CommunityAIR - working towards a clean, green waterfront

AIRPORT IMPAaCT REVIEW March 1, 2010

Geoff Wilson,
President & CEO
Toronto Port Authority

DearGeoff:

We write in response to your letter of February 2@pyreciate your taking the time to
carefully setoutyouri ews on Communi tyAIl Rds work, and c

This is newd previous holders of your position have not chosen to do so. Dialogue is
importantd to better understand each other, and to identify those areas where disagreements
exist, with a wvie to resolving them.

It is important, though, that such communication be respectful -badedt and avoid
statements that are personally insutimgfamatory. By defamatory,m&an statements
that are without factual basis that can have theddftiohaging a deservedly good
reputationin the community.

While wedo not think that you intentionally did so, a number of statements in your letter
crossed that line, in our view. Ordinarily, we would insist on the withdrawal of your letter.
But in ths case, we think, our dialogue is better served if your letter and our response are
posted together, in order that readers might fully understand both perspectives.

We will post both your letter and our response with equal prominence on ouBwatsite
given the length, in parts on our blog. You have my consent to do the same on the TPA
website.

1. OAl l egations € not factually correct andé
citizenso
You state that our communicati s ar e oOnotanfdac@ceddd |y corr e«
mi s | e a d dntrue @nd defamatasy.

In so stating, you impllgat CommunityAIR and do not care abotibetruth of
our statementd hat isalsountrue and defamatory.



Having been personally sdedlibel along with seven other volunteers, by Be T
and three of its senior officers, | am particularly sensitive to the requirement that the
truth be adhered to.

We know that were only effective to the extent we are credible, and trustworthy.

If we are in error on a fact, we will immediately cati@anhd apologizeOur
reputation is that important to us.

Our opinions and positions are faased. We would not have the support we do if
it were otherwise.

Those statements you specifically point out are addressed below. We would
appreciate your ging to our attention any others that concern you

You should be aware that the TPA has, in the past, misled other governments to
achieve its goals by making statements that were demonstrablydmot trese
important instances:

a. U.S. Government Misled

Porter Air requires a licence from the United States Department of
Transportation to fly to U.S. destinations.

The Toronto Port Authorityds submissio
correspondence with U.S. Airways agreeing to permit it to fly between the

Toronto Island Airport and Philadelphia. This correspondence was the sole

evidence of compliance with the requirement that the rights sought by Porter

in the U.S. must be reciprocated relied upon by thetiepaof

Transportation in granting the origipatmission.

But, as reported by Bloomberg News on October 20, 2009,

OPorterds agreement with the author
Air, from flying between the airport and New York, Chicago, Boston,
Washington, Philaddpini@&mphasjsCincinnati, Detroit and

Clevel and. 0

The U.S. Air offer could not have been consummated, as it contravened the
exclusivity already held by Porter.

The TPA misled the United States government, to assist Porter.

Perhaps this i s vapplcatian fat aneitemsionaofitson Por t
licencenas been del ayed. [All of the docun
application are on the public file, at
http://www.regulations.gov/search/Regs/home.html#docketDetail?R=DO
T-OST-200727402



http://www.regulations.gov/search/Regs/home.html#docketDetail?R=DOT-OST-2007-27402
http://www.regulations.gov/search/Regs/home.html#docketDetail?R=DOT-OST-2007-27402

b. City of Toronto Misled

One of the preconditions of City Council, for approval of the settlement of
the infamous TPA lawsuit against the City, and to set aside the prohibition
on a fked link to the airport, was the successful completion of a federal
Environmental Assessment for the proposed fixed link.

At a public meeting of the Waterfront Reference Group, a committee of
Toronto City Council, on October 8, 2002, prior to Councildeyasion of

the package, TPA officials and their consultant falsely affirmed to the City of
Toronto that the necessary EA had been completed, even though such
approval had not been received.

These assertions by the TPA were captured on videotape o 8,c2002
by the City -widual3eovices unit and iscluded teiseo

. Lisa Rat, CEO of the TPA& 0OAnd the | ast conditi
Environmental Assessment and that was signed off in September 1999. So, w
respecttothe bridgeanh e construction there ar

o Henry Pankratz, Chair of the board of €FRAA | | of the infor
and the material related to the bridge concept, the Environmental Assessment
including federal government sign off and our busibess gisenhas all
city staff. That was done on Septen

o Claudio Cavelli of Dillon consulting, consultants to th&TPA A n d
t hat EA was signed off on by respon

In fact,prior to this meetinghe Canadian Environmental Assessment
Agency at a meeting, on June 11, 2002, had advised the TPA representative
thata new EA was requiradd work had yet to begin on the new EA.

The TPA wrongly assert-eodtbngthaCamunci |t h
EA be successfully completed, had indeed accomplished. In doing so,

they successfully induced Council into believing that-dsratéion had

been met. This meeting is significant since it was the last occasion for public

input into Council before it voted on the matter.

For a governmengancy to mislead other governments is extremely serious. By

engaging in st conduct the TPA hasmaged its reputation.

OPortraying the TPA extremely negativelybd

In your letter, you state:
oéthere is a |Ilikelihood
to further [CommunityAIl
functions to be taken o

dativglyoiruordergr ou p '
s] goals €& to
r by the City



Your statement of our goals is correct.

However, itods not so nmuelyghstheIPAgongt rayi ng t
negative things that we have no choice but to report.

For example

a. Noise Advisory Group

The members of the Noise Advisory Group, who represent all of the
community groups on our waterfront, had unanimously objected to the
T P A 0 spt totavoid the longromised meeting by imposing -@meone
dialogue on them back in January.

|l had suggested that you cancel that a

You didnot .

|l nstead of | istening, you adopted the
That lel directly to the debaddef t hat 0 me e tpagegi@yimnd t he
|l ast Fridayds Community Bulletin.

No wonder the TPAlooksbé&d t doe dorfearn.| i st en

b. Those 212Slots

Similarly, by announcingleubling of the intended commercial use of the
Island Airport from the current level on Christmasd&wvihout any
supporting studigsthe TPA did incalculable damage tartkagresupport

it has along the waterfront.

All we did was report that, and provide the background that we had in our
possesen that leads to the necessary conclusion that the NEF Contours
cannot be complied withunless possibly both helicopterd general

aviation is banned frothe Airport.

The TPA has not chosen to rebut our statements witld facstudie®

relying istead on bald assertions that we are wrong. Alleging an error
without providing the basis for that can only reflect badly on the maker of
such a statement, not us.

Such conduct can result in the TPA being
negat i waggeyptthat is Waelfiicted portrayal.

Myths

Your | etter states that certain issues ra

is a fiction, or haliruth, in the meaning that you seem to attribute to it.

Again, to describe our statements as mydleasatory.
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Youarewronginalei ng Communi ty st Rsbdndul ges in
Hereds why.
a. oMyt 86 Odly STOL can use the I sland Air

This is a true statement for commercial passenger service. Our position is
factual, and correct.

The TPA and Portdrave simply ignored the constraint.
Here are the facts:

The Tripartite Agreement prohibits use of the airport for any purpose except
ogeneral aviationd and ol imited commer
operations ancillary to those uses.

i "General aviaion"

"General aviation" i:sfined, by an amendment of thgréement in
1985 to include the Da8hThe Q400 is not in the list of permitted
planes ncl uded in the definition of o0g

Both theTPA andTransport Canada have taken the pogitiat, as
the Q400 is classified -Bfamdyrobnauti ca
aircraft, and is therefore a D#&stor the purposes of the Agreement.

This is patently wrong.

When the Dash 8 was added to the Agreement as a permitted aircraft
(foreroaglenavi ati on6 purposes) in 198
could have been in the contemplation of the parties was the Series

100/20006 a 37 to 40passenger plarabdout half the capacity, and

about 60% of the weight of the Q400 , which was develohed in

1990s .

The understanding of the parties at the time the amendment was
made as to what they considered to be a®mstieterminative, in
law.

Would the parties at that time have considered a plane with twice the
capacity and almost twice the wdiglhie a Dasi@?

The fact that the aircraft industry, and Transport Canada, consider
the Q400 a derivative of the earlier Eghodels (and therefore
within the family of Das8s) is strictly an administrative designation
and quite irrelevant to the amot interpretation of the Tripartite
Agreement.



STOL

In 1983, there was significant pressure to open up the Island Airport

for commercial travel. Owing to strong public opposition, a very

| i mited exception from the Tripart:i
uses other than general aviation was créatddi mi t ed commer ci
STOL s éwhich perenifted only aircraft capable of meeting

the definition of oshort takeoff an
commercial service from the Island Airport.

The Tripartie Agreement defines "limited commercial STOL
servicebo to mean:

a service using short takeoff and landing (STOL) aircraft, for hire or
reward, in an operation duly licensed by the Air Transport Committee of
the Canadian Transport Commission, aridl & peazingy

compatible with the specified capacity and capability of the airport
facilities provided and in accordance with the conditions of section 14.

Transport Canada has confirmed in writing that the Bombardier
Q400 aircraft does not mele¢ STOL rquirements. flat document
is appended to this letter.

The Q400 is not a STOL aircraft, or a B&sls that aircraft existed in
1985. Therefore, it is prohibited from use at the Island Airport.

OApproved by Transport Canada and t
Transportation Agency"

You state:

0 F a ¢ {STOL Hiwraft can use the BBTCA, according to

amendment of the Tripartite Agreement in 1985, provided they are
approved by Transport Canada and the Canadian Transportation
Agency. The Bombardier Q400 used by Port&BAidiAds at
aNolSTOL aircraft and has receive

There is nothing in the Tripartite Agreement that permits aircraft to
use the I sland Airport oproviding t
Canada and the Canadian Transportat

Certainy NOT a factual statement. More akin to a myth, in our view.

Use of flimsy and wrong arguments to justify the use of the Q400, again,
demonstrates that the TPA is not to be trusted to comply with the
constraints on it.

No wonder the estimable Jane Jaa@sedreferring to the Island Airport

o |

urge Torontonians to close this dan
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oMythdé 2: o0The

[l sl and Airport] was ne
commer ci al airport

. 0
Not a myth. True.

The Tripartite Agreement prohibits use efdirport for any purpose except
ogeneral aviationd6 and ol imited commer
operations ancillary to those uses.

That statement means that commercial activity iditoiteg] not
overwhelming.

Compliance with the Tripartitgg@ement requires a returnlitmited
commercial service.

oMyt ®oha8&8 Tripartite Agreement ol i mits
airport] to 97606.

We have not said that.

Our concerns and position are clearly stataaridocumend S1 ot s and t he
Island Airp r thall sentto youon February 18. You need to read it

carefully, so that you do not make such statements in the future about our

position.

It contains the following summary:

Based on information obtained by CommunityAIR, the slots available for large
turboprops are either:

A 97 per Transport Canada on July 21hd€48on the use of the
Dash 100, not the Q400, which is a much larger aircraft, or

A 112 per consultant Sypher Muelll e
0 but states that even Ewvblathe NEF Contour would be breached, or

A 120 per City of Toronto in 2003 and 2006 Tassé Report, or

A 167 per airport consultant Pryde Schropp McComb in a 2005 report to
Porterds investors.

What we do know is that the last official study of theasfailable said 97
was the limit. And that included a strategic reserve of 15%, to ensure that the
NEF contour is not exceeded.

We understand that the 2008 level ofacs®rding tohe Jacobs report, did
not exceed the NEF Contour limit. It tells us mgtabout the 2009, or
future use.



We are entirely mystified as to how the 212 slots announced on Christmas
Eve can possibly be jammed into this airport, given what we know.

You admit to having a oOcapacity report
only fuels suspicion.

You are continuing the TPAOGs |l ong hi st
accountability to the communities it operates within by withholding that
report

Until that study is released and peeiewed to assure that its projections
are compliarwith the NEF Contour limit, the TPA should not be marketing
slots it may well not have.

OMyt o Tdxpayers affleslfamdi Aigr pdhet ds] op
Not a myth. Reality.

The TPA is a government agency, and its assets are public assets. Use of
those public assets to support the airport is taxpayer funding.

There have been massive public subsidies provided to this airport:

o The land it is situated on comprises some 215 acres of the most
valuable land in Toronto. With water on three sides, situated i
central Toronto, its market value is certainly many many millions of
dollars. The TPA has made this valuable land available forthe near
exclusive use of Porter for a modest sum that cannot come close to
the economic rent for such propekaking govemment asgs
avail able at below market value 1is
expenditured by the DepaThsiment of F
direct subsidy.

) The TPA has paid $20 million of taxpayer money to ®arter
redecesspostensibly atamagefor the cancellath of the bidge,
even though had not served any lawsuit on anyone.

The principles used to calculate that payment bear no resemblance to
the legal principles used to calculate damages. The clear impression is
that this sum was given tmypide thestartup capital Porter needed.

. The TPA has purchased two ferries, and the ferry terminals, from its
public funds for the benefit of Porter primarily. $20 million subsidy.

. Even the proposed new tunnel will require the use of public assets to
secure financing, leaving the TPA on the hook should Porter leave
the airport. Is it also possible that the TPA has also agreed to assume



the debt on the new terminal should Porter cease to operate out of it?
That would also be a subsidy.

The TPAstill refuses to pay its fair share of property téxethe

Island Airporto the City of Torontde ven wi th the recen
sett !l e me ntarimedtbytee CagmomrB29 million.

Money the City needs, and the TPA does not.

We understand the fiction@fp ay ment s in | ieu of ta
intended t@rovidea municipalityvith a payment #lhe equivalent

level to that obther property taxpayesd that the municipality does

not suffer from the presence of federal government operations

within its boders To have resisted such payments all these year s is a
scandalThis is a unilateral imposition of a subsidy for the airport

onto the City.

The fact that the Export Development Corporadiarfederal
government agendhas provided Porter with finamg that it

di dndt hav e prvatemarlet flar alfof its aircraft lafeer
the first four, is another massive government subsidy, direct to
Porter. Up to $450 milliahthe actual amounts are not specified, but
the range is given by EDC.

We urderstand thahat presumably is a loan, aagran® it is,

however, money supplied by the Government of Canada, and if
Porterfailstaep ay, t hat i s (tTeexdiffeeepce,ifs ® mon e
any, between the rates charged to Porter, and marketaalgs, w

also be a subsidy.

It is unfortunate that the terms of such government financing are not
made public.

The noise barriers @mebefunded by the TPAThe money spent by
the TPA from its public funds may, or may not, be repaid by
passenger fedgnanycontingencies can occur that would mean
those fees never materialize. The ré@sulother subsidy.

Those noise barriers, by the way, appear (we have no details as to

their design or effectiveness) to funnel noise directly to the most

popular beach in Tontodt he Hanl anéandtdtiei nt beach
Island Yacht Club, which until recently was one of the most idyllic

places to be in our City. Both of those uses will be disastrously
affectedbyrtm ps f or 20 ai ddoublethe sd mai nt er
current unaccégble volumes.

Save the money and send the aircraft elsewhere for their
maintenance. Rwp noise does not belong anywhere at the Island
Airport.



OMyt®6Tbhe airport is ruining the water

Calling this a myth in the face of everything you leawvd im the last month
from residents and others who value their waterfront suggests you have not
been listening.

We dnotesure how an opinion can be a myth. Perhaps if it has no factual
basis whatsoever. That is most definitely not the case heneamany
people feel that the TPA is ruining our waterfront. Their opimiens
honesthyheld, based on their own experience and observations.

All of wus are entitled to work to stop
smelly airport on our waterfront, ruinibfpr all other uses. We are entitled
to do so without being accused of mytiking.

As we speak to people along the waterfront, we find a deep fear that
Torontods waterfront jewel is being ru
doubles from its currergvel to your threatened 212 slots, the number of

those who come to that conclusion will grow significantly.

We seek to protect our waterfrériiefore it is too late.

The tipping point at which a person concludes that the waterfront is being
runedbyyouai r port ds operations can happen
awakened in the middle of the night. Or when they cannot hear a

conversation around the dinner table. Or when visitors wonder how Toronto

could have allowed this to happen to such a gresdtrecal area.

| could go ord these, and more, have been recounted to me personally.

By dismissingths e honest |l y ytedh 916 ,0 py oad oinrss wlst 04
who hold them.

Dondét rely t oo oltheyavere dangfullp designddtomldai pol | s
the answers sought. Another poll designed in a more objective manner will
provide a far clearer picture.

The environmental measures you refer to are peripheral at best, and cannot
come close to addressing the fmoi se and

You can only address that by serious constraints on the number and type of
aircraft using the airpditor by shutting it down altogether.

oMyt ®oCé6r few violations are common and
nothing about it.o

We havenodot s dosayistthataurfew bi&dches happen
frequently. That is true.

10



The Tripartite Agreement is cléaircraft landing or taking affiall only
operate outside of curfew hours

Given the curfew objective of ensuring peace and quiet, that means no
aircraft nay be operating on land, in addition to taking off or landing. That is
regularly breached as aircraft landing at 10:59 p.m. continue emitting engine
noise well after 11 p.m. Ditto before 6:45 fmmaircraft preparing to leave.

The four gross breachessrly January are but a recent example we are
aware of.

It seems that breaches also occurred on January 25 and 28, and February 25
and 26. There may be more.

Curfew violations seem to come and go.
none, and then months wittany.

This has gone on for years, and, as Ken Lundy indicated at the recent
omeetingdé, the TPA hasndt figured out

To wus, i twhpsomethimytsatiseso plainly in violation of the
Tripartite Agreement should be so difficulitop.

The minutes of the Beuary 18, 2009 Noise Advisomo@ meeting state:

[KerLundy] reported that a commitment had been given to the TPA Board of
Directors that the [curfew] policy would be available for review by the end of
February.

That never hagmed.

A year | ater, we were told at the o0mee
last December on curfews, and that fines were being levied.

We have no evidence of either.

Given our past experience, and the complete absence of any transparency in
theTPAds operations, you will appreciat e
actually have occed or that they will be in awgy effective.

It would be helpful if there was transparency in terms of reporting on
curfewsd currently we only find out about thdrane of our volunteers
happens to check, or if a resident happens to mention it to us.

A monthly report on all aircraft operating within curfew hours, with clear

verification that the operation was a true emergency, would go a long way to
addressing cuseissues in a constructive angperative manner.

11



oOoMythé 7: The Noise Management Study A
("NMSAG") met only twice.

You state:
oFact: This group met three times,
The biggest single stumblingdlidicig tonore meetings during this period was
scheduling conflicts among City Cou
Wrong.

The meeting on November 25, 2008 was an invitatlpmimeeting, on short
notice as usual) introducing the proposed Jacobs studgdmthanity.
Terms of reference for that study were not distributed at the meeting.

One action item out of that meeting was the establishment of a noise
advisory group.

In late January, in a conference call among Ken Lundy, Pam McConnell and
Adam Vaugharm tenmember Group was agreed upon.

Its first meeting took place on February 18, 2009.
The seconavason July 14, 2009.

Notwithstanding promises to call another to complete the presentation of
the Jacobs report to the Group, the TPA failed to do so.

You should speak to the Councillors. | have.

They advise that the TPA would call for available meeting dates, and fail to
get back to confirm, causing the dates to be lost. They both felt considerable
frustration with the ineffectual way the TPA went adroaihging meetings.

oMyt hé8: 0The NMSAG was not consulted
manage engine rupu p s 0

You state:

OFact: Barriers were presented and
NMSAG. Later that Fall, a small group of nearbgoegitiened to the

Toronto Sun and Now magazine that the barriers were "off the shelf" and coulc
have been implemented years ago. Now they are claiming that the community
wasn't consulted on the merits of t

Wrong, in part.

12



As we have noted matnyes, the presentation of the Jacobs preliminary
study was not completed at the July meeting. There was no opportunity to
comment. The requested follap meeting was never called by the TPA.

Here i s an excerpt from CommunityAIl R8s
minutes were ever distributed):

OWhen we finally got to the meat of the meeting, there was little time left. Adan
Vaughan had to leave, the two TPA directors had gone, and, not having much
time to digest the reports in advance, we wereceptive wioaly. re

A lot of the report is "boilerpia&erial that could apply to any airport
anywherene hopes that the TPA has not paid a lot for its production, as it is
likely simply cut and pasted from other reports.

Group members have prageepyblatally that the recommendations appeared
to be ket mpl y6 odhd obvious, and did
implemented yeabs ago.

To our knowledge, seven months latene of them haveeen.

Runups are a very serious problem, thes out for solution. That the TPA
has ignored the issteedateis, to us, appalling.

He r @& éxampbef how runups affect people, from a noise report on your
website dated last November 7 at 10:12 p.m.:

Absolutely ridiculous deafeningly lerhnoamagse from pléwee on
tarmac, sustained at full throttle for 5 12amokeesd upset
daughter, who has only now gone back to sleep, over an hour later.

Our windows are closed and we are about 2.5 km &tmarthiseirport
insidéhe house was extremely disturbing.

This kind of noise, atian@yof day, let alone at 10 o clock at night, is
inconsideratewamakigbouritys simply not acceptable behaviour in a
residentiaighbourhood.

| am interested to know why yeaewmsdessametde this sort of din

with a "quiet” Q400 (which | assume it was)lanké your assurance
that you will do something to curb thsfusbarafe in the future, which you
have not done so far, despit@rayipleshs

Please also do me the courtesy of respondingito ¢hisphefsagec
included my coordinates again for all pa$siblarmadeation), even if it
is simply to let me know that yagneififgethis complaint along with all
the rest.

And five minutes later:
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Second eegitp tonight. How inconsiderate is that, wattiidrap my
at 10pm on a Saturday night.

The TP A&mnNsae o n
oRecorded [Q400] engine run up at time noted in designated area.

TheJacob&eport partially presited last Jylijn Recommendation 3, had
one sentence on the rup noiseareas

0 TCCA t opoterdialeds\wwdsmnatet! engimmepunar ea s 0
And one sentence in Recommendation 4 on noise barriers:

OTCCA to assess and potentiallpaiseettpol barriers at or near
proposed4up ar eas. 0

No indication as to how effective they might be herevthey would be
located. We we left guessing.

There is no relationship between a proper consultation process, and what
happened here.

Wenowfidk out that a barrier wild.l cost
Most people would say that fupswould best be located elsewhere

OMythdé 9: 0O0The sound measurements
instances of loud and very loud noise from the airport.

You state:

OFact: The independent sound measur
the BBTCA area come from motorcycles and other motor vehicles using Quee
Quay and the Gardiner Expressway, not aircraft. This data was shared and

discussed with theAN®S 6

This data can be foundonPagelfi t he Jacobs Consult

Wrong. See this, from CommunityAIl R3S

oCommunity reps expressed grave
committee is being used to furth&r goal$PAting the release, in the June

2, 2009 report on the TPA's cockamamie proposal for a pedestrian tunnel, of

portion of the consultant's report thatdmksuthiées' participatiom on
committee to

14



00ne key pr el kemfromaotgrcydeianddehioleg : n o
traffic on Queens Quay West exceed noise levels due to takeoffs and
landings of Por4€99 0 ai rcrafto.

This statement is entirely taken out of context (winds were nrtherly at the time
rendering airport and aircealés®spparent), and was distributed by the

TPA publicly within days of the reading being taken, and well prior to the
committee even having received the report.

That made it impossible for informed comment by community reps to be provic
to the mediarébut such a statement.

Community reps requested that all/l
approved y the committee prior to t

The noise readings contained in the Jacobs report were never intended to be
used fo the purpose you advance: per Jacobs pagidywere intended

to be used to calibrate a noise model that appears to have not been
developed.

And while the data FigurelO in the Jacobs study shows two instances of
excessive motorcycle noise inpieod from 7:35 a.m. until 8:03 .aom

the day in question, it also discloses three noise spikes from the airport
operation, and 16 other noise spikes that are unidentified, and are likely from
the airport.

You will also note that Figure 10 states tieatvind at that time was from
the north. That diminishes the perceived noise from the Airport. To be
frank, it is dishonest for the TPA to attempt to justify its operations at the
airport with this data.

Frequent loud and very loud noises from the amp®mvhat this report
indicates. We have noted that that experience is similar to those reported by
CommunityAl Rds own noise readings.

Geoff, it is insulting that you have chosen to diminish the impact the Island
Airport is having on the surrading commuries on this basis.

Q400 Prohibited as Excessively Noisy Aircraft
This i ssue you didnot raise, per haps beca
tenuous.

We had asked for some years just how the Q400 catypossibthe definition of

a nexaessivelyoisy acrafdb i n t he Tr i PhaAgteemere prohibits e e me nt .
aircraft generating excessive nfse the protection of the waterfroad its

communities.

15



The answer finally came from your consultants at the February 18, 2009 Noise
Advisory Groupmeetingit doesndt .

TheJacob8 P o w eprepeatedratthat meetiadiits that the Q400 offends the
prohibitionof aircraft generating excessive noise on two of the three measurements.
Breach of any or@rohibits the aircraft. Page 26 from that Powetrpoattached.

As you know, noise measurements are logarithmic, not lineaermrdapparently
small exceedance is, in fact, considerable, in terms of noise created.

Regardless, the Agreement is clear.

Jacobat t empt ed t o | usngusé qutoftiearp@tadfollédhs cont i n
that afdédbradeprovisions of | CAO Annex 16
measurements that are aberlimitss o be otraded offd by the

the limit for the third category, and the actual Q40Qureeaant.

They explamdthis in slide 25lso attached.

But to what dahewordsfrom ICAO Annex 1@aragraph 5.ighlighted in red
bold) refer to?

5.5.1 Ifthe maximum noise levelare exceeded at one or two measurement points:

a) the sum of excesbemtha greater than 3 EPNdB;

b) any excess at any single point shall not be greater than 2 EPNdB; and

c) any excesses shall be offset by corresponding reductions at the other point or poi

The maximum levels the ICAO is referring to are tbése maximumsa far
higher than those set out in the Tripartite Agreement:

5.4.1 The maximum noise levels, when determined in accordance with the noise eval
method of Appendix 2,

shall not exceed the following:
a)at lateral reference noise measurement point:

96 EPNdB constant limit for aeroplanes with maaffmaastalet which

the noise certification is requested, up to 34 000 kg and increasing linearly wit
the logarithm of aeroplane mass at the rate of 2 EPNdB per doubling of mass
from that point uhi@ limit of 103 EPNdB is reached, after which the limit is
constant;

b)at flyover reference noise measurement point:

16



89 EPNdB constant limit for aeroplanes with maodhmiass$aled which

the noise certification is requested, up to 34 G&skgydimeanty with

the logarithm of aeroplane mass at the rate of 5 EPNdB per doubling of mass
from that point until the limit of 106 EPNdB is reached, after which the limit is
constant; and

c)at approach reference noise measurement point:

98 EPNdB cetant limit for aeroplanes with maxirofirméase at which

the noise certification is requested, up to 34 000 kg and increasing linearly wit
the logarithm of aeroplane mass at the rate of 2 EPNdB per doubling of mass
from that point until the fikMS0EPNAB is reached, after which the limit is
constant.

The Tripartite Agreement doefsin@tprcowniteimpnd
and it clearly is inapplicable to the limits in the Tripartite Agreement.

Our conclusio®J a ¢ deffescé of th® 4 00d6s violation of the T
Agreement as an aircraft generating excessive noise, fails, badly.

What all this says is the expansion of this Airport has been carried out without due regard to
the limits placed on it by the Tripartite Agreement.

Porterds dwme di lsi nmustimaesnbtedahatoA decision was made at some
point to proceed in any evemn a calculation, one presumes, that the limits can be
successfully ignored.

We, of course, are doing our best to protect our coitiesuend our waterfront, using the
tools we have been provided with.

Hence the present conflict.
At root, a government agemoyst comply witthe legal obligations binding upon it. Surely,

your responsibility, as CE® toensurghe TPAIis incompliaace with those obligations
applicable to the Island Airport under the Tripartite Agreement
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| look forward to your thoughts on the above.

Brian ller
Chair, CommunityAIR
~—— Suite 700, 890 Yonge Street
Toronto M4W 3P4
Community Work: (416)598103 x114
AI R Cell: (416)835384

Fax: (416)598484

A | R . .
RPORTIMPACTEVEY http://www.communityair.org/
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INQUIRY OF MINISTRY
DEMANDE DE RENSEIGNEMENT AU GOUVERNEMENT
CANADA PREPARE IN ENGLISH AND FRENCH MARKING "ORIGINAL TEXT" OR "TRANSLATION"
PREPARER EN ANGLAIS ET EN FRANGAIS INSCRIVANT “TEXTE ORIGINAL" OU "TRADUCTION"
QUESTION NO./N° DE LA QUESTION | 8Y / DE DATE
Q-135° Ms. Chow January 25, 2007
(Trinity-Spadina)

REPLY BY THE MINISTER OF TRANSPORT. INFRASTRUCTURE AND COMMUNITIES
REPONSE DU MINISTRE DES TRANSPORTS, DE LINFRASTRUCTURE ET DES COLLECTIVITES

/émm&c@aw)

SIGNATURE
MINISTER OR PARLIAMENTARY SECRETARY
MINISTRE OU SECRETAIRE PARLEMENTAIRE

QUESTION

Q-135% — January 25, 2007 — Ms. Chow (Trinity—Spadina) — With respect to the Tripartite agreement of 1983
and amended in 1985 between the government, the City of Toronto and the Toronto Port Authority: (a) has a
certificate been issued indicating that the Bombardier Q400 meets the definition of Short Take-off and
Landing; (b) has the Bombardier Q400 undergone test flights using the Toronto City Centre Airport to
determine if it meets the six degree glidepath requirements and, if so, when were those test flights conducted
and what were the results of those test flights; and (c) how does a commercial airline using ten aircraft and
operating 14 round trips each day fit into the definition of general aviation under the tripartite agreement?

REPLY / REPONSE ORIGINAL TEXT [w] TRANSLATION (W]
TEXTE CRIGINAL TRADUCTICN

Tripartite Agreement references to a six degree flight requirement only apply to Short Take-off and
Landing operations. The Bombardier Q400 is not a Short Take-off and Landing aircraft.

On July 19, 1985, an amendment to the Tripartite Agreement clause 1(d) added the Dash-8 to the
definition of general aviation permitted to operate at Toronto City Centre Airport. General aviation,
as it is defined in the Tripartite Agreement, includes all Givil aviation activities undertaken by
individuals, organizations or corporate entities engaged in the operation of commercially registered
aircraft. The aircraft known under the trade name of Bombardier Q400 is aeronautically classified
as a DHC-8 400 Dash aircraft, which is included in the Tripartite Agreement definition of general
aviation, and is therefore compliant with the terms and conditions of the Agreement.

Copies of Bombardier DHC-8 400 aircraft tests may be requested from Bombardier Inc.

On September 25, 2006, Transport Canada issued Porter Airlines Inc. an Air Operating Certificate.
The DHC-8 400 aircraft is a certified aircraft allowed to operate in Canada. The Q400 aircraft can
maneuver and land safely at Toronto City Centre Airport.

The Q400 aircraft must operate in accordance with the Tripartite Agreement restrictions regarding
aircraft noise and must abide by the noise abatement procedures published in Canada Air Pilot.
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TRIPARTITE AGREEMENT COMPLIANCE

Q402 Tripartite
Flyover 78 84
Lateral 84 83.5
Approach 93.1 92

Comparison of Q400 to Limits in Tripartite

TCEA Moise Managament Sty 26 JACOBS Consultancy

Advisary Commities Meating
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TRIPARTITE AGREEMENT COMPLIANCE

= Tripartite Agreement states that the noise levels
are to be calculated in accordance with ICAQ,
Annex 16, Chapter 5 and Appendix 2.

- Annex 16, Chapter 5, under 5.5 permits “Trade-
Offs” for the three various noise levels.

= “If the maximum noise levels are exceeded at one
or two measurement points”:

« any excess at any single point shall not be greater
than 2 EPNdB;

» the sum of excesses shall not be greater than 3
EPNdB; and,

« any excesses shall be offset by corresponding
reductions at the other point or points.”

. .i. !'
@ ‘ oty G = JACOBS Co nsultancy

Advisory Comifes Meatng
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