the length of time since it was
collected? If the use of this data is appropriate, explain why?
The RWDI Noise Study referenced the 2012 CRA data, not 2011 data. Nevertheless, it is
clear that the data is not current and more recent information would be preferable. However,
since the issue concerns impulsive noise, the age of the data is not critical, particularly if the
site is classified as Class 4. Unlike the noise produced by road/rail traffic which increases with
volume, the impulse noise does not increase with the volume (number of impulses).

6.

Should Regional RT staff be consulted to confirm that GEXR can only utilize the railway line
during the night time and during which hours? (the assumption in the report Section 3.1.2 is
that rail activity will only happen in the overnight hours).
The additional data would useful but not critical to determining compliance. Night-time is
the critical time since night-time limits 23:00 to 07:00 are 5 dB lower (more onerous) than
day-time limits.

7.

In a meeting with representatives from Chemtura and CCC on Friday June 3, it was stated
that neither company were consulted through the development of the Noise
Assessment. Should Chemtura and CCC be consulted to confirm that the impulsive noise
events are appropriate assumptions within the Noise Assessment?
Yes, the companies should be consulted not only regarding the impulsive noise from the rail
activities but also regarding the industrial noise sources.

The Noise Assessment identifies three industries, Chemtura, CCC and HBK as key sources of noise
with both Chemtura and CCC as the dominant noise sources. The Assessment notes Chemtura and
CCC both have updated ECA approvals, and that Chemtura has 3 years from date of ECA approval
(October 27, 2014) to comply. CCC compliance date was not known. Although HBK Woodworking
has submitted an ECA application, its status was unknown at the time of the OMB decision (noted
above), and is still unknown at time of this RWDI Noise Assessment.
8.

Should the status of all these ECA approvals be confirmed prior to final approval of the Plan
of Subdivision?
Yes, the status should be confirmed. To date, we have determined that all three ECAs have
been issued. The HBK ECA is dated January 29, 2016.

9.

Have all off-site sources of stationary noise been accounted for (e.g. hydro transformer
station and the automotive repair shop). If not, should these sources of noise need to be
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noted within the Noise Assessment and assessed to ensure noise emissions meet MOE
criteria.
The RWDI Noise Assessment should have noted the hydro transformer north of the site and
the facilities south of the site (auto repair facility). That should be corrected.
10.

Are the cumulative impacts of the key sources of noise (CCC, HBK and Chemtura) as well
as the other sources of noise (hydro transformer and automotive repair shop) be addressed
within the Noise Assessment? Should they be?
In principle yes, the cumulative impacts are addressed because RWDI measured the noise.
That would have captured all sources. However, it should have been clearer in the report.
Furthermore, it is not clear whether noise assessment considered worst case, i.e. everything
operating.

11.

The long term sound measurements for the Assessment were taken from July 28 to August
3, 2015. Are there testing standards or guidelines which indicate timeframes during which
sound measurements be taken? Should measurements occur during a time where it can be
demonstrated that the key noise sources are operating at full production? Should the time
frame include a weekend on which a Civic holiday occurs?
MOE guideline NPC-233 includes a requirement that measurements should be performed
over a minimum period of 24 hours for source assessment and 48 hours for background noise
assessment.
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