IRRCA

B AUSTRALIA

GEOTECHNICAL » ENVIRONMENTAL

RCA ref 16104-402/1
Client ref DA 2021-129 Geotechnical Engineering

Engineering Geology

15 March 2023

Environmental Engineering

Muswellbrook Shire Council Hydrogeology
PO Box 122, Muswellbrook Construction Materials Testing
NSW 2333

Environmental Monitoring

Attention: Hamish McTaggart Sound & Vibration

Occupational Hygiene

ACOUSTIC ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW: DA 2021-129

1 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

RCA Australia (RCA) have been engaged by Muswellbrook Shire Council (the client) to
provide a peer review of a noise impact assessment report prepared to support a
development application (DA 2021-129) for a proposed greyhound retirement / retraining
facility. The noise impact assessment was prepared by Stantec Pty Ltd (Stantec).

The following proposal description has been taken from the Stantec report:

The proposal involves the design of a series of dog kennels and adjacent services
buildings to facilitate the care and rehabilitation of up to 400 greyhounds for the
purpose of adoption as pets. There are currently 20 kennel proposed buildings with
each building containing 20 individual dog kennels.

This peer review was undertaken by RCA’s Acoustics Manager, Alex Rees. Alex has been
a member of the Australian Acoustical Society for over six years and has been an acoustic
consultant for over 10 years.

RCA have previously prepared a peer review report (16104-401.2 attached to this report).
This current report follows on from where the previous report concluded. RCA’s conclusion
from report 16104-101.2 is reproduced below:
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‘RCA are satisfied that Stantec have undertaken a fair and representative noise
impact assessment, and that Stantec’s results and conclusions can therefore be relied
upon. However, for completeness, RCA believe that Stantec should include
assessment of mechanical plant and vehicle movements both on site and on local
roads in their report. Additionally, Day Design noted an error in the night time criterion
for R3. It is currently stated to be 38 dBA when it should read 37 dBA. It is noted that
site levels are still predicted to comply, however RCA recommend this error is rectified
in am emended report for accuracy.

Provided the inclusion of these items does not materially change the outcome of the
assessment, RCA believe that the objectives of the appropriate noise guidelines have
been met.”

On the 2" of November 2022 RCA attended a Regional Planning Panel briefing where the
panel members asked RCA questions regarding the Stantec noise impact assessment. A
point raised by the Day Design peer review was that the Stantec noise impact assessment
adopted the minimum background noise levels (in accordance with the Noise Policy for
Industry) when setting noise criteria and stated that these criteria do not accurately capture
the degree of impacts to the community since the measured background levels were less
than the minimum threshold. The panel members expressed a view that they would like to
better understand how noise impacts might be assessed differently if the predicted site
noise had been compared against the measured background noise levels rather than the
adopted minimum background noise levels. RCA was tasked to further consult with Stantec
and request that they include a discussion on this in an amended report.

2 DOCUMENTS REVIEWED AND OUTSTANDING NOISE ISSUES

RCA held an online technical review meeting with Stantec on the 19" of January 2023
where the following noise issues were discussed:

e Issue 1: How would assessment of noise emergence under the Noise Guide for Local
Government differ to current assessment if the minimum background levels are not
adopted? RCA note that the response should include all assessment periods, including
sleep disturbance. RCA also query the “measured” night time background level being
reported (reported to be 30 dB but the charts indicate it was lower).

e Issue 2: Assessment of mechanical ventilation should include predicted noise levels
compared against criteria.

e |ssue 3: Assessment of cars on local roads has been included, but no mention of car
movements on site is discussed (this point was originally raised by Day Design)

Following this technical meeting, Stantec issued an amended report titled “Greyhound
Racing NSW Acoustics Report — Noise Impact Assessment for Development Application
(dated 2" February 2023, ref: 301350478)".

RCA will comment on these issues individually below.
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2.1 ISSUE 1 — MINIMUM VS MEASURED BACKGROUND NOISE LEVELS

Stantec’s updated report includes the following note below Table 6:

“Stantec maintain that the Noise Policy for Industry criteria is the appropriate assessment
criteria for the project, however it was noted that The Panel had a query about criteria
derived from the Noise Guideline for Local Government (NGLG) as minimum background
levels are not included in the criteria derivation from that guideline. The daytime and night-
time criteria in the table above have minimum background levels applied.

Should the method from the NGLG be used, the daytime criteria would be 35 dBA for R1
and R2, and 37 dBA for R3. The “Raw predicted noise levels” presented in Table 10 range
from 14 — 17 dBA for a daytime scenario and would be even less for night-time when the
dogs are enclosed in their kennels. Comparing these levels with the NGLG criteria shows
that the predicted levels would still be well below criteria for day, evening, and night-time
and the outcome of the assessment would remain unchanged.”

RCA note that Stantec’s response does not include a discussion on LAmax levels and sleep
disturbance, but we also note that the Noise Guide for Local Government does not have a
corresponding LAmax and sleep disturbance criteria to directly compare against.

RCA are of the opinion that Stantec have adequately addressed this issue and it is how
resolved.

2.2 MECHANICAL PLANT ASSESSMENT

Section 5.2 of the updated Stantec report begins “As the detailed design and selection of
mechanical plant has not been completed, a maximum noise level assessment will be
conducted”. What follows is a list of assumptions including maximum sound power levels
for onsite mechanical plant. This section concludes “Given the above, the assessment
indicates that mechanical noise criteria (provided in Table 6) will be able to be achieved”.

RCA made the point during the technical meeting with Stantec that the ordinary reader will
not be able to infer compliance with the noise criteria based on the assumed sound power
levels. RCA had recommended that noise levels should be predicted at each receiver based
on the assumed sound power levels of the mechanical plant in order to demonstrate
compliance with the criteria, but we see this detail was not added to the updated report.

Despite being of the view that Stantec did not clearly demonstrate that mechanical plant will
comply with noise criteria, RCA do agree with Stantec that mechanical plant can be selected
or modified if necessary, in order to achieve compliance.

RCA recommend that if this proposal receiver approval, that a more detailed assessment
of mechanical plant be undertaken as part of the construction certificate based on selected
plant.
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2.3 TRAFFIC MOVEMENTS IN CARPARK

Section 5.3.2 of the updated Stantec report states “An assessment of the predicted noise
levels due to cars in the car park has been conducted”. The assessment concludes that the
worst case 15 minute LAeq would be approximately 22 dBA, which is well below the daytime
criterion.

RCA are satisfied that this issue has been addressed.

3 RCA’S CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

RCA’s previous report concluded that Stantec had undertaken a fair and representative
noise impact assessment in accordance with the most relevant noise guideline, which is the
Noise Policy for Industry. Following the November Regional Planning Panel briefing, RCA
understood there to be three outstanding noise issues for Stantec to address in an updated
report. RCA are satisfied that Stantec have now adequately addressed two of the three
open noise issues and that the third issue (mechanical plant) can most easily be resolved
at the construction certificate stage.

Yours faithfully
RCA AUSTRALIA

Alex Rees
Acoustics Manager

ATTACHMENTS
RCA report 16104-401.2
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ACOUSTIC ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW: DA 2021-129

1 INTRODUCTION AND PROPOSAL DESCRIPTION

RCA Australia (RCA) have been engaged by Muswellbrook Shire Council (the client) to provide
a peer review of a noise impact assessment report prepared to support a development
application (DA 2021-129) for a proposed greyhound retirement / retraining facility. The noise
impact assessment was prepared by Stantec Pty Ltd (Stantec).

The following proposal description has been taken from the Stantec report:

The proposal involves the design of a series of dog kennels and adjacent services
buildings to facilitate the care and rehabilitation of up to 400 greyhounds for the purpose
of adoption as pets. There are currently 20 kennel proposed buildings with each
building containing 20 individual dog kennels.

This peer review was undertaken by RCA’s Acoustics Manager, Alex Rees. Alex has been a
member of the Australian Acoustical Society for over six years and has been an acoustic
consultant for over 10 years.

2 DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

RCA have reviewed various documents in preparing this letter, including the Statement of
Environmental Effects and submissions from the community, however this technical review is
primarily based upon the documents outlined in Table 1.
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Document author

Document title

Revision

Stantec

Greyhound Racing NSW,
Acoustic Report, Noise Impact
Assessment for Development

Application

Ref:301350478

Rev 002, dated 8/10/2021

Stantec

Greyhound Racing NSW,
Acoustic Report, Noise Impact
Assessment for Development

Application

Ref:301350478

Rev 004, dated 24/5/2022

Day Design

Animal Boarding Establishment
— 1949 Martindale Road,
Martindale, Acoustic Peer

Review

Ref: 7601-1.1R

Dated 18/08/2022

Stantec

Memo — Re: Response to Day
Design Acoustic Review

Rev 02, dated 23/09/2022

3 REVIEW PROCESS

The flow chart below illustrates the review process. A copy of the most recent RCA comment

register is attached to this letter.
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RCA 1st review
March 2022

* RCA reviewed Stantec
report (Rev 2) and
provided comment
register for Stantec
action

Stantec response

April 2022

o Stantec responds to
comment action. RCA
sends Stantec a revised
comment register

Online technical
meeting

May 2022

* RCA and Stantec hold an
online meeitng to
discuss technical aspects
of the peer review.

* RCA issued revised
comment register
following this meeting

Stantec issue
updated report
(Rev 04)

July 2022

* RCA review updated
report.

* All comments in RCA's
comment register had
been addressed and as
such were closed out

Day Design issue
their own peer
review

August 2022

* RCA note that the Day
Design peer review
raises several items,
some of which had
previously been raised
and closed out by RCA,
and some were
additional

Stantec respond to
Stantec's review

September 2022

 Stantec issue memo
with responses to items
raised by Stantec

RCA peer review
report

October 2022

* RCA prepare their peer
review report (this
report)

Figure 1 Peer review process and timeline
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4 REVIEW FINDINGS
4.1 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

RCA firstly note that assessing noise from dog kennels can be technically tricky. One reason
it is tricky is because it can be difficult, or there can be dispute, regarding finding a
representative scenario to assess. This is because dogs are mobile and do not generate
constant noise. The noise consultant therefore must determine a typical worst-case
scenario which includes assumptions regarding the location of the noise source (and how
much attenuation will likely be offered from structures blocking the line of sight between
source and receiver) and how intense a group of dogs will bark during a typical worst-case
scenario. An additional consideration is whether the noise source (primarily barking dogs)
has any inherent characteristics beyond the absolute noise level that make the noise
additionally annoying.

4.2 NOTES ON AVAILABLE NOISE GUIDELINES

To complicate the assessment, RCA note that there is not a specific assessment guideline
that was written to assess noise from dog kennels. The two most appropriate noise
guidelines for this assessment would be the NSW Noise Policy for Industry (NPfl) (EPA,
2017) and the Noise Guide for Local Government (EPA, 2013). Note that there is an
updated Noise Guide for Local Government document but it remains in draft form.

The NPfl was written to assess the noise impacts from large industrial activities, specifically
those that are listed within Schedule 1 of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act
1997. A common noise characteristic among these types of activities is that the operation
(and therefore noise) is often constant in nature and that these activities often operate 24-
hours a day, seven days a week. RCA note that the NPfl was not strictly written to assess
noise from dog kennels, however the NPfl provides a scientific approach and framework for
determining project specific noise goals and for assessing noise impacts, including the
assessment of annoying characteristics. The NPfl is likely referenced in the majority of noise
impact assessments to support development applications, despite the fact that the majority
of development applications are not for Scheduled Activities. Stantec have chosen to base
their noise impact assessment upon the NPfl, which RCA considers to be reasonable.

The Noise Guide for Local Government is an alternative guideline (or could perhaps be
used to supplement the assessment) and provides context to the term “Offensive noise”, as
defined in the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997. The Noise Guide for
Local Government provides the below checklist that could be used by an authorised officer
to determine if a noise is offensive, noting that not all questions need be answered in the
affirmative to determine that a noise is offensive. For comparison only, RCA have included
a note on how the NPfl considers the same question.
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Table 2 Offensive noise checklist and corresponding NPfl approach
Offensive noise checklist from Noise Guide RCA'’s interpretation of how the NPfl
for Local Government (EPA, 2013) considers the same question

Q1. Is the noise loud in an absolute sense? Is | The NPfl requires a quantitative assessment of
it loud relative to other noise in the area? the cumulative industrial noise (if applicable)
as well as the level of intrusiveness (relative
noise) of the proposal.

Q2. Does the noise include characteristics that | The NPfl provides quantitative analysis

make it particularly irritating? methods to test for: tonality, low frequency,
intermittency (at night only), duration (NPfl will
increase the project noise trigger level for
single noise events within an assessment

period).
Q3. Does the noise occur at times when The NPTl requires project noise trigger levels
people expect to enjoy peace and quiet? are derived for day, evening and night time
periods.
Q4. Is the noise atypical for the area? The NPfl presupposes that we are considering

“industrial noise”. While not exactly the same,
the NPfl provides “amenity” criteria which is
regarded as reasonable cumulative industrial
noise for a given receiver land type (for
example, rural residential has different amenity
criteria to urban residential).

. Does the noise occur often* nder the , a typical worst-case 15-minute
5.D th ften? Under the NPfl, a t I t 15 t
scenario would be assessed.

Q6. Are a number of people affected by the This is not really considered when assessing
noise? impacts but might inform a discussion on
reasonable and feasible mitigation measures.

RCA note that most items in this checklist are covered by the NPfl assessment framework
(the only exception probably is Q6). However, while this checklist can be answered
qualitatively, the NPfl provides statistical and other quantitative analysis methods to ensure
a consistent assessment approach.

Overall, while RCA can see some merit in a consultant deciding to assess dog kennel noise
against the Noise Guide for Local Government, RCA does not believe there is a mandate
to use this guideline. RCA also believe that at the planning stage, the NPfl provides a more
robust and scientific assessment framework. Ultimately, if only one guideline was chosen
for assessment purposes, RCA believe the NPfl to be the more appropriate of the two
guidelines. While RCA would not consider it to be incorrect to assess against both
guidelines, we note that there would be some redundancy in this approach, since the two
guidelines largely share the same objectives. In most cases, RCA would expect that any
noise that were deemed “offensive”, would also exceed project noise trigger levels derived
in accordance with the NPfl.

RCA therefore support Stantec’s decision to apply the NPfl to this assessment and do not
believe Stantec was required to additionally assess the proposal against the Noise Guide
for Local Government.
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4.3 STANTEC’S APPROACH TO NOISE MODELLING

Stantec measured barking dogs at an existing kennel and have used these measurements
as an input into a computer noise model (Stantec uses reputable software SOUNDPLAN,
which RCA does not hold a license for). After holding an online meeting with Stantec, RCA
are satisfied that representative noise measurements were converted in appropriate noise
model inputs. RCA also note that well known noise propagation algorithms were used for
noise predictions and that model configuration settings provided in the report appeared
reasonable.

4.4 RCA’S PRIMARY COMMENTS THAT HAVE SINCE BEEN RESOLVED

RCA’s comment register is attached to this letter. A summary of the primary queries and
their resolution are shown in Table 3.

Table 3 Primary queries and resolutions
RCA query Resolution
Stantec’s Rev 02 report did not assess the Stantec’s Rev 04 report assumed noise
potential for noise enhancing weather during enhancing weather conditions at all times, and
day, evening and night, for each of the four demonstrated that noise compliance was still
seasons achieved
Stantec’s Rev 02 report had a typo in the This was resolved in Rev 04 report.
derived noise criteria
Stantec’s Rev 02 report had a typo for the This was resolved in Rev 04 report.
calculated sound power of barking dogs
Stantec’s Rev 02 report did not consider if Stantec’s Rev 04 report adopted a penalty for
barking dogs had any inherent annoying two annoying characteristics: tonality and
characteristics. intermittency. The report demonstrated that

noise compliance was still achieved.

4.5 REVIEW OF DAY DESIGN’S PEER REVIEW

Day Design then completed their own peer review. These comments, Stantec’s response,
and RCA’s own commentary is provided in Table 4. Note that comments from Day Design
and Stantec below have been paraphrased.
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Table 4

Day Design peer review and Stantec's response

Day Design comment

Stantec response

RCA’s commentary

1. The NPfl is the only guideline
considered for the assessment

In absence of a prescriptive guideline, the NSW
NPfl is commonly referred to as best practice.

RCA agree that assessment against NPfl alone

is sufficient, with the exception that road noise

should have been considered against the Road
Noise Policy (discussed later)

2. Note only

No response given

Note only

No response given

4. Distances from site to the “nearest
residential receivers” are not consistent
with architectural drawings.

Day Design also contested that the
assessment location may not have
exactly been in the correct location
(RCA interpret that any error would have
been less than 30 m).

Day Design also contend that some
receivers (much further away) were left
out of the assessment. Day Design also
note that the kennels offer less shielding
to distant receivers south-west that were
not assessed.

There was inconsistency between reference
points when measuring the distance between
receivers and the proposal, between the Stantec
report and architectural drawings. This
inconsistency has no bearing on the noise model
predictions.

The additional receivers not assessed are over 1
km away. Demonstrating compliance at closer
receivers infers that compliance will also be met
further away.

RCA agree that the model predictions are based
on accurate distance between source and
receiver.

Even if the assessment location was incorrect by
30 m, this difference is negligible when there is
more than 500 m distance between the noise
source and assessment location.

RCA note that the “average” noise levels during
the day time presented in Table 9 of the Stantec
report (Rev 04) have received an “intermittent”
penalty of 5 dB, when this penalty should only
apply during the night time period, providing
accidental additional conservatism in the results.
The margin of compliance (and considering the
predicted level would be 5 dB less without the
erroneous penalty) appears to support Stantec’s
position that compliance at the nearest receivers
infers that compliance would be achieved for
receivers further away, even if the kennels did
offer less shielding for these distant receivers.

5. note only

No response given
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6. Where local weather conditions are not
available, adopting “worst case” or noise
enhancing meteorological conditions is
generally considered acceptable.

Stantec applied category 5 weather conditions
(noise enhancing) during night time scenarios.

RCA note that the category 5 noise enhancing
conditions appear to have been applied for night
time only, however, the day time predictions
were made using the ISO 9613 algorithm, which
also includes noise enhancing source to receiver
winds (in all directions). RCA therefore consider
that noise enhancing weather conditions have
fairly (and potentially conservatively) been
assessed

Note only

No response given

8. “Updated Stantec Report, Section 3.3,
page 6, Table 1, noted that the day time
measured LA90,15 minute
measurement at location ‘A1’ was 27.5

No response given

The point of this comment is later discussed in
Day Design’s comment #9. Day Design make
the following points: the attended measurement
result does not entirely support the trends (RBL)
calculated from the unattended data. RCA also
raised this as looking a little unusual, however it
is not material to the assessment when we apply
the “minimum background levels” prescribed by
the NPfl.

9. Stantec object to the assessment
adopting the “minimum background
levels” prescribed by the NPfl

The NPTl prescribes “minimum background
levels” which were adopted since the measured
RBLs were lower than these.

RCA consider the NPfl to be the appropriate
guideline for this assessment, and as such, the
minimum RBLs would apply.

10. NPfl is not the correct guideline for this
assessment, and mechanical plant and
vehicular movements on site have not
been assessed.

Stantec defend the use of the NPfl.

Stantec state that appropriate mechanical plant
treatment will be selected once details of the
plant are known.

Stantec provide results of a desktop assessment
for traffic on local roads due to the proposal. The
result is 10 dB below criteria.

RCA agree with using the NPfl.

For completeness, RCA consider that
mechanical plant should have been included in
the assessment, however, we note that it is
expected to be negligible compared to the sound
power of barking dogs.
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Stantec missed the point about vehicle
movements on site. This would actually be
assessed against the NPfl while on site. RCA
note however that again this is expected to be
negligible.

Stantec’s desktop traffic results for cars on “local
roads” showed that predicted traffic noise is well
below criteria. RCA consider that for
completeness, this should be included in the

disturbance assessment should be
based on the “measured” background
noise levels, and not the adopted
“minimum background levels” prescribed
by the NPfl

report.

11. Day Design note that it appears that the Stantec state that they presented the “minimum RCA agree that adopting the minimum RBLs
minimum RBLs prescribed by the NPfl project intrusiveness noise levels” prescribed by the NPfl is correct, but for clarity,
have been adopted without any Stantec could have explained the process better
justification.

12. Day Design contend that the sleep The sleep disturbance assessment was RCA agree that the NPfl if the most relevant

conducted in accordance with the NPfl.

guideline for this assessment.

vehicle movements on site

13. Night time criterion at R3 should be 37 Noted. This does not change the assessment RCA agrees with both comments. However this
dBA, not 38 dBA as stated. outcome. should be rectified in an updated report for
accuracy.
14. Note only No response given -
15. No reference to mechanical plant or See response to comment #10 RCA agree this is a repeat of comment # 10

16.

Day Design raised technical concerns
with the noise model inputs

Stantec contend that Day Design have
misunderstood the noise model inputs, and that
Day Design’s own desktop calculations do not
account for shielding due to kennel structures
and potentially other attenuation factors.

RCA note early in this report that these
assessments are technically challenging and
that there will be some difference in approach

between consultants. Through discussions held
with Stantec, RCA are satisfied that Stantec
have undertaken a fair and representative
assessment.
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which scenario has been assessed
against which criterion

17. Noise enhancing conditions have only The effects of temperature inversions have been RCA believes Stantec have missed the point
been applied during night time. assessed during night time only as due to the that noise enhancing weather should be
nature of temperature inversions. Furthermore, | considered for all assessment periods, however,
the nighttime is the most stringent period. RCA notes that the ISO 9613 algorithm already
incorporates noise enhancing source to receiver
winds.
18. See comment #16 See response #16 See response #16
19. Note only No response -
20. See comment #16 No response -
21. Day Design state that it is not clear “Section 5.3.1 is a typical scenario for daytime RCA agree that this was not very clear to the

where the dogs are allowed to roam in the
outdoor sections of the kennels, therefore it has
been assessed against daytime criterion of 40
dBA. The next section 5.3.2 addresses the night-

reader but understand the dogs will be inside
their kennels during the evening and night time
periods. RCA also note that the predictions for
the daytime scenario noise levels still comply

will need revision once the assessment
is amended

time period.” with the evening and night time criterion.
22. Combination of previous comments “See previous responses” -
23. Repeat of above “See previous responses” -
24. Day Design state the management plan “See previous responses” Day Design’s comment presupposes that the

current assessment is insufficient. While there
are a few items that should be added for
completeness (mechanical plant and vehicle
noise), RCA does not anticipate any material
change to the outcome of the assessment.

25.

Repeat of above

“See previous responses”
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5 RCA’S CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

RCA are satisfied that Stantec have undertaken a fair and representative noise impact
assessment, and that Stantec’s results and conclusions can therefore be relied upon.
However, for completeness, RCA believe that Stantec should include assessment of
mechanical plant and vehicle movements both on site and on local roads in their report.
Additionally, Day Design noted an error in the night time criterion for R3. It is currently
stated to be 38 dBA when it should read 37 dBA. It is noted that site levels are still
predicted to comply, however RCA recommend this error is rectified in an amended report
for accuracy.

Provided the inclusion of these items does not materially change the outcome of the

assessment, RCA believe that the objectives of the appropriate noise guidelines have
been met.

Yours faithfully
RCA AUSTRALIA

1. Leer

Alex Rees
Acoustics Manager

ATTACHMENTS
RCA Comment Register
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Comment # Stantec response RCA response April 2022 Updated RCA comments after meating 3 May 2022 Date RCA
section dosed out
R Response:
The assessment Scenario 1 precicted levels at Ieast 15 but more likely 20-30 4B below eitera, and the might | hisls T think we need potential 180722
Scenario 2 predicted levels 15 to 21 below critria. Comments from RCA sugg point. penalties have been accounted for ave been assessed.
inputs, and citria derivation considerations. This ncludes +3.5 dB for meterological conditions, + B for Closed
tonal efects, +5 dB for ntermittent noise see comments below). Even i al of these applied at worst case|
scenarlo simultaneously add 13.5 3. Given tha the assessment was already conservative and aking al
of the additional factors at worstcase brings the predicted levels generaly n ine with or close t the
criters, Stantee do not believe that the reutsor therecommendations fo the assessment require
T[Figwes "Willamtown RAAF' be~100km | Willimtown RAAF s th closest wind rose avaiable from the Bureau of Meterology. I there s  closer | This becomes | can [stntecto NPrand noise 180722
away. wind rose data, we il be happy t use the data and replace figure three meet criteria under noise enhancing weather. under . ifs0,
s there avalable data from a closer station?
might Closed
2[Figwes 02 of the NP1 each The correction factors for a meteorological Category 5 Moderate (5th out of 6 categories increasing In | see above. Seeabove Updated report demonstrates noise criteia can be met under noise 180722
) eve, intensity), range from 1.2 dB in ower frequentcies and 5.1 6B around 1k He or a distance of 800m. Adding enhancing conditions
these in the model would produce an avergage Increase of 3.5 dB as a conservative approach.
seasonal (d/e/n) wind or winter temperature invrsions Closed
3[Toble 1 2 days ater [T s correct The battery for the Ioggers ran out on the 4th of AugUsL, then attended measurements | Closed. Closed 290422
the unattended logging period inished. I this correct? were taken on the 6th when the loggers were collcted.
[Tavie 1 The LAS0 (27.5) s ] Qursite notes a “smallbreeze" Yes, it s understood that the attended measurements | Closed. Closed 290422
trees. were taken during a reasonably stil day and that typically the area is subject to higher winds than
observed during the viit
It seems uiikey then tht the colculated RBL would be 32 & 30, Daes this indicate tht the
gthe 15 than picl during the
unnattended logging period?
Weather this
s[aan B yss. 1s ths based on Willamtown | 1115 based on weather rom Denman which is wihin 20k in the repor periods. | Updated 180722
weather data?
Closed
wind>5 m/s? feawre of
the area.
a: and
#5. have aduised Council o request these monitoring charts.
6[3a1 1m surprised there s 208 difference In RBL between L1 and L2. Was there an apparent Tt Tikely that this small diference i due to proximity o reek and associated sublly dfferent ecosystems | Closed. Closed 290422
explanation from site observations crickets, insects, breeze in the shrubs and trees.
7[Tobles See Table 2.1 from NPl which states a minimum daytime RBL of 35 wilbe adopted. This would | Noted - 1is means (hat ou project specifc noise emision criteria for daylime is oing 1o be adjusted to dopted Stantec 10 Update with new criterion. ‘Agree with criterion n updated report 180722
mean your daytime intrusiveness critrion would be 40 at both locations. 40 dB(A) for both locations. The evening and night time will not change. With this adjustment, it will make
the assessment results even more conservaive. might Closed
&[Tables receivers Table 3 showing they had different | T lowestof the ameniy and nfrusivencss critera ae taken for the project speeiic noise Ieves, The | I think the Night time Amenity nose erterion is incorrect, Night tme | stantec o check NP1 and report 180722
intrusivness critrion. amenity eitria for ight time was 35 dB(A) - the lower than or equs! 1o the intrusiveness citeia rom | Amenity s 40 dB. Night time Project Amenity i 35 dB. But the "adjusted”
Table 3 for both receiver locations. This applies to both recievers. 5 266 Closed
see page 8 of NPI. This means R3 nght time citerion would be 38.Stantec
have adopted more stingent.
3 might
have bearing o this point.
B 1[An Laea, 15 minute of the dstance. Ves,the 70 GBIA) was of a group of dogs, with distance 10m from other dogs at Tong as you h da "ypical worstcase 15| R 030522
areater distances. This was used for the day o o aswL R 3 252 model input.
Was this information used in the modelling? maximum noise levelfrom one dog at 10m away was used in a different model scenario. Two methods
were used for a more thourough assessment. The measurement of dogs barking were conducted over a 15 Closed
1fyou had 3 representatve distance from a group'of dogs tis may have been easier/better | minue period
Way to model dogs over a 15 minute perlod nstead of "8000 indvidual barks", which relis on
assumption of '1in 5 dogs barking simltaneousy.
10 5.2 The following modeling Inputs should be outlined: Noted - tese parameters can be 2dded 10 the report  required Please add. 4 CONCAWE tohave useda 180720
met conditions d/e/n <onitions. conditons). CONCAWE was used to determine a meteorology penlatyfor noise
Ground absorption = 2 Include model algorithm (1S0 9613 or CONCAWE with nputs) enhancing weather, and then this was added to results obained using the
Number of dogs and distibution = 7 150 9613 agorithm.
Time weighted 15 minute SWL frequency spectrum
RCA are satsfied that model inputs have been stated.
Not sure why Table 10 explicity adds et penality but Table 9 does not
H i o
added. Also the met penalty added to R3 appears to oly be 0.5 dB. Again,
this receiver remains well under criteion.
Closed
151 tis hard to comment on the reasonableness of ™1 n 5 dogs barking 100 times in 15 minutes” | uring the measurements, we took mullple videos. The following s the number o barks:2) 6 barks n 12 | et . Asfong a5 you "o 5 [RcA 03.0522
oc ast,"Lin'" barked seconds equating 0 450 in 15 mins, b 14 barks in 21 seconds equating to 600 barks n 150 mins c) 20 | minutes" you can then represent that as a SWL and use nthe model. | “typcal worst case” scenario and then used this as @ modl input.
1/s 15 minutes barks in 10 seconds equating to 1800 per 15 mins. Our assessment has assumed 8000 per 15 minutes a5 2
conservative approach. ft was also observed on site that the major barking events cid not s on, from Closed
30 seconds to a minute followed by periods of slence and the occasional bark.Perhaps someone who
works with the dogs can comment on th frequency of bark. I further investgations accur a the Central
Coast it the number of barks n 2 15 minute period can be counted!
12[531 Further to above, a sound power s ot provided for each bark Sound power leve of 2 ingle bark s provided n Section 53.2 See above. R 030522
“typical worst case” scenario and then used this as a model input.
fora group o dogs barking for 15
minutes. Closed
13 Figure s Looking at Fgure 5, the Laeq,15 minute level at each kennellooks to be less than 65 dBA. This | 70 dB(A) was measured 10 meters from the closest dog and the other dogs were scattered at further As long 25 you "y [N 030522
seems lower than | would have expected (noting the report earier observed Laeq 70 dBA (with [ istances. minutes" you can then represent that as a SWL and use n the model. | “typica worst case" scenario and then used this a5 a model input.
o distance supplied) measure at Central Coast).
Closed
1532 SWLof 108 was calculated from short term measurements. s this correct? This 1.3 typ0 and the report wilbe updated to reflect SWL of 116 d8 22 naise source. The predicted was used 5 |Closed 030522
noise level at the nearestresidentil reciever complies with 8 the ight 2 135 68 or other
15188 +20*10g10(10)48 = 116 SWL time. factors such as met and annoying characteistics.
15[532 Please chieck results ater confirming SWL I use SWL 116 dBA 25 8 point source, a ough eal | The gt e maximurn erteia s 52 GB(A) The roUgh calc s I marginal compliance with crteris ‘hgree Closed 290422
. d8A @570 maway. | without accounting for ground absorption, efects of topography and most importanty the signifcant
rough calc. sielding provided by the kennelsthemselves and the mounds of eath.
15[532 See response for comment 2. a Stantec 180722
characteristics have been considered. characteristis have been considered.
Closed
7532 consider tonal There is one occasion where  1/3 octave band exeeds 1 neighbouring bands by 548 and 7 8. The be updated Tonal and 180722
correction for thi s to add 5 dB to th calculated level at the receiver. factor characteristics have been considered.
would also be an additon of 548, I this was adde to the noise levelsforthe average assessment, the Closed
prediction would become <30 dB{() instead of <20 dB(A) and sl comply. egarding might | Yet
have bearing o this point. have bearing on this point
18] Council RF1 | please stil We are happy 1o carr out further investigations at the Central Coastfaclty to urther e might | RCA d Torther investigation field work Stantec should | fedn 180722
comments and verfy assumptions. have bearing on this point. i Rl




