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Should ask CBM-Caledon Quarry
CAART COMMENT SUMMARY TABLE RESPONSE #3 — [NOISE]

Please accept the following as feedback from the Caledon Aggregate Review Team (CAART). Fully addressing each comment will expedite the potential for resolution of the consolidated CAART comments and individual agency objections. Additional
comments may be provided once a response has been prepared to the comments raised below and additional information provided.

Resolved subject to additional information being provided to CAART Reviewers (e.g.,

Implementation Guide, Report Addendums)

(no colour)

Response provided, but no further action taken or required by Project Team
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NPC-300 requires a predictable worst

case assessment. How were the worst-

case operational locations and

scenarios determined. In particular, how

the simultaneous pit and quarry
extraction locations determined needs
to be explained.

The predictions were made for different locations
of the equipment operating within the areas
associated with specific extraction phase (i.e.,
Phase 1 to Phase 7). For each identified
equipment location, the resulting noise level at
relevant receptors corresponding to the worst-
case scenario was calculated and if required, a
suitable set of noise controls were proposed. The
assessment of the concurrent operations of the
quarry and the pit was completed for Phase 5
(quarry extraction and operation of the processing
plant) and Phase 6 (aggregate extraction). The
equipment was located within the areas of the
Phase 5 and Phase 6. No additional extraction
equipment was considered for this scenario (i.e.,
two extraction loaders operating in the Phase 5
lands and one extraction loader within the

Phase 6 lands).

It is not clear if the
response is proposing
equipment restrictions
during Phases 5 and 6.
This also seems to
contradict the mitigation
recommendation in the
report which states the
number of loaders shall
be reduced in Area 6
(Phase 5) from 3 to 2.
The response also does
not state how the
simultaneous worst case
pit and quarry extraction
locations were
determined. 6.1.3.3 of
the report also states
that quarry operations
occur in Phases 4, 5 and
6. Clarification is
needed.
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Area 6 (the south part of Phase 5)
|nd|cates the area of operations
where there is the need for
restriction of equipment (i.e.,
number and equipment sound
power levels). The design of the
operations for this area is based on
two loaders operating. The third
loader will be relocated to support
the pit operations within Phase 6.
Please note, the north part of
Phase 5 can be extracted using
three loaders, however no pit
extraction is considered to be
occurring within Phase 6 when
extraction is occurring in the
northern part of Phase 5.

The worst-case concurrent pit and
quarry operations scenario, WSP
completed various modelling
iterations to analyze noise
emissions from the equipment
associated with pit (Phase 4,
Phase 5, Phase 6 and Phase 7)
and quarry operations (Phase 1 to
Phase 7). Based on the results of
the analysis, the highest noise
levels from concurrent operations
were identified for equipment
locations associated with quarry
operation in the south part of
Phase 5 and pit operation in Phase
6. Please note, due to resource

It remains unclear how
the worst case was
determined. Currently
there do not appear to be
any restrictions on the
Site Plans or
recommendations in the
Noise Report preventing
pit and quarry operations
from occurring
simultaneously in the
same phase. Having the
worst case as quarry
operations in Phase 5
(southern limit of
extraction) and pit
operations in Phase 6
(central area of
extraction) does not
seem to represent the
permitted worst case
operations. It seems that
concurrent pit and quarry
operations in Phases 5,
6 or 7 could result in
higher off-site sound
levels.

The May 2026 MHBC
Site Plans will be
updated to add the
additional noise
recommendation on
Drawing 4 of 5 in
Section 0.8:

“No concurrent quarry
and pit operations shall

occur in a single Phase”

Furthermore, note 1.13
on Drawing 2 of 5 will

be updated to read as
follows:

“No concurrent quarry
and pit operations shall

occur in a single Phase.

However, extraction of
either the pit or quarry
shall be permitted in
two phases

simultaneously provided

only the quantity of

equipment listed in note

0.8 a) on Drawing 4 of
5 is adhered to”

It is still unclear
how the worst

case (operating

locations and

results) was

determined. Thus

it is not possible
to confirm that
simply preventing
concurrent quarry
and pit operations
in a single phase
results in

compliance with
the MECP noise

quideline limits.
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availability, the pit operations will
occur in the area covered by
Phase 4, Phase 5, Phase 6 and
Phase 7 (i.e., Southern part of
Main Area and Caledon South
Area).
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12 Regarding the proposed noise controls:

a.

The Temporary Processing Plant
scenario requires a gap in the
property line sound barrier to allow
access to the office and
laboratory. The length and

location of this gap need to be
clearly indicated to ensure the
required noise mitigation is not
compromised.

13 m high sound barriers are to be
constructed within 20 m to the
north, east and west of the
processing plant. How are these
sound barriers to be constructed
since there does not appear to be
adequate space in the 20 m
allowance for the side slopes of a
berm? Is all equipment within the
processing plant to be within 20 m
of the barrier?

The report states “the haul truck
noise emissions will need to be
reduced with the installation of on-
equipment noise controls (i.e.
intake silencers, acoustic
lagging)”. To what sound power
level do the haul truck sound
emissions need to be reduced to?
Can an example of where this has
been successfully implemented in
the past be provided.

i. The gap is marked in Figure 2. The width of

the gap of the property line berm, located east
of the temporary processing plant, is only
approximately 80 m and therefore the noise
mitigation performance is not substantially
compromised.

j. The barrier located around the processing

plant is considered to be an acoustic barrier
located in the proximity of the processing
plant. It is not expected that a 13 m high
barrier will be constructed instead of a berm.
The requirement for the equipment to be
located within 20 meters of the barrier is based
on the equipment layout considered and it is
applicable to the closest assessed acoustically
significant source. Please note, the final
design of the barrier will be confirmed once the
final layout of the processing plant is available.
The barrier performance will be confirmed
through measurements once r the equipment
is operating onsite. A note will be added to the
May 2025 version of the Site Plan (MHBC)
that requires an audit of the barrier
performance through the on-site measurement
of noise levels. The note reads as follows:

= Prior to the commencement of operations
of the temporary processing plant, noise
measurements to determine performance
of the proposed noise barriers shall be
undertaken by a qualified professional.

»  Prior to the commencement of operations
of the permanent processing plant, noise
measurements to determine performance
of the proposed noise barriers shall be
undertaken by a qualified professional.

. The haul truck PWL, after the implementation

of the required additional noise controls, is 107
dBA. WSP staff have worked with clients
across Ontario investigating and implementing
similar types of controls. These include metal
foundries in south and eastern Ontario and
mine sites in northern Ontario.

a) Figure 2 in the noise
study does not appear
to show the gap in the
property line sound
barrier.

b) The notes should be
revised to confirm that
operations will not
commence until the
measurements have
been made, the noise
assessment has been
updated, and the
required noise
mitigation measures
have been
implemented. Any
changes to the noise
mitigation
requirements will likely
require the site plans
to be revised.

c) Response resolves
the comment.
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a) Revised figure is provided in
Attachment A.

b) The following notes on the Site
Plans have been updated for
both the temporary processing
plant (8 g.) and permanent
processing plant (8 i.) Site
Notes.

To read as below, the
highlighted text sections are
added to the existing notes 8 g.,
and 8 i.:

Note 8g.)

= Prior to the commencement
of operations of the
temporary processing plant,
noise measurements to
determine performance of the
proposed noise barriers shall
be undertaken by a qualified
professional. If
measurements indicate
MECP noise limits are not
being met at an adjacent
sensitive receptor, the
licensee will reduce
operations as directed by the
qualified professional to
ensure operations will be
brought back into compliance
with MECP noise limits. Prior
to full operations being
permitted to continue in the
affected area, a qualified
professional shall advise on
the required revisions to the
operation and mitigation
measures to ensure MECP
limits will be met and once full
operations continue noise
measurements will be
completed by a qualified
professional to ensure the
operation is in compliance
with MECP noise limits.

Note 81.)

= Prior to the commencement
of operations of the
permanent processing plant,

a)

b)

Response resolves
the comment

The notes should be
revised to require all
necessary noise
mitigation to comply
with MECP noise
limits be in place
prior to the
processing plants
being permitted to
operate on the site,
apart from the brief
period needed to
perform these noise
measurements when
mitigation
requirements have
not yet been
determined.

The May 2026 The
MHBC Site Plans Qrogosed Wordmg
WI”be up.dated to for the notes
revise nolse should be revised
recommendation in g indicate that
note 0.8 g) on brief operation of
DraWing 4 of 5to the Qrocessing
read: plants are only
“Prior to the permitted for the
commencement of noise audit
operations of the testing. Extended
temporary processing operation of the
plant, noise processing Q.Iants
measurements to is only permitted
determine performance ~ ©nce an updated
of the proposed noise noise study has
barriers shall be been submitted to
undertaken by a and approved by
qualified professional. f = the Municipality.,
measurements indicate
MECP noise limits are
not being met at an
adjacent sensitive

receptor, the temporary

processing plant will
be stopped and will only
resume when it is
confirmed by
measurements
completed by the
qualified professional
that the implemented
corrective measures
result in Facility
operating in compliance
with the applicable
MECP noise limits.”

The May 2026 MHBC
Site Plans will be
updated to revise noise
recommendation in note
0.8 i) on Drawing 4 of 5
to read:

“Prior to the
commencement of
operations of the
permanent processing
plant, noise
measurements to
determine performance

CAART Comments - June 4, 2026
WSP/CBM Response- July 29, 2026
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noise measurements to
determine performance of the
proposed noise barriers shall
be undertaken by a qualified
professional. If
measurements indicate
MECP noise limits are not
being met at an adjacent
sensitive receptor, the
licensee will reduce
operations as directed by the
qualified professional to
ensure operations will be
brought back into compliance
with MECP noise limits. Prior
to full operations being
permitted to continue in the
affected area, a qualified
professional shall advise on
the required revisions to the
operation and mitigation
measures to ensure MECP
limits will be met and once full
operations continue noise
measurements will be
completed by a qualified
professional to ensure the
operation is in compliance
with MECP noise limits.

of the proposed noise
barriers shall be
undertaken by a
qualified professional. If
measurements indicate
MECP noise limits are
not being met at an
adjacent sensitive
receptor, the permanent
processing plant will be
stopped and will only
resume when it is
confirmed by
measurements
completed by the
qualified professional
that the implemented
corrective measures
result in Facility
operating in compliance
with the applicable
MECP noise limits.”
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14  Table 9 presents the analysis results
with pit operations occurring. It is not
clear how the resulting sound levels
with the pit operations (Table 9) can be
lower than those with just the quarry
operating in Phase 6 (Table 8). If the
results provided in Table 9 are from the
pit operations alone, why have they not
been combined with the quarry
operations? Clarification is needed.

15 Regarding the Site Plan Noise Control
Notes:

a. In addition to limiting the sound
power level for equipment to be used
on the site, the amount of each type
of equipment also needs to be
limited.

b. Proposed barriers are indicated as
potentially being stockpiles. Detail on
how stockpiles will be used to provide
the required noise mitigation and how

Table 9 represents the predicted noise levels
from the Phase 6 pit operations and includes
Phase 5 quarry operations that can occur
concurrently. Table 8 is representation of the
quarry alone for Phase 6 and 7 of the quarry
operations. To understand the noise levels
associated with the pit alone one would need to
complete a comparison of Table 5 (i.e., Phase 5

of the quarry alone) and Table 9 (i.e., Phase 6 pit

operations and includes Phase 5 quarry
operations that can occur concurrently).

. The number of pieces of equipment is stated in
Section 8.0 and presented in Table 1 (quantity).
The provided quantity is considered a maximum

number of pieces of the same type of

equipment present on the site at any given time

and any departure from these quantities will
require verification by a qualified acoustical
specialist. The May 2025 version of the Site
Plan (MHBC) has been updated to include
these quantities and, as such, a Site Plan
amendment would also be required if these
change.

The response provided
does not respond to the
question that was asked.
Why are the Table 9 (pit
and quarry operating)
lower than those in
Table 8 (only quarry
operating)?

a) The table should also
indicate there are
further restrictions on
the maximum amount
of equipment (such as
a single drill in Area 1)
beyond the maximums
shown in the Table.
These additional
equipment limits are to
be included in the Site
Plan notes.

12 of 15

The differences between the
predicted noise levels presented in
Table 8 and Table 9 are
associated with the different
location of the extraction
equipment and degree of noise
screening provided by the pit and
quarry working faces. When
comparing results in Table 8 (worst
case Quarry in Phase 6 and Phase
7) and Table 9 (worst case Pit in
Phase 6 and Quarry in Phase 5),
noise levels presented in Table 9
are higher for almost all receptors
excluding RPOR009, RPORO010,
and RPORO011. The predicted
results at RPOR009, RPORO010,
and RPORO11 are higher in Table
8 due to the fact that extraction in
Phase 6 and Phase 7 for the
Quarry activities are closer to
these receptors than the scenario
summarized in Table 9 (i.e. worst-
case Pit in Phase 6 and Quarry in
Phase 5).

a) Limitations are included in the
Site Notes in Section 8. The table
in the Site Note was revised to
include footnotes indicating the
reduced number of equipment
where applicable. The revised
Table 1 is provided in Attachment
B for readability.

b) WSP report indicates the
location and dimensions of the
noise barriers proposed for
temporary and permanent
processing plants. The report

It is not clear that the
sound levels presented
in Table 8 of the Noise
Report are from quarry
operations alone. This is
not stated in the report.
Given that the sound
levels at POR009 are
lower for the worst case
scenario in Table 9 (Pit
in Phase 6 and Quarry in
Phase 5), it is not clear
how the description of
the worst case scenario
presented in the
response to the first
comment in this table is
valid.

a) The Site Notes should
be revised to indicate
that the quantity
indicated in the table and
the notes to the table are
the maximums permitted
to operate on the site.

b) Response addresses
the comment.

d)(1) The Site Plan note
should be revised to
require sound level
measurements be done

We acknowledge that it
should be clearly
marked that the Table 8
shows the results for
quarry only operations
within Phase 6 and 7.
As provided in previous
responses, WSP
confirms that Table 8
presents the predictable
worst-case sound levels
from quarry only
operations while
operating within Phase
6 and Phase 7.

Table 9 has been
updated and provided in
Attachment B, to
present the predictable
worst-case operations
from concurrent
activities (i.e., quarry
and pits) for multiple
scenarios. The two
predictable-worst case
scenarios presented
represent; quarry
operations in Phase 5
and pit operations in
Phase 6, and quarry
operations in Phase 6
and pit operations in
Phase 7.

a) The May 2026
MHBC Site Plans will
be updated to reflect
the Table provided in
Attachment A on
Drawing 4 of 5 in
Section 0.8 a).

d) The May 2026
MHBC Site Plans will
be updated as follows
on Drawing 4 of 5 in
Section 0.8 d):

The Quarry
Phase 5 and Pit in
Phase 6 results in
revised Table 9
are identical to
the Phase 6 Pit

Operations results
in the original
Table 9. This
implies that the
noise from Quarry
activity in Phase 5
is insignificant
relative to the Pit
operations. What
about other
combinations of
Pit and Quarry
operations? This
to the one

expressed in
Comment 1.

Responses
address the

comments.
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m.The stockpiles will, when present, provide

the stockpiles will be maintained is
needed.

c. Drills shall include manufacturer
installed noise controls resulting in a
maximum sound power level of 116
dBA. Can manufacturer’s data
confirming their noise mitigation
package will achieve the
recommended sound power level
limit be provided? Also, in the Area 1
and Area 4 scenarios, what sound
power level was used for the
unmitigated drill?

d. The Site Plans should include all of
the noise mitigation measures
recommended in the noise study.
These mitigation measures appear to
be missing:

a. The recommended haul truck
noise mitigation.

b. Temporary and permanent
processing plants are not to
operate simultaneously.

c. Changes in location of the
processing equipment should be
evaluated by a qualified acoustical
consultant to ensure the noise
guideline limits are met at all noise
sensitive receptor locations prior
to proceeding.

d. Minimum pit face height.
e. Minimum quarry face height.

additional noise screening. However, due to the
spatial and temporal characteristic of stockpiles,
they were conservatively not included in noise
predictions. The statement was provided to
identify that the assessment of off-site Project
sound levels is expected to be conservative as
the potential shielding provided by the
stockpiles were not considered in the
assessment but if in-place would provide
additional screening.

. Manufacturer data is provided in Attachment C.

Based on the manufacturer’s data, the
equipment-mounted noise controls are capable
of reducing the drill's PWL from 127 dBA
(unmitigated) to 115 dBA (mitigated) accounting
for a 12 dB overall noise reduction. For the
purpose of assessment, the drill was considered
to be already equipped with the noise reduction
and a PWL of 116 dBA was conservative
considered which is 1 dB higher than PWL
provided by the manufacturer. When the term
unmitigated is used for the drill WSP is referring
to the fact that no additional mitigation (i.e.,
local barriers) is required However, it was
determined that additional local noise barriers
will be required for a drill to operate in specific
areas of the site. These specific areas requiring
the additional noise mitigation (i.e., local
barriers) have been identified in the report and
on the Site Plan.

(1) Additional information will be added to the
May 2025 version of the Site Plans (MHBC).
Haul trucks used for the transportation of
extracted material shall meet a be maximum
sound power level as specified in Table 21.
The Site Plans note reads: Haul trucks shall
be equipped with additional noise controls
reducing the equipment sound power level to
107 dBA. Prior usage the performance of the
installed noise controls shall be verified by a
qualified professional.

(2) The May 2025 version of the Site Plans
(MHBC) will be updated to identify that the
temporary and permanent processing plants
shall not operate concurrently at any time
thorough the lifetime of the Site. The Site
Plans note reads: At any point of the Site
lifetime the temporary and permanent
processing plant shall not operate
concurrently

b) The statement in the
report ‘Proposed
barriers can be
constructed of earth
berms, product
stockpiles...” should
be revised to reflect
this response.

c) Response addresses
the comment.

d) (1) Not clear what the
highlighted section is
intending to say.

d) (2) Response
addresses the
comment

d) (3) Response
addresses the
comment.

d) (4) The note as
written does not
ensure the face height
will be the minimum
height required
according to the noise
modelling and would
potentially allow a
lower face height
when a higher face is
needed. Wording
needs to be revised.
The requirement may
be that extraction be
done in a single lift to
the bottom elevation of
the pit.

d) (5) Response
addresses the
comment.
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indicates that the identified barriers
can be constructed of various
materials so long as the minimum
required surface density of 20
kg/m? is met. The expectation is
that the barrier, once constructed,
will remain in place for the duration
of operations. The report also
indicates that any stockpiles
located between the source and
the receiver could provide
acoustical attenuation. However, in
completing a conservative
assessment, recognizing that
stockpile locations and heights will
change over the life of the Project,
stockpiles were not included in the
assessment as barriers).

d) (1) Indicates the requirement for
the proponent to verify whether the
installed noise controls meet the
required noise reduction (i.e.,
equipment PWL of 107 dBA). The
Site Plan Note 8 g., has been
revised to read “Prior to usage of
haul trucks, the performance of the
installed noise controls shall be
verified by a qualified
professional”.

d) (4) The Site Plan Note 8 I., has
been updated to read Pit extraction
will occur in single lift for the full
depth of the available resource.

to confirm the maximum
sound power level of the
haul trucks does not
exceed 107 dBA
(maximum sound
pressure level of 75 dBA
at 15 m).

d)(4) Response resolves
the comment.

“Haul trucks shall be
equipped with additional
noise controls, if
required, reducing the
equipment maximum
sound power level to
107 dBA. Perior to usage
of haul trucks, the
sound emission shall be
verified by a qualified
professional via noise
measurement to
confirm the operation of
haul truck results in a
sound pressure level of
the haul truck not
exceeding 75 dBA
when measured at a
distance of 15 meters.”
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3) The May 2025 version of the Site Plans
(MHBC) will be updated to identify that any
changes in location or modification of the
processing equipment shall be evaluated by
a qualified acoustical consultant, prior to use,
to ensure the noise guideline limits are met
at all noise sensitive receptor locations. The
Site Plan note reads: Prior to use any
changes in location or modification of the
processing equipment shall be evaluated by
a qualified acoustical consultant to ensure
the noise guideline limits are met at all noise
sensitive receptor locations

(4) The May 2025 version of the Site Plans
(MHBC) will be updated to reflect that a
minimum pit face height of 2 m to 6 m, based
on resource depth, in the direction of the
nearest offsite receptor shall be maintained.
If for some reason this minimum face height
cannot be maintained the noise levels at
offsite receptors shall be evaluated by a
qualified acoustical consultant. The Site Plan
note reads:

A minimum pit working face of 2 m to 6 m, based
on resource depth, in the direction of the nearest
offsite receptor shall be maintained. If the
specified minimum height of the pit working face
cannot be maintained, noise levels at the offsite
receptors shall be evaluated by a qualified
acoustical consultant to confirm compliance with
the applicable noise limits.

(5) The May 2025 version of the Site Plans
(MHBC)will be updated to reflect that a
minimum quarry working face of 14 m shall
be maintained in the direction of the nearest
offsite receptor. If for some reason this
minimum face height cannot be maintained
the noise levels at offsite receptors shall be
evaluated by a qualified acoustical consultant.
The Site Plan note reads:

A minimum quarry working face of 14m in the
direction of the nearest offsite receptor shall be
maintained. If the specified minimum height of the
quarry working face cannot be maintained, noise
levels at the offsite receptors shall be evaluated
by a qualified acoustical consultant to confirm
compliance with the applicable noise limits.
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