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Celebrating over 60 years 
Wertheim Court, Unit 25 

 Richmond Hill, Ontario, Canada, L4B 1B9 

 email ● solutions@valcoustics.com 

 web ● www.valcoustics.com

April 14, 2026   telephone ● 905 764 5223 

 fax ● 905 764 6813 

Township of Puslinch 
7404 Wellington Road 34 
Puslinch, Ontario 
N0B 2J0 
 
Attention: Monika Farncombe VIA E-MAIL 
 mfarncombe@puslinch.ca   

Re: Review of Peer Review Response Letter 
 Preliminary Noise Study 
 2809 Townline Road 
 Puslinch, Ontario 
 VCL File: 123-0460 

Dear Ms. Farncombe: 

We have completed our review of “Peer Review Response – Preliminary Noise Study, 
2809 Townline Road, Twp of Puslinch ON”, dated March 26, 2026, prepared by Thornton 
Tomasetti (TT). 

Our comments are outlined herein. 

a) The response to comment b) a. indicates that the existing sound barrier was not taken into 
account. The response goes on to say that the existing sound barrier would not provide 
any screening for the worst-case façade locations. We have these questions/comments 
regarding the response: 

a. TT states that the height of the existing sound barrier was confirmed to be 1.5 m 
(3 panels that are each 0.5 m in height). How was this confirmation made? Review 
of the images on Google Earth seem to show 3 panels on top of a precast panel 
along Jamieson Parkway. The precast panel appears to be replaced by a 4th 
sound barrier panel along Townline Road. 

b. How is TT defining the worst-case façade location? It appears that TT considers 
the second storey as being the worst-case facade location since this is where the 
highest sound levels from the facility are predicted to occur. The worst-case 
location is where the greatest noise impact (i.e., highest excess over the guideline 
limit) could occur. It is not clear how the worst-case façade location was 
determined without updating the analysis. 

c. We agree that the existing sound barrier could provide acoustic screening for both 
the stationary source and road traffic on Townline Road. However, the amount of 
acoustic screening could vary depending on geometry (source to receiver 
distance, source height, source elevation, etc.). Thus, justification that the 
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attenuation will be the same for the transportation and stationary source is 
needed. 

d. It is not clear how excluding the existing sound barrier from the assessment is 
conservative. 

b) The response to comment b) c. states that “bumping” noise is significantly quieter than 
levelling plate impulsive noise. TT does indicate that mitigation will be provided for the 
levelling plate. What mitigation has been assumed and what amount of noise reduction 
will result? 

c) The response to comment b) d. states that the Preliminary Noise Study (PNS) assumed 
the peak hour traffic volumes in the Traffic Impact Study were all heavy trucks. Review of 
the Site Trip Generation tables in the November 18, 2025 Traffic Impact Study presents 
peak hour traffic volumes significantly higher than those in the PNS. We were also unable 
to find any information about truck volumes in the February 18, 2026 Traffic Impact Study. 
Additional detail regarding how the reduced truck volumes were determined is needed. 

d) Regarding the response to comment b) e., the definition of predictable worst case noise 
impact in NPC-300 states “the noise impact associated with a planned and predictable 
mode of operation for stationary source(s), during the hour when the noise emissions from 
the stationary source(s) have the greatest impact at a point of reception, relative to the 
applicable limit”. While the two scenarios presented by TT should be considered, they are 
unlikely to actually occur in reality and may not be planned and predictable modes of 
operation. Thus, other scenarios should also be considered. It would be reasonable to 
assume that loading activities are only occurring at one of the warehouse buildings on the 
site. This would concentrate impulses closer to a receptor and likely result in somewhat 
higher noise impacts. 

e) The response to comment b) g. is not clear. The first paragraph appears to state that the 
supplied cooling option is not feasible for Buildings 1, 2 and 3. However, the second 
paragraph states that (presumably feasible) mitigation options exist. Clarification is 
needed. 

Based on our review of the peer review response, there are a few items, as outlined above, that 
require further clarification before we can agree with the findings and conclusions of the noise 
study. 

If there are any questions, please do not hesitate to call. 

Yours truly, 

VALCOUSTICS CANADA LTD. 

 

Per:                                
 John Emeljanow, P.Eng. 
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