1. PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER DESIGN STANDARD

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

That Council:

1 Adopt the " Proposed Noise Barrier Design Standard” attached at Annex " A"
(dated M ay 2000);

2. Adopt the provisonal list of products and suppliers/manufacturers lised in
Annex " B" to beacceptable for installation in RMOC;

3. Allow staff to amend Annex "B" subject to the presentation of appropriate

evidence from new supplierYmanufacturersthat their product complies with the
proposed noise barrier design standard at Annex " A".

DOCUMENTATION

1 Planning and Development Approvas Commissioner report dated 29 May 2000 is
immediately attached.

2. T. Hagyard, Kanata Council of Community Associations |etter dated
7 June 2000 follows the report.

3. Extract of Draft Minute, Transportation Committee, 7 June 2000, follows the letter and
includes arecord of the vote.
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REGION OF OTTAWA-CARLETON REPORT
REGION D’OTTAWA-CARLETON RAPPORT
Our FileN/Ré. 42-98-0008
Your File/VIRE.
DATE 29 May 2000
TO/DEST. Coordinator Transportation Committee
FROM/EXP. Planning and Devel opment Approvas Department Commissioner
SUBJECT/OBJET PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER DESIGN STANDARD

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATIONS

That the Transportation Committee recommend Council:

1 Adopt the " Proposed Noise Barrier Design Standard” attached at Annex " A"
(dated M ay 2000);

2. Adopt the provisonal list of products and suppliers/manufacturers lised in
Annex " B" to be acceptablefor installation in RMOC;

3. Allow staff to amend Annex "B" subject to the presentation of appropriate
evidence from new supplierYmanufacturersthat their product complies with the

proposed noise barrier design standard at Annex " A".

BACKGROUND

At their meeting on the 2 February 2000 following input from Mr. N. Heins, Prestige Fence,
(one of the suppliers referred to in the staff report), Trangportation Committee adopted the
Proposed Noise Barrier Design Standard with the following changes.

1 Approve that reference to Ontario Building Code (OBC) standards be removed
fromthe RMOC's Design Sandard for Noise Barriers;



2: Approve that soft-landscaping that could include trees and vines be mandatory
for all noise barriers.

As a result of subsequent input from other noise barrier suppliers, Mr. Parisen, Alcuf
International and Mr. R. Lee, Executive Director, Ottawa-Carleton Home Builders Association,
Regional Council, at their meeting on 9 February 2000 referred the proposed standard back to
gaff for further consultation with al the interested parties.

Copies of correspondence from Harmer Podolak, Engineering Consultants Inc., on behaf of
Mr. Heins, and from Mr. Lee are atached at Annex "C".

STAFF ACTION

In response to Council's direction, dl the noise barrier suppliersmanufacturers listed in Annex
“B” of the gaff report, dong with the Ottawa-Carleton Home Builders Association were
forwarded a copy of the Draft Standard and requested to provide comments by mid-March.
As only 3 responses were received by the originad deadline (Alcuf International, Homeland
Vinyl Fencing Ltd. and Harmer Podolak (Prestige Fence)) the deadline was extended to the
end of March.

Responding to the deadline extenson comments were received from Prestige Fence, Richard
Dray Engineering Inc. on behdf of Internationa Fence, Durisol Inc., the Ottawa-Carleton Home
Builders Association and the South March (Kanata) Community Association, and the Kanata
Council of Community Associations. The responses received are to be found in Annex "C".

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES RAISED IN INPUT RECEIVED

a) Alcuf Internationd

- Favours dedsigning to Ontario Building Code (OBC) and not Ontario Highway
Bridge Design Code (OHBDC).

- Inmogt cases designing to OHBDC is overkill.

- Codt difference attributable to design standard is 20-25%.

- Suggest leaving the design decison to the expertise of the geotechnical consultant
(post footings).

- Alauf's waranty is 20 years on the frame and duminum pand infill.  Aluminum
pand hasan STC rating of 20.

- Aluminum infill and other compodstes ae as codt effective as timber.

b) Homedand Vinyl Fencing Ltd.
- Agreeswith the proposed standard.
- Wants serious consultation of al suppliersmanufacturers regardless of their plant
location.
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Their product does not have wooden posts but is comprised of gavanized sted
posts and pands finished with extruded vinyl (PVC) covers.

a) Harmer Podolak Engineering Consultants Inc.

Supports designing to OHBDC.

The OBC has no provison for the design of noise barriers.

Only the OHBDC provides specificdly for the design of noise barrier.

Should OHBDC Code requirements be over-ruled for barriers under 3m, well
congtructed barriers would gradudly disappear from the market since they could not
compete with systems not designed to that code.

Suggests that the standard should clarify whether soils to a depth of 1.5/1.8m
(depending on snow cover) should/should not be used to provide horizonta
resistance.

b) Ottawa-Carleton Home Builders Association

OBC gtandard is adequate for fences up to 3m high.

Leave fina determination of design standard to geotechnica consultant.

Price difference between design to OBC instead of OHBDC is closer to 20/25%
less - not 10/15%.

OHBDC gstandard for al noise barriersis not cost effective.

a) South March (Kanata) Community Association (Requested by Mr. Heins, President,

Prestige Fence)

Moving away from the OHBDC will ultimately increase maintenance costs and alow
barriers that will fail to stand up to wind and snow loading.

Failed noise bariers will cease to be effective for noise mitigation and will be
ungghtly.

Failed noise barriers will lean/coll gpse/be unsafe.

Homeowners are highly unlikely to repair faled noise barriers. Such a responsibility
on homeowners is unreasonable.

ROC should expect at least a 20 year life for noise barriers; thus ensuring that
taxpayers receive the highest quality product.

a) Internaiond Fence: (Comments from Richard Dray Engineering Inc.)

Thereisavariety of products with a 20 year warranty, including Internationd Fence.
In view of the cost of noise barriers and the inevitable increase in future cogts the
seection of a fence should be based on both longevity and cost-effectiveness with
the balance tilted towards longevity.

Foundations are the most important and most problematic part of the construction.
Wooden posts will rot.



36

There are severd pre-cast pand systems on the market that do not conform to CSA
dandards with respect to the placement of reinforcement and concrete quality.
These products should not be considered.

There is only a monopoly currently in the fidd of sound absorbing fence pands.

b) Predtige Fence

There are 4-5 suppliersmanufacturers in the RMOC who have ingaled products
satisfying the past guidelines which required design to OHBDC guiddines for dl
barrier heights.

Desgn to OBC only will result in barriers like those on Hunt Club Road which have
had to be upgraded since their ingalation 7+ years ago.

Barriers designed to the OHBDC will be of higher qudlity, last longer and have lower
maintenance cogts.

Mogt homeowners neither want to or are able to carry out repars especidly
replacing afooting or podt.

Although a 20 year warranty on the complete product would be difficult, the
expectation of a 20 year lifespan with minimum maintenance should be expected by
ROC.

Aesthetics should be consdered. The sound barriers built in Toronto to lower
dandards have heaved and are in various stages of disrepair, while many are less
than 10 years old.

Over the past 5/6 years since the earlier standard was introduced wooden sound
barriers have regained the trust of the market that was lost due to the earlier lower
standard.

1) Durisal Inc.

In supplying barrier systems to most mgjor municipdities in Ontario, the trend is
towards more stringent standards.

Endorse the adoption of CSA Standards for wooden products.

Wooden walls are more suitable as privacy screens, but, as noise barriers, have not
stood the test of time very well.

Absorptive noise wal systems require durability to be specified.

2) Kanata Council of Community Associations

Lowering noise barrier sandards will ultimately increase maintenance codts.

Faled bariers are no barier to traffic noise and are extremey unattractive, and
unsafe.

Placing the respongbility for maintenance on homeownersis unreasonable.

A life expectancy of at least 20 years should be a minimum requirement.

Those wishing to lower standards fall to see the advantage of structuraly sound and
dtractive barriers.
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CONCLUSIONS

Based on the comments received staff have modified the Proposed Noise Barrier Standard that
was presented to Transportation Committee on 2 February 2000.

The amended verson of the Proposed Noise Barrier Standard, with the changes highlighted, is
atached a Annex "A".

The list of approved suppliersmanufacturers as amended to reflect input received is attached at
Annex "B".

The principd amendments to the proposed noise barrier standard resulting from the input
received are asfollows.

1) Amplification of scope/objective of the proposed standard.

2) Acceptance of sound absorptive qudities.

3) Acceptance of composite and meta panels.

4) Desgn to comply with OBC or OHBDC, per Geotechnical Engineering advice.

5) Barrier System (materia and congtruction) to be guaranteed for aminimum of 5 years.
6) Inspection after 3 years and dl defects rectified by supplier.

7) Barier life expectancy of at least 20 years.

REGIONAL OFFICIAL PLAN/TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN

The ROP contains poalicies to ensure that communities are not subjected to unacceptable levels
of noise. An gppropriate noise barrier design standard hel ps to achieve this objective.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

This report has no direct financia implications.

Approved by
Nick Tunnacliffe, MCIP, RPP
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PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER

DESIGN

STANDARD
(RevISED: MAY 2000)

ANNEX A
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6.0 PROPOSED REVISION TO THE ROC STANDARD FOR NOISE BARRIERS

6.1 BASCPRINCIPLES

The following summarize the basc principles adopted to revise the current ROC
Standard For Noise Barriers document:

1. Tofocuson meeting the acoudtic criteria

2. Allow the use of competitive products and limit the possible monopoly that may
develop.

3. Not redtrict the industry from developing various acceptable design dternatives.

4. Encourage the use of friendly, but durable products that homeowners can relate to
or maintain, where necessary.

5. Provide redigtic warranties that focus on the barrier system and not only on the
pandls or materid.

6. Relate the barrier standards to the current ROC Noise Control Guidelines.

7. Provide effective implementation procedures for barrier design and ingtdlation.

6.2 THE PROPOSED ROC NOISE BARRIER STANDARD

Preface

This Standard specifies requirements for design, materid and condruction of noise
barriers.

This standard complements the following ROC Noise Control guiddines:

= Noise Control Guiddines For New Developments Adjacent to Exiging and
Proposed Regiona Roads and Transitways.

= Noise Control Guiddines For New Construction, Reconstruction and Widening of
Regiona Roads and Transitways.

= Noise Barier Retrofit Policy for Resdentid Developments Adjacent to existing
Regiona Roads and Transitways.

The use of this Standard is expected to result in a higher quaity noise barrier system and
lower capita and maintenance codts to both, the resdents in the case of developer —
congtructed barriers, and to the Region in the case of retrofit or capital works projects.

This standard is subject to periodic review, and suggestions for improvement may be
referred to the appropriate ROC Office.
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All inquiries regarding this Standard, including requedts for interpretation, should be
addressed to:

Region of Ottawa Carleton

Environment and Trangportation Department
111 Lisgar Street, 4th Floor

Ottawa Ontario,

K2P2L7

Requests for interpretation should:

@
(b)

1

define the problem, making reference to the specific clause, and, where appropriate,
include an illudtrative sketch;
provide an explanation of circumstances surrounding the actua field condition.

Scope/Obj ectives and Application
11 Scope/Obj ectives

This standard provides outline specifications for the design and ingtalation of roadway and
railway noise barriers congtructed or gpproved by the Region of Ottawa-Carleton. The
specific requirements described in this standard are not to be consdered al inclusve.
Any new desgn, maerid or ingdlation technique not specificdly addressed in this
standard should be evauated with the genera fundamentals of acoustics, durability, safety,
and functiondity in mind.

This standard applies to noise barriers congtructed by the ROC in connection with
Regiona Road capita works projects that may be subject to the EA process and to
retrofit noise barriers inddled by the ROC. The standard also applies to noise barriers
approved by the ROC in connection with new development projects subject to the ROC
approval process.

The objective of this Standard is to set Regiona design and congtruction guidelines for the
goprovd and inddlation of durable and high qudity noise barier sysems, with a life
expectancy of at least 20 years, that will result in lower capitd and maintenance codts to
both the devel opers and residents in the case of developer-constructed barriers and to the
ROC in the case of noise barrier retrofit or capital works projects.

12 Application of the CSA Standard For Noise Barriers on Roadways to
Projectsin the ROC
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Certification organizations, such as the Canadian Standards Association, as accredited by
the Standards Council of Canada, have their own criteria and procedures for certification
sarvices. CSA provides certification services for manufacturers who, under license from
CSA | wish to use the gppropriate registered CSA marks on certain products of thelr
manufacture to indicate conformity with CSA Standards.

It should be noted that the CSA Standard for Noise Barriers is neither binding on the
manufacturers of noise barriers nor on the gpprova agencies. The CSA Standard was
developed to promote standardization of the noise barrier industry across the country with
aview to developing a safe, durable and effective product.

It isthe intent of the Region, however, to accept noise barriers bearing the CSA mark as
meeting the ROC Noise Barrier Standard in addition to other noise barrier systems that
meet this ROC Standard.

The objectives of the ROC Standard will, therefore be as follows:

1. Toendorse noise barrier systems utilizing materids bearing the CSA mark.

2. To dso condder noise barier sysems not bearing the CSA mark which are
manufactured to either meet the ROC Standard or have proven themsalves to be
worthy of condderation based on successful ingdlations that “stood the test of
time’.

3. To encourage more loca manufacturers to develop a variety of quality and safe
products that meet the ROC Standard, and ultimately the CSA Standard.

4. To provide the necessary flexibility in meeting Ste specific chalenges or problems
with the use of qudified and professond expertise in the areas of structurd and
geotechnica engineering and landscape architecture fields.

5. To provide integrated solutions to environmental noise issues and their controls in
accordance with other ROC noise policies and guidelines.
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Design

The details presented in this Standard refer to noise barriers as a tota and integrated
system of various components including the base berm, if any, the wal and dl other
associated components as defined herein.,

All individua components to be designed to be capable of being assembled on ste to
conform to the drawings and specifications. The panels to be designed to facilitate ease
of on-gte replacement.

The design of the system shdl be ste-specific and in accordance with the Ontario
Building Code (OBC) or the Ontario Highway Bridge Desgn Code (OHBDC),
prepared by qualified professona engineers and acoustic consultants. Input may be
required from qualified geotechnica/structural engineers.

2.1 Acoustics

2.1.1 Material Density/Sound Transmission Class (STC) Requirements

For a pand to be qudified as a sound barrier materia, one or more of the following
conditions should be met:

The surface dendity of the panel materid to be not less than 20 kg/sg.m.

The Sound Transmission Class (STC) of the pand materia to be 20 or greater
when tested in accordance with ASTM-E90 (a test report to be submitted for
approval).

The Sound Tranamission Class (STC) of the pand materid has higoricdly been
demonstrated to be 30 or greater.

In addition, sufficient measures are to be taken to prevent drumming of the pands
caused by wind or ground vibration.

2.1.2 Noise Reduction Coefficient (NRC)

If the noise barrier system is specified by the Acousticd Consultant to be sound
absorptive, the barrier panels should be tested to determine the Noise Reduction
Coefficient (NRC) in accordance with ASTM-CA423. A panel or an assembly of pands
should be tested as required in accordance with the ASTM Procedures for free-
standing screens.
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The use of aternate methods of providing the necessary sound absorptive qudities by a
barrier sysem should be subject to specia agpprova by ROC based on qudified
technical data to be submitted by the proponent. This may include the use of double
walled noise barrier pandls (sandwich congtruction with perforated facing) or the use of
substantia landscaping designs along the barrier faces by a Landscape Architect.

2.2 Expansion Joints

When a noise barrier dignment traverses structure expansion joints, the noise barrier is
to be designed and ingtalled so as to accommodate movement of the noise barrier pandl
without placing undue stress on the sructure and the noise barrier ingdlation, or
reducing acoudtica atenuation. The joints in the noise barrier are to match the size and
location of the structure joints.

2.3 Height

The noise barrier system design should provide details of methods and materids to be
used to accommodate varying wall heights above the top of footing.

24 Pand Orientation
Noise barier dements should be designed and oriented to minimize entrapment and
ponding of water, and accumulation and infiltration of dirt and debris insgde and on any
surface of any component. Corrugated or ribbed panels should be mounted such that
the features are oriented verticaly.

25 Panelswith Fire Hose Access
Noise barrier pands with fire hose access openings, if required, shdl be designed with
additional reinforcement and protective coating around the opening as necessary to
maintain sructurd integrity.

Materials

31 General
For materids not specificdly incuded in this section, the manufacturer should

demondirate to the Region that the materid has a minimum predicted maintenance free
lifepan of 20 years.



All materids should have a flame spread dassfication less than or equd to 140 and

smoke developed classfication less than or equa to 180 when tested in accordance

with the ULC standards.

Metd and non-metdlic components of noise barier sysems including ther

performance, such as corrosion and westhering, to be in accordance with the applicable

CSA, ASTM, CAN/ULC, ULC, CSA/CAN and ANSI standards, where available.
3.2 Coatings

Coatings refer to dl paints, stains and laminates. All coated components to be rated for
accelerated weathering. All coated stedl components to be resistant to corrosion.

Components which are hot dip gavanized or coated with a polyvinyl chloride (PVC)
plagtisol usng an epoxy primer usng no adhesves for bonding, need not have
accelerated wesathering test data
33 Concrete Panels and Posts
3.3.1 Cagt-in-Place
Cagt-in-place concrete to conform to the requirements of the CSA Standards.
3.3.2 Precast
Precast concrete to conform to the requirements of the CSA Standards.

3.3.3 Sted Reinforcing

All stedl reinforcing to conform to the requirements of the CSA Standards. The barsto
be free from rust, scae or other substances that will prevent bonding.

All reinforcing bars should be epoxy coated conforming to ASTM Standards.

The concrete cover over the sted reinforcing should meet the requirements of the CSA
Standards.

34 Bare Metal Components
All bare metal components to be either fabricated of nonferrous materids or hot dip

gavanized after fabrication according to the requirements of CSA Standards. Al
welding to conform to CSA Standards.
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35 Composites and Metal Panels

Steel pands exposed to traffic and snow removad operations to be minimum nomind
0.91 mm gavanized sted (20 gauge). All other panels to be of minimum nomina 0.76
mm gavanized sted (22 gauge). All sted sheeting components to be coated with a
materia meeting the requirements of this standard.

Acceptable products include gdvanized pands and then coated with an organic
polyvinyl chloride (PVC) plagtisol usng an epoxy primer usng no adhesves for
bonding. The coating system thickness must be 200 mm on the surfaces exposed to
traffic and snow remova operations and 100 mm thick on dl other panel surfaces.

Pop-rivets shdl be ether duminum with an duminum mandrd or duminum with a
dainless ged mandrd.

Other composites or metal panels, such as duminum, may be used as panels for sound
barriers, provided that such products are corrosion resistant and meet the acoustic and
other performance criteriain this Standard.

3.6 Sound Absor ptive Quality

If the noise barrier system is specified by the Acousticd Consultant to be sound
absorptive, the average Noise Reduction Coefficient (NRC) shal be not less than 0.70
(70%). Sound absorptive materids used to fill cavities in double walled noise barrier
systems to increase sound absorption shall be semi-rigid type.

3.7 Wood Components

All wood products to be either naturaly resstant to decay for a minimum of 20 years or
to be pressure treated. The pand must be composed of tightly fitted wood boards so
as to avoid warping, splitting and loosening of particles, knots and imperfections. Al
boards must be tightly butted and secured.

The use of board-on-board panels to meet the stated dendty/acoudtic criteria is
acceptable provided that the boards are thoroughly-secured. In addition, board-on-
board panels shdl have tightly butted joints that are staggered with provison to dlow
for expanson/contraction and for making the necessary fidd adjustments (eg. for
tightening up of developed gaps), where required .

The use of Tongue and Groove, and V-joints for joining pands is acceptable provided
that the tongue or V-joint extent is not less than 19mm (3/4”) long.
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Nails and other fastening devices must be either hot dip galvanized sted, or made of
nonferrous or stainless stedl.

When there is ground contact with wood, the wood must be pressure trested and cut
endsto be aso treated or protected from moisture penetration.

For wooden noise barriers, the following are the minimum acceptable features to qudify
as an acceptable noise barrier system:

a. All wood shdl be sdlected for good appearance and free of defects and largefheavy
knots. In addition, al torn gran and surface dains shdl be diminated by
gopropriate surface refinishing.

b. All skirts coming in contact with the ground/soil shdl be pressure treated with
finished cut edges treated or protected from moisture penetration and to be buried
100 to 150mm below the finished ground leve.

c. All exposed panelsto be dressed with bevelled edges on both sdes.

d. All wooden posts (metd podts are aso acceptable) to have minimum dimensions of
140 x 140mm or larger as required by the governing code, dressed to pattern.

e. Double posts are required on dl directiond changes greater than 20°.

f. Ingal coping on top of panels using one piece wood (or other acceptable meta
products)

g. The use of decorative elements such as pilasters, curved (scalloped) top rail, post
caps, wood designs, etc. is preferable. In al cases, the decorative elements should
not affect the minimum barrier height requirements, the dendty or any other
acoudtic/structurd requirements.

h. Wood and/or metal frames to be used to support the wood panels in place and to
be designed to dlow expanson/contraction of the wood panes/dements and for
making the necessary field adjustments, where required.

i. All metd components, if any, used in a wooden sound barrier to conform to the
metal or steel component specifications in this Standard.

38 Brick
All bricks used to be in accordance with the CSA standards.
4. Insallation

All work and noise barier maerids for specific inddlations are subject to fidd
certification by the design professonds to ensure adherence to the requirements in this
specification.

The noise barrier should be ingtaled to meet the reference wind pressure as described
by the Authority for the specific location of each ingdlation.
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All materids delivered to the congtruction site should be visudly inspected by the owner
and/or their representatives for proper dimensions, cracks, voids, surface defects,
inconggtency in colour and texture, and any other damage or imperfections.

4.1 Height and Alignment

The noise barrier to be congtructed to the height and dignment as specified by the
Acoudical Consultant.  The minimum specified height of the noise barier to be
maintained & al times.

4.2 Footings and Posts

The foundation, footing and post desgn shdl meet the objective of condructing a
durable sound barrier that meets or exceeds the objectives of this Standard and the set
minimum guarantee of 5 years for materid and ingdlation of the noise barrier system.

4.3 Site Grading and Preparation

Earth grading associated with the barrier ingdlation shdl be completed to within 25mm
of the proposed eevation of the bottom of the barrier. Grading shal be completed and
approved prior to construction of the barrier footings.

To prevent openings form occurring under the barrier an additiond timber not less than
5mm x 20mm in section shdl be securdy fastened horizontaly to the bottom of the
barrier and shal extend the full width of each barrier pand between adjacent vertica
posts. This additiond timber shal be buried to a depth equa to one-hdf its width
during the find grading operation. Earth and pavement grading shal be doped a a
minimum of 2% and a maximum of 50% away from the barrier.

All graded earth to be compacted to at least 95% Proctor dengity.

Changes in dignment to occur at the pods by suitable means to avoid acoudtica
degradation.

5. Masonry Walls

Masonry walls to be ingalled in accordance with the requirements of AASHTO Guide
Specifications for Structura Design of Sound Barriers.

Bricks to be ingdled on a suitable foundation not less than 500 mm above the find
groundline,
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The top row of al masonry walls and posts to be protected with coping and/or flashing.

Mortar used to set the bricks, shal be in accordance with the CSA Standards.
Fire Hydrant Access

When the ingtdlation of a noise barrier interferes with the access to existing or proposed
fire hydrants, the noise barrier ingdlation should include fire hose access openings and
asociated identification sgns.  Location and demand for these openings to be
edtablished in cooperation with the locd fire departments.

Overhead High Voltage Lines

Where the potentia of arcing exists due to the close proximity of existing overhead high
voltage lines. each metad pand and girt must be grounded in accordance with CSA
Standards.

Other Consderations
8.1 Aesthetics

The design of noise barriers should adso have regards to the following:

1. Thegpplicable urban design guiddines and landscaping requirements.
2. Dranage, grading, landscaping design and aesthetic principles.

8.2 L andscaping

Soft landscaping, that could include trees and vines, to be included in al barrier
projects.

Resonance (Drumming Effect)

To avoid excessve resonance by certain noise barrier wall materids, such as meta

panels, the barrier system to be designed to reduce this phenomenon by acceptable
means such as with the use of additiond stiffeners; the application of noise damping
compounds, sandwich construction, etc.
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10. Approval By The Region

10.1 Noise Barrier System

In order for the noise barrier system design and material to be considered for gpprovd,
for inddlation at a specific Ste, the submisson should provide the following:

@
(b)
(©
(d)
()
(f)
@

(h)

()
1)

The trade name of the product, if gpplicable.

The manufacturer's name and address.

Cetification by a Geotechnica Engineer (cdculations may be requested).
Certification by a Structura Engineer (caculations may be requested).

Detailed drawings of the entire noise barrier syslem and dl its components.

A genera statement as to the compostion of the materid.

Specifications regarding inddlation requirements as well as sequence of
congtruction.

Noise Reduction Coefficient (NRC) report if the noise barrier is to be
considered as sound absorptive; if required by the noise study.

Sound Transmisson Class (STC) and/or the materid surface density.

Detailed materid specifications.

Any new desgn, materid or ingdlation technique for a noise barier system will be
evaduaed for acceptability of use in the Region with a view to safety, durability,
functionality and cost effectiveness.

The Design drawings and caculations shall be signed, sedled and dated by Professond
Engineer(s) licensed in the area of expertise for which the gpprovd is being sought.

10.2

List of Approved Suppliers

The ROC will establish a list of approved suppliers of noise barrier syslems which will
be periodicaly reviewed and updated by the Regiona staff.

11. Ingallation

This section deals with the inddlation of noise barriers including design, submisson,
approva, construction and completion of the contracted work.

The following subsections briefly describe the minimum required data and specifications
to be completed by the proponent in order to obtain approva from the Region:
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11.1 Submittals

The following documents shdl be submitted to the Municipdity for approva for each
noise barrier wall project:

() Shop drawings, signed and sedled by a qudified Professond Engineer licensed
by the Professond Engineers of Ontario, showing the detalls of noise barrier
system components including materia specifications.

(i) Structurd drawing(s), sgned and seded by a qudified Professona Engineer
licensed by the Professond Engineers of Ontario, showing foundetion details
and specifying design criteria, dimatic design loads, as well as applicable
geotechnica data used in the design.

(iii) Layout plan and wall elevations showing proposed colours and patterns.

(iv) A covering letter stating deviations or exceptions to the Regiond Standard and
the reasong/judtification for the deviations.

11.2 Site Preparation and Grading
To be completed by the proponent.
11.3 Foundations
To be completed by the proponent.
114 Ddivery, Handling, Storage and Protection
To be completed by the proponent.
115 Erection / Installation of Noise Barrier
To be completed by the proponent.
11.6 Clean Up
To be completed by the proponent.
11.7 Testing, I nspection and Quality Assurance

To be completed by the proponent.
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11.8 Guarantee and Maintenance Period

- The noise barier system (materid and ingtdlation) to be guaranteed for a

minimum period of five (5) years from the dete of the initia Certification and
Performance Acceptance.
After 3 years from Certification, an ingpection is to be carried out by the
proponent or the Project Engineer with a report to be submitted to the
Region. Any components which exhibit defects that are likely to affect the
longevity of the barrier shall be replaced and/or repaired.

11.9 Initial Certification and Perfor mance Acceptance

An Initid Certification by the proponent or the Project Engineer to be prepared and
submitted to the Region following completion of the project.

12. Definitions
The following definitions apply in this Standard:

Sound Transmission Class (STC) - is a sngle-number rating of the capacity of a
dructure to prevent sound from reaching a receiving location. It is cdculaed in
accordance with ASTM Classfication E413 using vaues of sound-transmisson loss
measured in accordance with ASTM Test Method EQO. It provides an estimate of the
performance of a partition in dealing with certain common sound insulation problems.

Noise Reduction Coefficient (NRC)- is a snglenumber raing of the sound-
absorptive property of a materid. It is cdculaed as the average of the sound-
absorption coefficients, measured in accordance with ASTM Test Method C423, at
250, 500, 1000 and 2000 Hz, and rounded to the nearest multiple of 0.05.

Pandl- the pand component of a noise barier is tha portion which, when joined
together, produces a solid wall. In most cases, the panels span the distance between
supports.

Posts- are usudly considered as vertica supports for the noise barrier pandls.

Noise Barrier/Noise Barrier System A Noise Barier as referred to in this
Standard refers to the noise barrier as system which includes the panels, posts,
foundation, methods of design and congtruction detalls, finish and dl other components
as gpproved by the Region for incluson in the ROC' s List of Approved Suppliers.
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Supplier- refers to the manufacturer of the noise barriers / noise barrier system and/or
its representative responsible for making the necessary technica submissons to the
Region as Well aswell as the supply of the noise barrier system components.

Engineer or Consulting Engineer- shdl mean the Professond Engineer or the
Enginearing firm licensed by the Professond Engineers of Ontario (PEO) which is
engaged by the Supplier and/or project proponent to design and certify the noise barrier
system. The Engineer shal have documented experience in the design, congtruction and
review of Structural and/or Geotechnical Engineering Projects as required and in
accordance with the Guiddines for Professona Engineering Services prepared by the
Professond Engineers of Ontario.

Acougtical Conaultant- is a Professond Engineer (P.Eng.), licensed by the
Professond Engineers of Ontario (PEO) to practice in the Province of Ontario, with
demondtrated experience in the field of acoustics and noise control as defined by the
PEO Guiddines for Professond Engineers Providing Acoudica Engineering
Geotechnica Servicesin Land-Use Planning.

Geotechnical Engineer- is a Professond Engineer (P. Eng.) licensed by the
Professond Engineers of Ontario (PEO) to practice in the Province of Ontario, with
demondtrated expertise in the field of geotechnical engineering as defined by the PEO
Guiddines for Professona Engineers Providing Geotechnica Engineering Services.



53

ANNEX B

APPROVED NOISE BARRIER SYSTEMS CONFORMING TO STANDARD

(DATED MAY 2000)

Company Primary Noise Barrier
Material/System, Finish, ....
Prestige Fence Wooden frame sysem with wood infill pands
(white pine). Horizontd rails are sted clad.
Central Precast Precast concrete panes with reflective or

absorptive finishes

Alcuf International

Aluminum frame system with a variety of wood,
aduminum or composite infills.

Internationd Fence

Precast concrete panels (Vertarib 2000) smooth
finish or broom finish.

Inc.

Durisol Composite concrete/lwood chip panels and stedl
frames

Homeand Vinyl Galvanized sted posts and pands finished with

Fencing Ltd extruded vinyl (PVC) covers.

Compact Industries | Primarily wood with wood or stedl posts

Nex Products Composite usng waste recycled materids
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ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS INC.

January 31, 2000

Mr. Nicholas Eeinz
Prestige Fence

163 Cardevco Road
Carp, Ontario KOA 1LO
Dear Sir:

RE: STRUCTURAL REVIEW OF ROC NOISE BARRIER STANDARD

We have reviewed the Region of Ottawa Carleton Report No. 42-98-0008 dated December 21, 1999
and can offer the following comments.

In the last 20 years we have designed many noise barriers for clients such as the Ministry of
Transportation, ROC, other Municipalities, Private Clients and also Manufacturers of noise barrier
systems. Having been involved as designers, investigators. reviewers and members of
manufacturer’s teams. we have extensive experience with the common problems associated with the
noise barriers.

Although we find the proposed standard very informative on the subject of material selection and
acoustical expertise it is lacking the structural input. The seemingly innocent statement mentioned
in article 4.2 (" The site-specific type, depth, size and shape of the foundations to be determined in
accordance witn the OBC (Ontario Building Code) for barrier wall height not exceeding 3 m and
with OHBDC for barrier walls exceeding 3 m height based on the determined soil design parameters
along the alignment of the noise barrier.”) could potentially destroy all the effort dedicated to
development of the noise barrier standards.

The Ontario Building Code does not have any provisions for the design of noise barriers. To specify
the design in accordance with the Ontario Building Code could be mterpreted that there would be
no requirements for strength. We have been previously involved with exactly the same problem 1n
the City of Nepean. A developer (who constructed a noise barrier that was going to be transferred
to the City) claimed that the poorly constructed noise barrier would be satisfactory in accordance
with the Ontario Building Code.

Presently, only OHBDC provides specific requirements for the design of noise barriers. To
deliberately negiect the only design code that provides any protection from the above mentioned
disputes would not be prudent. It should be noted that the transfer of infrastructure from developers
to Municipalitics or between Municipalities and Ministry of Transportation are quite common and
in absence of design requirements could result in serious problems.




However, the problem goes much deeper than that. A noise barrier is a system of several structural
elements that are interconnected through several joints which all have to be able to satisfy the design
requirements. Once the restriction is removed the whole system is jeopardized. Neither the
acoustical or material specifications can ensure a durable final product if the strength requirements
are not observed.

Should the OHBDC Code be over-ruled for the noise barriers under 3 m, the well constructed noise
barriers would gradually disappear from the market since they could not compete with the systems
violating the design code.

In any case, it :s quite unusual that a provincial design code would be over-ruled by a Municipal
standard. When such a step is being taken it is usually in the other direction making the product
safer and more durable.

it is not surprising that contractors, who are not able to construct noise barriers in accordance with
the governing code in such a way that they could compete with the successful contractors, would like
the standards to be lowered. However, it would perhaps be reasonable to advise them to lobby the
Ministry of Trarsportation to change the design code.

There are also other problems that must be considered. How could an Engineer acting on behalf of
ROC review any proposed noise barrier design if the strength and load criteria are not known?

Even at the present time the design of noise barriers has some difficulties that could perhaps be
addressed in the standard. The existing geotechnical manual suggests that soils located within the
first 1.5 - 1.8 m (depending on snow cover) should not be used to provide horizontal resistance. Of
course, this recuirement would have a large impact on the noise barrier design. It would be very
useful to clearly indicate ROC position on this point that could potentially result in disagreements.
We usually consider noise barriers to be of lesser danger to the public safety than other structures
and do not implement the above requirement in our designs. However, there is not a clear direction
on this design point in any of the available design standards.

In closing, we wish to point out that in addition to the structural concerns hereto described, there
may also be other important standards that could potentially influence vour production.
Yours truly,

HARMER PODOLAK ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS INC.

Juballo

Jan J. Podolak, P.Eng.
Vice-President
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Ottawa-Carleton Home Builders' Association
Association d'Ottawa-Carfeton des
ccnstructeurs d’habitations
2203 - 30 (Concourse Gate, Nepean ON K2E 7V7
ocusa Tel: (613)723-2926 Fax: (613)723-2982

February S, 2000

Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton
111 Lisgar Street
Ottawa, ON K2P 2L7

Attention: Mary Jo Woollam, Regional Clerk

RE: NOISE BARRIER DESIGN STANDARDS
ITEM 11 - TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE REPORT S3
COUNCIL AGENDA OF FEBRUARY 39, 2000

Dear Ms. Woollam,

The Ottawa-Carleton Home Builders' Association has just learned that a report will be going to
Reglonal Council today conceming Noise Barrier Design Standards. We are writing to ask that this

item be deferred.
There are two key reasons why a deferral of this item is being requested:

. There has been no consultation with the development industry with ragards to this issue. Parniculary
sinca the report has significant cost and design implications for builders and developers, we would
certainly have expectsd to be consulted before this reached Council.

. The report recommends that reference to Ontario Bullding Code (OEC) standards be removed from
the RMOC Design Standards and that all noise barriers ba constructed to the significantly more
costly OHBDC standards. We understand that noise barrier construction costs willincrease by about
20% under this standard. Again. the development industry should have been consuited before these
exira costs are imposed upon the Industry and home buyers.

We hope that this issue can be deferred to allow builders and developers the opportunity to review
this matter with the Planning and Development Approvals Depattment.

Should you have any comments of questions, please speak with either myself, Richard Lee (tel:
723-2926. e-mail: rlee@ochba.com) or Ray Watkins, Chair of the JCHBA's Builder/Developer

Council at 596-2361.

Yours truly.
OTTAWA-CARLETON HOME BUILDERS' ASSOCIATION

Richard Lee
Executive Director

cc Ray Watkins, Chair, Builder/Developer Council

Web site: www.ochba.com e-mail Info@ochba.com



March 20, 2000

RMOC
111 Lisgar Street
Ottawa, ON K2P 2L7

Attn; Mr. Brendan Reid, Head, Transportatior; Planning

RE: Proposed Noise Barrier Standard; RMOC, and your letter of 22-Feb-2000

Dear Sir,

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this proposal, and are available for further
discussion or presentations.

The proposal as it stands is very well done. There is one issue however that stands
above the rest, and it is the amendment to remove OBC standards. We have been
producing Noise Barriers in the region for over 15 years under the OBC and all without
failure or lack of performance. It is our opinion that the OBC is practical for this purpose,
and in most cases Bridge Code is overkill. It is critical to make standards as
performance oriented as possible, and not draw hard lines causing the end result to be
more expensive than necassary. The idea of Bridge Code is attractive as it pertains to
some installation issues, like base design which in many cases we tend to exceed OBC
standards. To make this as practical and cost effective as possible we feel the
geotechnical consultant should have the authority in this regard to use their expertise on
a project-by-project basis to determine the design requirement. The geotechnical
consultant is required on the project in any case.

The issue may not be considered critical if the cost difference is a few percent, say less
than 5%. It then could be said that it becomes prudent to reduce options to one
standard ultimately reducing confusion and management issues in the long run.
However, once the cost difference is 10% or more it is something the region should pay
very careful attention to since this difference can amount to very large dollar amounts.
in our opinion the average difference in cost based on our knowledge of most alternative
suppliers in the marketplace is closer to 20 to 25%.

There are a few other comments and additions we would like to suggest. We have
documented them in point form in relation to your above-mentioned letter.

Page 3 - Study Findings a) Bullet 2 -~ For clarification, Alcuf International's Warranty is
20 years on the frame and aluminum panel irfill. The aluminum panel infill has an STC
rating of 20.

Alouf International Inc., 5350 Canotek Road, #20, Giloucester (Oltaven), Ontario, Canada K1. 8E2
Tel: 1-800-410-4758, (613) 740-8393, Fax: (613) 749-5483
E-mail: salee@aicuf.ca Web: www aicuf.ca



Page 4 First Paragraph after 4 bullets - In summary, ... “the use of carefully cesigned
wood barrier systems should be encouraged as wood barriers are cost effective and can
be maintained with the least cost to homeowners.” This is not correct, or at least not
complete. Although in principle it is the correct approach and a reasonable observation,

but it is a restrictive statement.

Aluminum infill is also cost effective and perhaps the most cost effective when you study
the cost over time. Other composite materials that may or may not be on the market
today will also achieve this. Our firm, and other competitors, are putting significant
amounts of resources into researching alternative composites that we believe will
outperform mostofferings on the market today. These may become avaitable in the very
‘near future from any number of providers and should be included in such a standard.

Elsewhere in this document the use of metal is used which is inclusive of aluminum or
steal. Some places the word steel is used where metal would be more appropriate.
Possibly the words "metal or composite materials” is a better approach in general, and in
most cases here.

Page 10 2.1.1 bullet 3, not sure how historically a 30 stc rating can be demonstrated
without being tested as 20 or better. In other words bullet 3 is redundant to bullet 2.

Page 11 2.2 last line re joints. This is not clear to me.

Page 12 3.5 Steel Panels. No issues here, but this should either be reworked to include
Aluminum and Composites i.e. entitle it "“Metel or Composite Panels” or add two new
sections, one for Aluminum Panels, and Composite Panels. Since sections exist for
Wond and Concrete separately, perhaps the later makes more sense.

Page 13 3.7 b. - .. "treated with finished cut edges and to be" seems incomplete. | think
you intended something like "treated with finished cut edges treated or protected from
moisture penetration, and to be"...

Page 14 4.2 | believe the same way the Acoustical Consultant is responsible for
providing height and alignment details on a project-by-project basis in 4.1, the
Geotechnical Consultant should be responsikle for providing base design parameters on
a project-by-project basis. ‘

Page 17 11.9 the term Engineer is not clear ais to who's Engineer. Is it the Regions
Engineer or the Contractors?

Page 19 needs a definition for Geotechnical Consultant

Page 20, this is not critical in any way, but | would argue that Prestige does rot have a
Steel Frame system. They have a wood frame system that is steel clad on the

Alcuf nternational Inc., 5350 Canotek Road, #20, Gloucester (Ottawa), Ontario, Canada K1J SE2
Tet: 1-800-410-4756, (613) 749-9393, Fax: (613) 749-5463
E-mail: sales@alcuf.ca Web: www.alcuf.ca



horizontal rails.

We would prefer the Alcuf International description here read "Aluminum frarie system
with a variety of wood, aluminum, or composite infills".

Thank you for your consideration in these matters, and an opportunity to comment
We look forward to continuing work with the region, and are available for furtqer

discussions or comment as required.

Yours truly,

Harvey Parisien
Senior Vice President
parisien@alcuf.ca

Alcuf Inbarpational inc., 5350 Canotek Road, #20, Glloucester (Otaws), Ontario, Canada K1J 9E2
Tel: 1-300-410-4756, (613) 749-9303, Fax: (613) 740-5463
E-mail: sales@alouf.oa  Waeb: www.alcuf.ca



Homeland® Vinyl Fencing Ltd.

2500 Williams Parkway East, Unit 49
Brampton, Ontario, Canada L6S 5M9
Tel: (905) 790-3400 Fax: (905) 790-3401

Mr. Brendan Reid

Region of Ottawa-Carleton
Planning Department

111 Lisgar Street

Ottawa, Ontario K2P 2L7 9 March 2000

Dear Mr. Reid,

Re: RM Pr Noise Barrier Standar
Thank you for your 22 February letter and report attached.

Please find enclosed a revised Technical Manual on our Acoustic Fence System containing
product details and engineering certifications to date.

| have reviewed the 21 December 1999 Report and do not disagree with standards being
proposed. The only suggestion | wish to make is that “serious consideration” for selection of a
noise barrier system for a specific project be given equally to all suppliers/manufacturers
regardless of their plant location since material technologies and benefits vary considerably.
In any selection local contractors can always be requested for installation of the product
together with field support from the manufacturer.

In regards to the Suppliers/Manufacturers List under Annex B, wood posts are not used for
our Acoustic Fence System. Please revise product description to read:
“Galvanized steel posts and panels finished with extruded vinyl (PVC) covers.”

Unfortunately | will not be able to attend the 29 March meeting but look forward to details of
that meeting when available. Thank you again for considering Homeland fence products.

Should you have any questions or need further information, please do not hesitate to call me.

Yours truly,
Homeland Vinyl Fencing Ltd.

Gino Aquino
President

GA/cl/encl.

cc. Mr. Hazem Gidamy, S.S. Wilson Associates

Quality Fencing Affordably Priced



Ottawa-Carleton Builder
Home Builders' Developer

Association Council

OCHRA

March 31, 2000

Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton
111 Lisgar Street

Oftawa, Ontario

K2P 2L7

Attention: Mr. Brendan Reid
Head, Transportation Planning Branch

RE: PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER DESIGN STANDARD
Dear Mr. Reid,

Further to your letter dated February 28", 2000 regarding the proposed noise barrier design
standard, we are writing to bring forward our comments on the propasal.

The proposal is well done and does a good job of clarifying and standardizing the noise barriers
for the Region. However the deletion the OBC standard for barrier wall heights of less than 3.0
metres is the one point that we think is unnecessary. Our past experience indicates to us that
using the OBC standard is more than adequate for fences up to 3.0 metres in height.

We think that a more prudent and effective method of determining which standard to use is by
assessing each situation individually, with the help of a geotechnical zonsultant if necessary. The
same rationale is used for road construction—the Region has a miyimum granular B thickness
specified in road standards, but if bad soil is encountered the thizkness of the granular B is
increased to compensate for the situation.

Also the report makes mention of the cost difference between the two standards to be 10% to
15%—we think it is in the difference is in the order of 20% to 25%. Tterefore we are of the opinion
that the OHBDC standard for all noise barriers is not cost effective ad will impose design criteria
that are excessively stringent.

In closing, we want to thank-you for the opportunity to comment on the: report, We remain available
to discuss this matter further with you before you report back to Transportation Committee on April
19, 2000.

Yours truly,

BUILDER / DEVELOPER COUNCIL

"

Richard Lee

cc: Ray Watkins, Chair, Builder/Developer Council



Mr. Bob Chiarelii, Regional Chair
Region of Ottawa-Carleton

111 Lisgar Stree:

Ottawa, ON K2F 2L7

March 20, 2000

Re: Noise Barrier Design Standards Proposal
Dear Mr. Chiarelli,

As President of the South March (Kanata) Community Association, I was recently approached by Nicholas
Heins, President of Prestige Fence. Mr. Heins informed me of the Noise Barrier Design Standards Proposal
to be reviewed by the Transportation Committee at the end of March 2000. T have had the opportunity to
review the following documents concerning this issue:

1. Region of Cttawa-Carleton Report, File No 42-98-0008. Dated 21 December 1999,
To Coordinator Transportation Committee From Planning and Development Approvals
Department Commissioner Subject: Noise Barrier Design Standards Proposal.

]

Letter to Mr. Bob Chiarelli, Regional Chair from Mr. Nicholas Heins. President of Prestige
Fence, Dated February 29, 200

3. Independen- Report by Harmer Podolak Engineering Consultants Inc.

4. List of spec fic concerns regarding the lower standards proposal, by Nicholas Heins

5 Photographs of Noise Barriers that meet the Ontario Highway Bridge Code, and a photo of a ten to
fifteen year old fence, which would meet the proposed Ontario Building Code Standard.

I have had the ooportunity to discuss the proposal with the SM(K)CA executive, a member of the
SM(K)CA planning committee and Regional Councilor Alex Munter. 1 also informed the SM(K)CA
membership at our monthly meeting on March 15. 2000. Consequently, the SM(K)CA wish to make the
following comir ents:

o  The lowering of Noise Barrier Standards from the current Ontario Highway Bridge Code to the
Ontario Building Code will ultimately increase maintenance COsts. Unlike the Ontario Building Code,
the Ontario Highway Bridge Code specifically addresses standards of Noise Barriers. Consequently,
the lowerinz of standards to the Ontario Building Code will allow for the installation of inadequate
Noise Barriers, which will fail to stand up to wind pressures and snow loading.

e Noise Barriers that have failed, not only cease to be adequate barriers against traffic noise, but look
extremely U nattractive thus affecting the beauty of our communnities.

e Noise Barriers that have failed have a tendency to lean or collapse and are unsafe, especially for
children.

o Homeowners are highly unlikely to repair failing or failed Noise Barriers. To place the responsibility
for this on homeowners is unreasonable.

e The Regior should expect Noise Barriers to have at least a minimum of 20 years life expectancy. This
will eliminate the expense of replacing failed Noise Barriers seven or ten years after installation and
will ensure that taxpayers receive the highest quality product.

Executive Committee

President Tracey Hagyard, 88 Acklam Turrace. 391-1527
Vice President Ken Gelok, 35 Ayton La.. 591-2638
Director Derrick Wigney. 23 Helmsdale Dr.. 592-4200
Director Ann Kiggins. 40 Inverary Dr.. 599-3035
Secretary. [reasurer Ioe Charron. 58 Beacon Way, 592-0899

Past President: Doug Tock, 12 Kimbotton Cr., 599-8920
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o Companies or individuals who wish to lower the standards of Noise Barriers are unwilling to make an
investment ‘n engineering and product design in order to ensure good quality Sound Barriers in our
communities. They fail to see the overwhelming advantage in having structurally sound and attractive
Noise Barriers, which make a major contribution to the attractiveness of our city.

The South Marca (Kanata) Coramunity Association respectfully request that the Transportation Committee
seriously consider the aforementioned concerns regarding the lowering of Noise Barrier Standards.

Sincerely, .
L Jv Z CI;? J,{ﬁ%yéi,(\ﬁ

Ufacey Hgyard < ¢
President

CC.

Alex Munter, Regional Councilor

Merle Nicholds, Mayor of Kanata

Shiela McKee. Councilor Warc One, Kanata

Mary Jarvis. Planner, Minto Land Development Corporation
Nicholas Heins, President, Prestige Fence

Transportation CCommittee
Diane Holmes, Chair
Michel Bellema-e

Wendy Byrne

Cantin Richard

Linda Davis

Clive Doucet

Herb Kreling

Jacques Legendre

Molly McGoldr:ck-Larsen
Madeleine Meil eur

Executive Committee

President Tracey Hagyard. 88 Acklam Terrace. 591-1527
Vice President Ken Gelok, 33 Avton La.. 591-2638
Dircetor Derrick Wigney, 23 Helmsdale Dr.. $92-4200
Director Ann Kiggins. 40 Inverary Dr.. 399-3033
Secretary- ' reasurer Joe Charron, 58 Beacon Way, 592-0899

Past Presicent: Doug Lock, 12 Kimbolton ('r.. 599-8920



LON 1A0

18217 Cataract Road, Telephone: (519) 927-0288

RICHARD DRAY

R:R.#2, Alton, Ontarlo Fax: (519) 927-9299
Email: rde@rde.on.ca
marcn 29, 2000 RDE#2036

Mr. Enzo Pensa
International Fence
1917 Albion Road
Rexdale, Ontario
M9W 5K7

Dear Mr. Pensa:

Re: Region of Ottawa Carleton
Pro Noise Barrier Design Standar

At your request, we have reviewed the above noted proposed standard. In addition, we
have reviewed the departmental recommendations and the related report, both of which
were submitted with the standard. The report was provided to explain the basis on which
the recommendations were written. Although the recommendations are well thought out
and clearly written and intended to be in the best interests of both the regional government
who will administer the standards and to the public who will be served by the standards,
we have some comments based on our experience as a consulting engineer. We hope
these comments mav be of assistance in your evaluation of this proposed standard.

During my work as a structural engineer, | have had the privilege to have worked for and
consulted to the precast concrete industry for over 30 years. In addition, for a period of 3
' years during that 30 year span, | worked as a consultant to the Canadian Standards
Association (CSA) as the engineer responsible for the certification of over 70 precast
concrete manufacturing facilities across Canada. The experience gained working with the
CSA, combined with my responsibilities as a specialist consultant responsible for the
design and repair of large concrete water retaining structures, has given me an
understanding of concrete and a valuable insight into the design of concrete structures.
These structures include the specialized design for the precast fence panels which were
developed for International Fence Inc. Therefore, based on this experience, we have the
following comments on the proposed standards.

1. A 20 year guarantee, as noted in the report, is not offered for all products
available Therefore, the report concludes on Page 5 at '‘Bullet 4/, “it is not



DRAY ENGINEERING

Mr. Enzo Pensa March 29, 2000
International Fence Page 20f4

possible to construct a barrier and provide a 20 year full warranty on the
labour and material without a significant cost increase to the developer and
the homeowner”. The basis of this opinion is provided on page 3 of the
report, under the heading “Study Findings”, Paragraph (a). However, as
summarized in the following points, there are a wide range of products which
appear to meet the 20 year requirement included in this section. These are
as follows:

1. International Fence provides a 20 year warranty.
2. Steel sound barriers can be designed to provide a 20 year
warranty.

3. Wood fences, especially western red cedar, can be designed
to provide a 20 year warranty.

4. Theoretically, the pressure-treated wood can be designed to
provide a 20 year warranty.

In summary, the report seems to contradict itself with respect to the
availability and practicability of a 20 year warranty. Notwithstanding, it would
appear that an acceptable 20 year warranty can be provided with the
available products and that the market demand will develop competitive
responses to this requirement.

2. The present cost of sound barrier fences can vary from $40.00 per
linear foot to over $100.00 per linear foot of wall and this cost can be
expected to rise over time as a result of inflation. On page 4 of the
submission, under the heading “Study Findings”, Paragraph (b), the
report states, “The choice by CSA of 20 years maintenance free
lifespan for barrier materials is rather arbitrary and not warranted.
There are many popular home products and materials that do not
have such a requirement and homeowners have accepted their
maintenance after several years of service”. However, in 10 to 15
years when, in all probability, the cost of fencing will rise to possibly
$120.00 per linear foot for the most economical fence, will this cost
not be a tremendous burden to place on the budgets of the home
owners who may not be able to afford the repair? Therefore, the
selection of a fence should, in our opinion, be based on both longevity
and cost effectiveness with the balance titted toward the side of
longevity.

3. The foundations required for all fence panels are the most important
and most “problematic” portion of the construction of the fence. The
concrete, “caisson” foundation is very durable and, using designed air
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entrained concrete, it could last significantly longer than the fence
superstructure. The steel posts, which are incorporated into both the
precast and steel panel designs, can be painted or even replaced as
part of any maintenance scheme. However, wood posts will rot
within the concrete and thereby this system will' require the
replacement of both the wood post and the “caisson” foundations. In
addition, the finish on the wood deteriorates relatively rapidly and
must be replaced on a regular basis to maintain a reasonable
appearance for the fence. However, one individual along the line of
fence, not maintaining their section of fence could result in the failure
of the adjacent sections being maintained by their neighbours.
Therefore, the statement on page 4, '‘Bullet' 4 of the report, “However,
the use of carefully designed wood barrier systems should be
encouraged as wood barriers are cost effective and can be
maintained at the least cost to homeowners” must be carefully
reviewed because the historical evidence may not support this
position.

4. There are several precast panels systems which do not conform to
-~ the requirements of the CSA, A23 Series Standards with respect to
the placement of reinforcement and the quality of the concrete
provided. As a result, although these products are on the market, the
manufacturer will not warranty these products because the product
does not conform to these standards, which are based on the quality
and durability of the resultant concrete. However, we would add that
these products cost approximately the same as the conforming
fences. Therefore, in our opinion, a product should not be
“considered if it does not meet the requirement of these design and
manufacturing standards. Please note that the above referenced
standards are not related to or part of the proposed CSA standard for
fence design but are the industry and building code minimum
standards for design in concrete.

5. The present monopoly in the manufacture and supply of fence panels
exists only in the field of sound absorbing fence panels. The
remainder of the industry is very competitive and will continue to be
so. In addition, as you are aware, “wet” cast concrete, which include
most of the precast concrete manufactured in Canada, is a very well
understood and proven process for manufacturing precast units.
Further, the use of ready mix concrete greatly reduces the capital
costs allowing competitive suppliers to enter the market at any time.
Finally, a wet cast precast concrete fence, properly designed, will
have a virtually maintenance free life expectancy well in excess of the
CSA recommended 20 year period.
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If there are any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office.
Yours truly,

RICHARD DRAY ENGINEERING INC.

=d
Richard J. Dray, P.Eng.
Consulting Engineer

RD:wo
Cr\MyFlles\WPDOCS)\Files 2000\Up to 2040\2036\LETTERMAR2900.1.wpd

Distribution: Brendan Reid - Region of Ottawa-Carleton



PRESTIGE FENCE
163 Cardevco Rd.
RR#2 Carp On.
KOA-1L0O

30 March, 2000

Mr. Brendan Reid
Transportation and Planning
RMOC

111 Lisgar Street

Ottawa, On.

K2P-2L7

Dear Mr. Reid

Thank you for the letter of March 27. Tam including a copy of a letter I sent to Bob Chiarelli
February 29" , a copy of a letter sent by the South March Community Association and a copy of
the concerns I voiced at the Transportation Committee meeting February 2™ .

I would like an opportunity to address the committee and answer any questions during the next
appropriate Transportation Committee meeting. The Community association may also wish to
speak at this meeting.

Please advise me when this meeting will take place or any other meetings that will pertain to this
matter.

Please call me if you have any questions (831-2073)

Yours Truly,

Nicholas Heins
President



PRESTIGE FENCE
Division of N.G.H. Industries Inc.
163 Cardevco Rd.
RR#2 Carp On.
KOA-1L0
Region Of Ottawa Carleton
111 Lisgar St.

Ottawa, On.
K2P-2L7 ‘ o PN

February 29, 2000

Attn: Bob Chiarells
Re: Noise Barrier Design Standards Proposal

Prestige Fence was founded 14 years ago while I was going to The University of Ottawa.
During this time I have been given a New Ventures award by the Ontario Government, I was the
Ottawa Board of Trade “Young Entrepreneur Of The Year” in 1994 , and was named to the “Top 40
Under 40 “ list by Ottawa Business Magazine in 1995. As a past director of the Ottawa Carleton
Homebuilders Association I am also very involved with many of the Ottawa area homebuilders. My
business consists of manufacturing and installing Fences, Decks and Sound Barriers for Homebuilders,
Developers, Municipalities and the Region.

On February 2™ I addressed the Transportation Committee raising a number of concerns
regarding the above mentioned proposal. The proposal drafted by a Toronto engineering firm
recommended that the design standards for building Sound Barriers along roadways be LOWERED
from the present Ontario Highway Bridge Code to the Ontario Building Code. At the meeting the
Transportation Committee agreed with the facts I presented and voted to maintain the current Ontario
Bridge Code Standard and not lower it to the Ontario Building Code. Unfortunately at the following
general council meeting it was referred back to the Transportation Committee for further review.

This is a very important issue for the Region since lowering the Standards will result in increased
maintenance costs and ultimately affect the beauty of our communities.

I am including the following list of documents:

1. The Noise Barrier Design Standards Proposal.

2. List of specific concerns I have with the proposal.

3. Independent Engineers Report.

4. Photographs of Sound Barriers that meet the Bridge Code Standard and a picture of a 10-15 year old
fence that would meet the proposed Building Code Standard.

I would be grateful if you would take some time to review these documents before the issue 1s
raised at the Transportation Committee meeting at the end of March.

I would be pleased to discuss this matter with you at your earliest convenience.

Please don’t hesitate to call me at 831-2073.

Sincerely,

Nicholas Heins



ATTACHMENT #2
“Concerns Regarding Lowering Of Standards”

1. There are 4-5 Sound Barrier companies operating within the region and they have all satisfied the
1996 RMOC Guidelines and have installed their respective products in the Region. Since these 1996
Guidelines require Ontario Bridge Code on all heights of sound barriers and these companies have met
these guidelines there should be no concern about monopoly business practices.

2. Ifitem 4.2 is adopted and Sound Barriers under 3m high are designed to Ontario Building Code then
there will be a return to building sound barriers like the ones on Hunt Club Road were 7+ years ago.
Most of which have had to be upgraded or removed in order to repair leaning and rotting posts, failing
joints or the fence simply falling apart. Had the Barriers been designed to the Ontario Bridge Code they
would still be there today and the costly repairs would not have had to be done.

3. Item 6.2 states that by lowering the standards higher quality noise barriers and lower maintenance
costs will result, This statement is simply untrue. In fact the quality will be lower and your maintenance
costs higher. Sound Barriers designed according to the Ontario Bridge Code will not only be of far
higher quality but will last longer and therefore have lower maintenance costs. For instance, the
backbone and most expensive components of any Sound Barrier is the footing and post. By reducing the
standard the footing size and depth will be reduced as will the post size. The resulting sound barrier will
not be able to withstand the same wind pressures or snow loading that a Sound Barrier designed to the
Ontario Bridge Code can, and therefore the barrier will begin to lean at an earlier stage. Repairing any

footing or post is very expensive.

4 With respect to the proposal’s idea of building a barrier that can be maintained by the public, in my 14
years experience, most homeowners are not able nor do they want to do their own repairs . This is
especially evident when it comes to repairing or replacing a footing or post. Sound Barrier installations
on Regional property are maintained by the Region. Consequently the Region should continue to build
Sound Barriers using the existing higher standards resulting in lower maintenance.

5. Although a 20 year warranty on the complete product would be difficult, I do however feel that an
expectation of a 20 year + lifespan with minimal maintenance should be FULLY expected by the region.
For example, when buying a home customers usually receive a 2-3 year warranty from the builder but
the customer’s expectations are for the home to last a lifetime with only minimal repairs. The Region
should be holding Sound Barrier manufactures to the highest standard which is the Ontario Bridge
Code. By doing so the public will be assured of a quality product.



6. There is also the aesthetic value to consider. The situation in Toronto clearly demonstrates the case
against lowering the standards. The Sound Barriers built around Toronto using the lower standard are
leaning, have heaved and are in various stages of disrepair. Many of these barriers are less than 10 years
old. These barriers are the first thing anyone sees going into a community so it benefits both the
developer as well as the Region to have well built and long lasting Sound Barriers.

7 As a final concern I would like to point out that it has taken the last 5-6 years since the new standards
were introduced for wood sound barriers in particular to gain back the trust of the market that was lost
when the earlier sound barriers were falling apart due to the lower standards.

It is my opinion that the companies or individuals that expressed some concern as to the Regions
existing noise barrier standards did so because they were not willing to make a small investment in
engineering and designing a product to meet these standards. The companies already approved and
working within the region are proof that the Ontario Bridge Code Standards can be met.

Other than a few items of the 1996 RMOC Standard that could be reviewed it is a sound
standard that ensures a high quality product.
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Attention: Mr.Brendan Reid
Head, Transportation Planning

Dear Brendan Reid,

We thark you for forwarding a copy of the Proposed Revisions to the RMOGC Standards for Noise Barriers,
and are pleased to provide the following comments, as requested.

Durisol has been supplying noise barrier systems in the Ottawa Region since 1988, for a range of clients,
including the RMOC, private developers, MTO and private indusiry. To date, approximately 15,000 linear
meters of noise barriers have been installed with various wall heights and designs. Durisol is currently
installing noise barrier walls for private developers in both the South and East Urban Communities.

Durisol has also been fortunate to supply noise barrier system to aimost every major municipality in Ontario,
including Hamilton/Wentworth, Peel Region, Kitchener/Waterloo, Sarnia, City of London, City of Toronto,
City of Mississauga, etc. We are very familiar with many “standards” that have been adopted by these areas
and revisions to these standards that have occurred over the past 15 years. Our opinion is that the trend
has been to adopt a more stringent roise barrier policy to ensure the durability and integrity of wall
systems. Many municipalities which allowed low cost wood or concrete systems to be installed are now
impiementing retrofit programs to repair these walls, some which have only been in place for ten years or
less. Cost estimates for these wall replacement programs is in the tens of millions of dollars. Certainly
wood acoustic barriers are cheap to supply and install; however, the life cycle cost of these systems must
be considered. There are wood wall systems on the market that are a durable system which meet the
requirements of the final draft of CSA Standards for noise walis. We certainly endorse the adoption of the
CSA Standard by municipalities, as it imposes rigid specifications for wood noise wall systems.

We have concems relative to the revised specifications for the use of wood systems in the proposed Noise
Barrier Standards for RMOC. Although you have imposed rigid criteria for Precast, Steel, Cast-In-Place and
Masonry Noise Wall Systems, (i.e. - adherence to CSA Standards), the requirements for wood wall systems
do not have to meet CSA, and, in our opinion, are contradictory to your main objective of ensuring durable
wall systems for use within the Region. We also feel that the inclusion of reference to the Ontario Building
Code and Ontario Highway Bridge Design Code are important and should remain as part of your revised
proposal.

Your proposed Guarantee and Maintenance Period is commendable, as is the three year review by an
Engineer. However, one only needs to drive through the City of Kanata and observe the condition of the
many wood walls constructed over the past 15 years. In fact, many of the wooden noise walls installed
through RMOC in the past ten years would have met your new proposed criteria for wood walls at the time
of installation. With the exception of some recent wood noise walls that have been properly designed and
constructed, almost all of the wooden walls now exhibit the problems that you are addressing in the revised
standard. Who will enforce that the wood systems meet your criteria, after the three year review?
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Certainly wood walls are suited for some residential development applications as privacy scréens; however,
their use along Regional Road Arterials and Collectors, as frué noise basriers have not stood the test of
fime well.

We also note that for the requirements of absorptive noise wall systems, no specification for durability,
Le. - freeze-thaw resistance, sait scaling and resistance to deicing chemicals, have been indicated. These
are vital criteria for absorptive systems that should be included in your proposal.

We hope the above comments are useful to the Region, and again, we appreciate being included in the
circulation of the new proposed Standards. We could certainly provide further information, if required, and

would be pleased to attend any upcoming meetings to discuss the topics more spefically. We would
appreciate to be kept informed as 10 the ongoing status of the revised proposal.

Yours very truly,
DURISOL INC.

Hans J. Rerup, P.Eng.
President

HJR:el

ce: Michae! K. Edwards, Durisol Inc.



Kanata Council of Community Associations
c/o 88 Acklan Terrace
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Mr. Brendan Reid, Hcad of Transportation and Planning Division
Region of Ottawa-Carleton

111 Lisgar Stroet

Onaws, ON K2P 2L7

March 29, 2000

Re: Noise Barmier Design Standards Proposal

Dear Mr. Reid,

The Kanata Council of Community Associations, would like 10 raise the fo]lowmg concerns
regurding the proposed 1 OWERING of Noise Barricr Standards:

e ‘lhe lowering of Noisc Bamer Standards from the cugrent Ontario 1lighway Bridge Code to

the Ontario Building Code will ultimarely increase mainienance costs. Unlike the Ontario 'cg”“:" g‘f
Building Codc, the Ontario Ilighway Bridge Code specifically addresscs standards of Noi A;‘ P oo Ltwl
Rarmiers. Consequently, the lowering of standards to the Ontario Building Code will allowd for

the installation of inadequate Noisc Bearriers, which will fail to stand up t0 wind pressures a;:q i .
snow loading. N

e Noise Barricrs that have failed, not only cease to be adequate barriers against itaffic noise,

but lopk extremcly unattractive thus affecting the beauty of our communities.

e  Noise Barriers that have fuilcd have a tendency 10 lean or collapse mnd are unsafe, especially
for children.

o lomeowners arc highly unlikely to repair failing or failed Noise Barriers. To place the
responsibility for this on homeowners is unrcasonuble.

o The Region should expect Noise Barricrs to have at least a minimum of 20 years life
expectancy. This will eliminate the expense of replacing failed Noise Barriers seven or ten
years after installation and will ensuce that axpayors receive the highest quality product.

o Companics or individuals who wish 10 lower the standards of Noise Rarriers are unwilling to
make an investment in engineering and product design in order to ensurc good quality Sound
Baiess in our communities. They fail to see the overwhelming advantage in having

structurally sound and attractive Noise Barriers, which make a major contribution 10 the

anractiveness of our city.
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The Kanata Council of Community Associations requests that the Transportation and Planning

Division seriously consider the aforemontioned concerns regarding the lowering of Noise Barmer
Standards.

Sincerely,

Tracey Hagyard
Member of the Kanata Council of Community Associations

cc.

Bob Chiarclli, Regional Chair

Alex Munter, Regional Councilor

Merle Nicholds, Mayor of Kanata

Shiela McKee, Councilor Ward One, Kanata
Mary Jarvis, Planner, Minto Land Development Corporation
Nicholas Heins, President, Prestge Fence
Trangportation Committee

Diane Holmes, Chair

Miche) Bellemare

Wendy Byrne

Cantin Richard

Linda Davis

Clive Doucct

Herb Kroling

Jacques Legendre

Molly McGoldrick-1.arsen

Madcleine Meilleur



Kanata Council of Community Associations
c/o 88 Acklam Terrace,

Kanata,
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Regional Council Transportation Committee
Region of Ottawa-Carleton
111 Lisgar Street
Ottawa, ON K2P 2L7
Address to the Regional Transportation Committee
Concerning Lowering of Noisc Barrier Design Standards Proposal
June 7, 2000

I am here on behalf of the Kanata Council of Community Associations (KCCA). The KCCA is currently comprised of
the presidents of the following active Kanata Community Associations: Tracey Hagyard South March, Brian Ward,
South March Rural, Brian Gallup Beaverbrook, Sherry Sharp, Bridlewood, Peter McNichol, Hazeldean-Katimavik and
Jim Malone Kanata Lakes.

The KCCA would like to make the following comments concerning the Noise Barrier Design Standards Proposal.

e  The lowering of Noise Batrier Standards from the current Ontario Hi ghway Bridge Code to the Ontario Building
Code will ultimately increase maintenance costs. Unlike the Ontario Building Code, the Ontario Highway Bridge
Code specifically addresses standards of Noise Barriers. Consequently, the lowering of standards to the Ontario
Building Code will atlow for the installation of inadequate Noise Barriers, which will fail to stand up to wind
pressures and snow loading.

e  Noise Barriers that have failed not only cease to be adequate barriers against traffic noisc, but look extremely
unattractive thus affecting the beauty of our communities.

e Noise Barriers that have failed have a tendency to lean or collapse and are unsafe, especially for children.

e  Homeowners are highly unlikely to repair failing or failed Noise Barriers. To place the responsibility for this on
homeowners is unreasonable.

e The Region should expect Noise Barriers to have at least a minimum of 20 years life expectancy. This will
climinate the expense of replacing failed Noise Barriers seven or ten years after installation and will ensure that
taxpayers receive the highest quality product.

e Companies or individuals who wish to lower the standards of Noise Barriers are unwilling to make an investment
in engincering and product design in order to ensure good quality Sound Barriers in our communities. They fail to
sce the overwhelming advantage in having structurally sound and attractive Noise Barriers, which make a major
contribution to the attractiveness of our city.

We understand that a more recent report has been made which we have not yet read. However, we have it from a
reliable source that the new report proposes (o allow the construction of Ontario Highway Bridge Code standard Noise
Barriers and Ontario Building Code standard Noise Barriers. This is not satisfactory, as some developers will likely
choose the lower standards to save money.

The Kanata Council of Community Associations requests that the Transportation Commttee seriously consider the
aforementioned concerns regarding the lowering of Noise Barrier Standards.

Sincerely,

Tracey Hagyard,
President South March(Kanata) Community Association
Member of the Kanata Council of Community Associations



Extract of Draft Minute
Trangportation Committee
7 June 2000

5. PROPOSED NOISE BARRIER DESIGN STANDARD
- Planning and Development Approvals Commissioner report dated 29 May 00

Mr. Hazem Gidamy, Acoustical Consultant, S.S. Wilson, Toronto provided a brief overview of
the comments received from manufacturers/suppliers of sound barrier materias, as wdl as from
the Ottawa-Carleton Home Builder’s Association. Some of the comments noted were:

- Prestige Fencing supports the use of the Ontario Highway Bridge Design Code
(OHBDC) because this standard will ensure noise barriers of a higher quality, durability
and will require lower maintenance costs,

- International Fence suggests using products with a 20-year warranty; the consultant
noted, however, that a barrier is a totd system and no one single company can give
such alengthy warranty;

- many of the companies consulted supported the use of a geotechnicd consultant to be
responsible for base design; staff examined the mandate of geotechnical engineer and
noted that most of the problems associated with noise barrier ingdlation is within the
expertise/job specifications of a geotechnicd consultart, i.e,, detailed Site investigation,
physca sampling/testing of soils, preparation of design plans etc.

Mr. Gidamy briefly reviewed the revisons to the Noise Barrier Design, emphasizing that they
are dill looking a durable and high qudity noise barrier sysems with a life expectancy of 20
years. The standard will gpply to dl bariers congtructed in the region, including the Noise
Barier Retrofit Policy and development approvals, where the Region is responsble for
goproving resdentid subdivisons.  Staff accept the proposa to involve a geotechnica
consultant with ingalations and aso propose that the Guidelines reflect acceptance of ether
OBC or OHBDC standards for noise barriers. Landscaping will be included in al noise barrier
projects.

Councillor Kreling questioned who would make the decision as to which design standard, OBC
or OHBDC, will be used in a particular location. Mr. Gidamy advised that the decison will
have to be made once the acoudtica consultant determines how high the facility should be and
what the soil conditions are. He added that the engineer would indicate suitability of the area
where the barrier isto be ingtaled.

In response to a question posed by Councillor Legendre, Mr. Gidamy confirmed the 20 year
warranty is on maeriads only. The totd sysem warranty is for 5 years, with intermittent
ingpections. The councillor requested confirmation that when the acoudtica engineers are hired,



Extract of Draft Minute
Trangportation Committee
7 June 2000

that they be made aware of the Region’s use of Leg 30 minutes. Mr. Reid confirmed they will
be made aware of this requirement.

Tracey Hagyard, Kanata Council of Community Associations submitted a letter dated 7
June 2000. The Association does not support the proposa to alow for noise barriers to be
built to either the OHBDC or the OBC design standard because they fear developers would
opt for the lower standard to save money. This will lead to increased maintenance costs and
will dlow for the inddlation of inadequate noise barriers which will not hold up to wind
pressures/snow loading etc. Noise barriers that have failed are not only unattractive, but they
have a tendency to lean, making it unsafe, epecidly for children. She bdieved it unlikely that
home owners would accept the respongbility to replace faling noise barriers. Mrs. Hagyard
emphasized that the Region should expect noise bariers to have a minimum 20-year life
expectancy in order to eiminate the expense of replacing failed noise barriers after 7 or 10
years.

Nicholas Heins, Prestige Fence was concerned that alowing for the design to comply with the
OBC or the OHBDC will result in more chegper qudity inddlations. He advised that what isin
place in Ontario now is the OHBDC, and fences ingtdled under this sandard are more robust
and lagt longer than those designed under the OBC. There are no provisons in the OBC
addressing the types of fences ingtdled and therefore, there will be an entire array of fences. He
believed that having both codes only creates confusion and he urged committee to delete
reference to the OBC.

Councillor Kreling inquired about his company’s experiences with the OHBDC and the life
expectancies of fences built to that sandard. Mr. Heins advised that there is very little
comparison between ether codes, however, the OBC does not address sound barriers,
whereas the OHBDC does and structures constructed under that code have an inherent life
expectancy of 50 years. When asked why the OBC does not have noise barrier criteria, Vimi
Sahni, Manager, Structures advised that if those fences are congtructed in conjunction with
other features, such as landscaping, then the provisons of the OBC could be used because dll
they are, are fences. Where the OHBDC differsisin its strength requirements. For example, if
abarrier were to be ingtalled along Regiona Road 174, a higher standard would apply.

Councillor Byrne questioned how the Canadian Standards Association (CSA) standard
interacts with the OBC and the OHBDC. Mr. Sahni advised that the CSA standards ded with
individuad components such as wood, duminum or bricks and the whole system (barrier) must
be designed according to one of the codes. He confirmed that the CSA standard fits the
requirements of both standards.
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David Harmer, Harmer, Podolack Engineering Consultants explained that he has had
amost 30 years fence-building experience usng both codes. He dated that to design a noise
barrier to the OBC is difficult because there is nothing in that code about noise barriers. He
suggested that since the OBC does not gpply to noise barriers, it might actudly be interpreted
that there is no requirement for an engineer to design the facility. Therefore, since the Region's
proposed guidelines specifically asks for the facility to be engineered, the design code should be
clear asto what the engineer is designing to eiminate problems. The OHBDC dedls specificaly
with the support of the noise barier, not the noise barrier materid itself. He suggested that
foundation and inherent support could be separated from the materids of the actud panels. He
believed it was important to have the OHBDC as the standard for the support of the noise
barrier, including the foundations and posts as a minimum. He believed that engineering, both
the geotechnica study and structural design should be done for all noise barriers. He noted that
anoise barrier on aregiona roadway is different than a fence between properties and that a 50-
year design on a foundation will provide thet built-in durability and integrity and should be the
intent of the design standard for noise barriers in the region.

Lois Smith supported the comments made by the previous speskers. She noted that wind
pressures can be extreme and distortion of the fence can occur to the point where some of the
structure becomes weak and unsightly gaps are created which are not easy to repair because
the materids may be different. These gaps can be of further annoyance because they will alow
the wind to whigtle through. Therefore, she believed the Region’s standard should be coherent
throughout the materials and that they be able to withstand such variable wind pressures.

Harvey Parisien, ALCUF International Inc., stated that there has been some confusion that
the OBC is not adequate to design a noise barrier system, but for over 20 years, his company
has been using the OBC, taking into condderation wind pressure, e cetera, to desgn their
gysems. And the RMOC has approved their systems based on that code. He believed,
therefore, that enough detail was contained in the OBC that a professona engineer can design
an appropriate noise barrier. He indicated he has seen systems ingtdled to the bridge code that
have falled and look equaly as bad as any other system and he believed that the main problem
is quality control. He noted that for the past 20 years, his company has ingtdled those types of
systems with flawless results. In summary, he believed the specification as it Sands is correct
and that it has elevated the awareness of the problems with noise barriers and fencing design in
generd.

Councillor McGoldrick-Larsen referred to subdivison agreements and the Region's
requirements for noise atenuation within those developments. She asked whether the standards
would drop under current subdivision requirements for noise fences, if the Guiddines alowed
the OBC to be an option in this policy. Mr. Gidamy advised that subdivison agreements
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include requirements for noise fencing in accordance with Regiond requirements and therefore,
thereis no lowering of the standard.

Councillor Byrne proposed that #2 of Section 6 of the Design Standard in Annex A, be
amended to delete reference to the Ontario Building Code (OBC). She noted the support of
some of the engineering consultants for designing to the OHBDC for longevity, cost
effectiveness and because the OBC has no provison itsdlf for the design of noise barriers. She
was cognisant of the concerns raised by the community that the OHBDC should be the one to
have in place and will stand the Region in better stead in the long run.

Moved by W. Byrne
That #2 of Section 6 of the Design Standard in Annex A, be amended to read: “The
design of the system shall be site specific and in accordance with the Ontario Highway
Bridge Design Code (OHBDC)...".

LOST

YEAS: W. Byrne, C. Doucet, M. McGoldrick-Larsen....3
NAY S:D. Holmes, H. Kreling, M. Méelleur....3

That the Transportation Committee recommend Council:

1 Adopt the " Proposed Noise Barrier Design Standard” attached at Annex " A"
(dated M ay 2000);

2. Adopt the provisonal list of products and suppliers/manufacturers lised in
Annex " B" to be acceptablefor installation in RMOC,;

3. Allow staff to amend Annex "B" subject to the presentation of appropriate
evidence from new supplierYmanufacturersthat their product complies with the

proposed noise barrier design standard at Annex " A".

CARRIED



