
 
 

 
 

 

GTAA/Nav Canada Noise Mitigation Proposals 

Toronto Aviation Noise Group 

Comments & Additional Feedback 

 

Representatives of the Toronto Aviation Noise Group attended four of the 

roundtables that the GTAA conducted in August, 2015, to present its six noise 

mitigation proposals.  T.A.N.G.’s representatives also attended on their own 

behalf as residents of the areas for which the roundtables were being 

conducted. 

 

The facilitators for the roundtables have invited further comments in writing on 

the six proposals as well as further feedback.  We are pleased to provide both.  

T.A.N.G – Who We Are 

 

Those considering the comments and submissions of the various participants 

should be aware of what T.A.N.G. is.   

 

T.A.N.G. draws its support from multiple neighbourhoods across mid-town 

Toronto; from High Park in the west, through Bloor West Village, Davenport, 

South Hill, Casa Loma, South Eglinton, Leaside, Don Valley West to Don Valley 

East.  We have an executive committee of 5, a core working group of more than 

20, and a communications network of over 1200.  There are a number of 

residents and ratepayers’ associations supporting T.A.N.G.’s efforts as well as 

numerous elected officials at the municipal, provincial and federal level. 

 

More detailed information is available at https://northtoronto.wordpress.com/ 

 

As acknowledged by the Honourable Lisa Raitt in her public statements on June 

17th, 2015, this current process is due in significant measure to the persistent 

representations made by T.A.N.G. over the past three years.

https://northtoronto.wordpress.com/
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Key Messages 

 

There are certain key ideas that we wish to ensure the facilitators have and that 

are reflected in their summary.  In order that these messages not get lost in the 

verbiage, we set them out here at the outset.  The rationale for each is set out in 

our commentary and the appendices: 

 

 Independent Arbitrator - There is a critical requirement for the 

involvement of an independent, expert authority responsible for 

assessing noise mitigation issues and for arbitrating, if necessary, any 

proposals for noise mitigation, regardless of who is proposing the 

measures.  It has been made clear by the current process that there are 

deeply rooted competing interests as between Nav Canada and the 

airport authority on the one hand and residents on the other. It is 

acknowledged that this measure may require legislation; 

 

 Resident Representation - There is a critical requirement for the integral 

involvement of a knowledgeable representative on behalf of residential 

populations affected by aircraft noise, or potential noise mitigation 

measures.  This representive(s) would participate directly in the process 

for identification of noise mitigation measures and in the process for pre-

implementation technical assessment and post-implementation 

evaluation of such measures.  That, we believe, would bring the process 

more in keeping with Ms Raitt’s assurances of a “big seat at the table”; 

 

 This Consultation Process – The roundtables were presented as being a 

very preliminary stage in the consultation process. Nevertheless, it is 

apparent the process is seriously flawed from the outset.  The proposals 

as presented were not responsive to the concerns T.A.N.G. has been 

vocalizing for more than 3 years; the process by which these proposals 

were chosen for consideration and by which myriad others were not 

remains unexplained; there appeared to be no rhyme or reason to the 
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invitee list to the roundtable discussions. It was apparent that there was a 

dramatic disparity amongst the participants in knowledge and 

understanding of the factors affecting aircraft noise generation and viable 

mitigation.   

The GTAA/Nav Canada Proposals 

 

Notwithstanding our concerns with the process, the supporters of T.A.N.G. wish 

to continue to take a responsible and reasoned approach to having our concerns 

addressed.  We therefore offer a summary of our comments regarding the 6 

proposals in the attached Appendix A. 

 

We also wish to emphasize that we are particularly sensitive to the over-riding, 

paramount importance of safety and, in particular, to Nav Canada’s primary 

purpose in that respect.  We appreciate that is where they “are coming from.” 

 

As has been noted by residents’ representatives in various forums, including 

these roundtables, those living under the flight paths also have a heightened 

concern for the safe movement of the machines that are flying directly over 

their homes. 

 

At the same time, we would advocate that the process of risk assessment and 

risk management overall must include health-risk assessment and health-risk 

management.  We have yet to see evidence that a scientific or analytical 

approach to health-risk assessment and health-risk management was 

incorporated into the review that led to the February, 2012 air route changes or 

has been part of the consideration in putting forward these 6 proposals.  

Consultation Process Feedback and Next Steps 

 

We think we have made known our concerns with the process that has been 

employed to date.  We question the good faith basis behind the process, just as 

many of our supporters raised questions (Appendix C), that remain unanswered, 
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about Nav Canada’s and the Canadian Airports Council’s Communications and 

Consultation Protocol, especially as that document provides the context and the 

framework for this particular process. 

 

In terms of essentials going forward, we submit the following: 

 

1. Redressing the February, 2012 “disaster”: These initiatives 
alone are insufficient to begin to meaningfully deal with the impact of the 
February, 2012 changes.   If Options 1,2,3,5 & 6 were to be implemented 
any mitigation to the downwind arrivals route into Runway 24 L/R will 
likely be minimal at best and Option 6 contains the prospect of those 
living under that route receiving an increased number of night flights, 
making their situation even more intolerable.1 The concepts for noise 
mitigation that NAV CANADA has, apparently, unilaterally dismissed 
should be resurrected and re-examined with, as set out above, the 
participation of residents’ representatives. The time-frame contemplated 
by this process is entirely unsatisfactory, especially given that there are 
steps that could be taken forthwith that would redress, to some degree, 
the impacts from 2012. 
 

2. T.A.N.G.’s Proposals: For additional options for consideration, we 
reiterate those that have been set out previously by T.A.N.G. and by 
Captain David Inch and are reviewable at 
https://northtoronto.wordpress.com/.  To the extent that these proposals 
have been given any consideration, it has been in “one off” emails or 
conversations with individuals, rather than through dialogue or through 
an open and transparent process. 
 

3. Social Policy Implications: There must be recognition that there are 
social policy implications raised by air route changes over residential areas 
as well as by proposals for noise mitigation.  The social policy question 
that remains unaddressed is who or what is the appropriate authority to 
make decisions about which populations are to bear the burden of the 
fallout from these initiatives, and to what degree? We believe that such 
decisions should not be left exclusively to those who may be experts in 

                                                           
1
 For additional proposals for noise mitigation, see the submissions by Captain David Inch and by the Toronto 

Aviation Noise Group to the Honourable Lisa Raitt from November, 2014 and September, 2014 respectively at 

https://northtoronto.wordpress.com/ 

 

http://www.navcanada.ca/EN/media/Publications/Aviation%20Industry%20Airspace%20Change%20Communications%20and%20Consultation%20Protocol-EN.pdf
http://www.navcanada.ca/EN/media/Publications/Aviation%20Industry%20Airspace%20Change%20Communications%20and%20Consultation%20Protocol-EN.pdf
https://northtoronto.wordpress.com/
https://northtoronto.wordpress.com/
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technical but not necessarily social policy matters, particularly those 
employed by a private company serving the vested interests of the 
privately-run airports and the commercial airlines. 

 
4. Measureables: Specific goals and benchmarks for the degree of noise 

mitigation being sought need to be established and the technical analysis 
directed then to achieving those goals. 

 
5. Guiding Principles:  Selection of which initiatives to pursue should be 

guided by principles established both for air route changes and for Air 
Traffic Controllers that integrate a consciousness of the need to minimize 
noise impacts on people as a principal objective. We offer for 
consideration, certain guiding principles set out in Appendix B. Residents 
are stakeholders too and their interests should be weighed equally to 
those currently deemed to be “stakeholders”. 

 
6. Training Implications: Incorporate noise mitigation into the training for 

air traffic controllers – involve resident representatives in the training 
programme. For example, when one group of residents are subjected to a 
disproportionate burden of overflying aircraft, there should be constant 
monitoring for opportunities to mitigate noise and to not increase the 
burden on that group, as occurs now when night flights are directed onto 
the downwind arrivals leg for Runway 24 L/R, even when aircraft are 
landing on 23. 

 
7. De-concentration: Adopt the principle of a fair sharing of the annoyance 

and health impacts caused by aircraft noise – integrate elected or resident 
representatives in that decision making process.(see point #3, above). 

 

8. Human Health Impacts: Inherent in each of the above is the need to 
integrate the determinants of the impacts on human health of aircraft 
noise into each stage of the decision-making process.   

Conclusion 

 

We trust that the foregoing comments and those in the appendices to follow 

serve to underscore the shortcomings of the processes to date in accounting for 
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and addressing the impacts of noise from aircraft flying low and loud over 

residential areas, most especially newly affected residential areas. 

 

Moreover, it is hoped that those to whom these comments are addressed will 

now be prepared to more fully and satisfactorily acknowledge the very real 

problem created by the February, 2012 changes and be willing to engage in a 

meaningful way both to redress those impacts and to put in place measures to 

mitigate any future such impacts. 

 

Toronto Aviation Noise Group 

August, 2015 

 



 
 

 
 

Appendix A 

Summary of T.A.N.G.’s Comments  

On the Nav Canada/GTAA Noise Mitigation Proposals – August, 2015 
 PROPOSAL OVERVIEW Toronto Aviation Noise Group Comments 

1.  New approaches for night-time 
operations 

During busy daytime periods, the safe 
management of air traffic necessitates 
certain restrictions. However, when traffic 
volumes are lighter at night and single 
runway operations are being used, there 
are options to improve descent profiles 
that could reduce noise impacts. 

Proposed Approach: NAV Canada will 
design new approaches for use during 
designated night-time operations. 

The neighbourhoods represented by T.A.N.G. are primarily affected by flights using the STARs into 
Runways 24 L/R, which have been receiving more than 86,000 arriving flights per year, due to the 
February 2012 changes. T.A.N.G. will support any initiative that contains the prospect of alleviating 
the impact of this burden. 

However, we will not support this initiative if it means shifting more of the night-time 
“preferential’ runway arrivals onto the existing STARs for 24 L/R, unless that STAR itself is shifted.  

To illustrate the problems created by the existing impact of the use of the 24 L/R STARs for night 
time arrivals and the concerns that this proposal raises, see the article authored by a mid-Toronto 
resident attached as Appendix D. 

We agree with the wisdom of Captain Inch on this issue.  Making changes to improve descent 
profiles when traffic volumes are lighter and single runway operations are being used should be 
done whether at night or during the day.  Our neighbourhoods are overwhelmingly affected by 
day-time operations; far more so than any other set of neighbourhoods. 

Consistent with the set of Guidelines that we propose and with T.A.N.G.’s motto, “Fair Flight 
Path”, shifting flight paths during low volume operations, including night-time, is a viable option 
and should be employed. 
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 PROPOSAL OVERVIEW Toronto Aviation Noise Group Comments 

2.  New departure procedures 
for night-time operations 

There are opportunities to alter night-time 
departure procedures during lower traffic 
volume periods when only one runway is 
in use for departures. 

Increasing the altitude achieved before 
aircraft turns are permitted may deliver 
noise benefits for those under the 
departure flight path. 

Proposed Approach: NAV Canada will 
design new departures for use during 
designated night-time periods. 

We support running trials of this proposal in accordance with the Protocol in order to determine 
whether there is a net benefit to this approach. 

The neighbourhoods represented by T.A.N.G. are primarily affected by arriving flights due to the 
high frequency but noise from night-time flights is uniquely disturbing as are the health 
implications.2 

While residents under the extended departures path may now come under the noise footprint of 
departing aircraft, if the departures are continuous ascent prior to turning, the aircraft will be at 
higher altitudes over those areas than they would be if they turned earlier into a level flight 
pattern.  Accordingly, the ground-level noise impact of departing aircraft will be lessened and the 
experiencing of aircraft noise will be distributed more evenly, rather than concentrated; in other 
words “Fair Flight Paths”. 

We also whole-heartedly endorse Captain Inch’s recommendations for using lateral or alternate 
tracks, both to avoid overflights of residential areas but also to reduce the concentration of flights 
over specific residential areas. 

3.  Increase downwind arrival speeds Changing the published speeds on the 
"downwind" portion of the arrival flight path 
from 200 knots to 210 knots may reduce 
noise in some areas of the city by decreasing 
the need for flap use by pilots of larger 
aircraft needing to slow their airspeed. 

Proposed Approach: NAV Canada will 
study the noise benefits of increasing 
speeds. 

We agree with the proposal and would advocate for an even higher speed as proposed in Captain 
Inch’s submission to the Honourable Lisa Raitt, November, 2014.3  (That submission also 
recommended that departures be permitted to ascend directly to cruising altitude.) 

There are additional options that could lead to the reduction in the use of flaps, speed brakes, and 
powering up over residential areas and these options, too, should be on the table for discussion, 
testing and trialing, e.g. altitude of 6000’ crossing MAROD, etc. 

                                                           
2
 See” Air Traffic Noise & Human Health: A Review of the Medical Literature, by Dr. Maria Ivankovic, https://northtoronto.wordpress.com/ 

 
3
 See “Decreasing Noise & Saving Fuel On the Standard Terminal Arrival Routes”, by Captain David Inch, https://northtoronto.wordpress.com/ 

 

https://northtoronto.wordpress.com/
https://northtoronto.wordpress.com/
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 PROPOSAL OVERVIEW Toronto Aviation Noise Group Comments 

4.  Low altitude leveling by arriving 
aircraft 

Aircraft arriving at parallel runways 
require a level portion in the descent of 
each aircraft to ensure safe separation. 
There are noise impacts associated with 
power increases necessary to achieve 
low altitude level flight. 

New technologies could reduce the need 
for those level portions in flight profile and 
permit quieter, constant descent 
operations. 

Proposed Approach: NAV Canada will study 
the potential use of new technologies 

It is this proposal that concerns us that this current process may be a public relations exercise 
dressed up as “consultation”.  
 
We understand that this idea describes the RNP approach system which is already moving towards 
implementation at Pearson Airport. In other words, it is an existing initiative being packaged and 
marketed, for the purpose of this process, as an idea aimed at noise mitigation. 
 
It concerns us that this methodology has been widely opposed in every city in which it has been 
introduced except Denver, which is entirely rural.   
 
We suspect that this is a proposal that NAV CANADA and the airports are fixed on pursuing in any 
event and that anything that residents have to say about RNP, positive or negative, will very likely 
not deflect the course of implementation.  It adds to our concern that this is, to some extent, true of 
the other proposals as well. 
 
However, of greater concern for our current purposes is the timeline to implementation of RNP.  An 
explanation of the RNP system was presented to CENAC in February, 2014.  At that time it was 
explained that RNP for Toronto Pearson was “years away” given the complexities of the Pearson 
situation. 
 
To the extent that this idea holds any prospect of mitigating to any degree the noise impacts created 
by the February, 2012 changes, those benefits are likely several years, at least, in the future. 
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5.  Establish weekend preferential 
runways 

Traffic volumes on Saturdays and most of 
Sunday tend to be lower than other days of 
the week. The establishment of weekend 
preferential runways could facilitate runway 
alternation on weekends. 

Alternating runways could provide 
periods of weekend respite from noise 
for communities impacted by these 
operations. 

Proposed Approach: NAV Canada and 
GTAA will study the feasibility of 
establishing weekend preferential 
runways. 

We think this proposal has merit but should be tested and given a trial period, as per the NAV 
CANADA/CAC Protocol.  The evaluation must have resident representation at all phases especially for 
the purposes of post-implemention evaluation. 

We concur with Captain Inch’s comments that the downwind leg offset must be adjusted in 
accordance with which runway is being used, otherwise there is the risk the existing STARs will be 
used.  There is no relief for our neighbourhoods if the downwind leg for Runway 24 is used for flights 
arriving into Runway 23 when 23 is being used as a “preferential” runway. 

We also agree that this provides for the possibility of cleaner descent profiles, as acknowledged in the 
Overview comments for Option 1. 

6.  Alternate night-time preferential 
runways 

Preferential runways exist to ensure that 
aircraft landing and departing overnight 
impact the fewest people. 

The possibility to alternate use of night-
time preferential runways might result in 
sharing nighttime noise impacts from 
aircraft operations across more 
communities. 

Proposed Approach: GTAA is currently 
reviewing the continued appropriateness of 
its existing nighttime preferential runways 
to ensure they meet the stated objectives. 

Our comments on idea #1, above, are echoed here. 

The article authored by a T.A.N.G. member (Appendix D) also illustrates the concerns for this idea. 
Frequently, when Runway 23 is being used for night-time arrivals, nevertheless, the Air Traffic 
Controllers are directing the aircraft onto the downwind leg for the Runway 24 L/R arrivals but are 
then having them extend the northbound base leg by an extra 2 kilometres to bring them on to 
the arrivals leg for Runway 23.  This has a dramatic impact on a series of residences that are 
already overly burdened by day time arrivals. 

Where a preferential runway is used during the night time, given low traffic conditions, 
adjustments should be made to ensure that flights are not overflying routes that receive high 
percentages of regular traffic. 



 
 

 
 

Appendix B 
 

Guiding Principles for Air Noise Mitigation: 

Residents’ Interests vs. Commercial Interests 
 

When considering which ideas to put forward for consultation with community groups, Nav Canada & 

the GTAA evidently had a list of up to 45 to select from. They chose the 6 that we have before us.  Kurtis 

Arnold, in his presentation, indicated that they used the following guidelines, in part, to winnow the 45 

down to 6.  Apart from the first criterion, it is apparent that Nav Canada’s and the GTAA’s thoughts are 

guided by the commercial interests of the GTAA and the airlines. 

T.A.N.G. offers additional guiding principles that take into consideration residents’ interests. 

 Toronto Aviation Noise Group NAV CANADA/GTAA 

 Maintain equivalent, or improved, 
levels of safety 

Maintain an equivalent level of safety 

   

 Noise mitigation measures must 
provide relief for night-time noise 
affected areas 

Not reduce capacity below demand, 
and enable the airport to 
accommodate growth 

   

 Any noise mitigation measure must 
take into consideration urban density 

Be manageable with current fleet mix 

   
 Reduce the volume and 

concentration of flights over existing 
residential areas, providing relief 
periods 

Use technology that is currently 
available and surface infrastructure 
that is currently in existence 

   

 A priori evaluation of health  impacts Not materially increase operating costs 
   

 Minimize noise exposure for 
residential areas and maintain a 
balanced approach to address noise 

Take a systems approach – 
discretionary changes can’t prioritize 
one area over another, or adversely 
impact operations at other airports 



 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 

Appendix C 
 

Airspace Change Communications & Consultation Protocol4 

A Document from NAV CANADA and the Canadian Airports Council 

~ 

Toronto Residents’ Critique 
June 29th, 2015 

Introduction 
On June 17th, 2015, the above named document was released jointly by NAV CANADA and the 

Canadian Airports Council (CAC).  Although sub-headed “A voluntary protocol of the aviation 

industry” it is apparent that this is not an entirely accurate statement. Rather, it clearly is a 

response to the expressed concerns of the federal Minister of Transport.   

Ms Raitt’s attention was particularly focussed on this issue by, as she phrased it on June 17th 

(see Appendix A) the “disaster” that was the introduction of the airspace changes in Toronto in 

February, 2012.  Ms Raitt, herself, was responding to the persistent representations of the 

Toronto Aviation Noise Group (T.A.N.G.) through John Carmichael, M.P. (Don Valley West), 

as well as to the many separate representations by municipal, provincial and federal elected 

representatives, to the correspondence of countless distraught residents in a variety of 

communities and neighbourhoods and to the thousands of complaints registered with the 

Greater Toronto and other airport authorities.  

Given our experience with the manner in which NAV CANADA in particular as well as the 

GTAA’s Community and Environmental Noise Advisory Committee have resisted engaging in an 

honest discussion of community complaints about the 2012 changes and how those changes 

were planned and implemented (Appendix B), we are left with no doubt that this document 

would not have been forthcoming but for these pressures. 

The Document as a Whole 
 It strikes us as somewhat ironic that this Protocol, intended to enhance communication and 

consultation, was developed without communication or consultation with the elected 

representatives or community groups that have pressed this issue; hence this critique. 

 

 There is an obvious disconnect between the tenor of the Minister’s public statements 

(Appendix A) on June 17th and the content of the Protocol and the manner of its introduction 

at the community level.  T.A.N.G., we understand, has already conveyed its views about this 

to Ms Raitt. (Appendix C) 

 
                                                           
4
 

http://www.navcanada.ca/EN/media/Publications/Aviation%20Industry%20Airspace%20Change%20Communications%20and%

20Consultation%20Protocol-EN.pdf 
 

https://northtoronto.wordpress.com/
http://www.navcanada.ca/EN/media/Publications/Aviation%20Industry%20Airspace%20Change%20Communications%20and%20Consultation%20Protocol-EN.pdf
http://www.navcanada.ca/EN/media/Publications/Aviation%20Industry%20Airspace%20Change%20Communications%20and%20Consultation%20Protocol-EN.pdf
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Assured by the Minister that communities and residents would be accorded a significant 

seat at the table, when the Protocol subsequently was given its public roll-out at the CENAC 

meeting on June 17th no copies were made available and there was limited opportunity to 

ask questions about it. Interestingly, section 5.3 of the Protocol sets a standard of three 

weeks’ notice of any meetings.  We were given less than 24 hours’ notice of the roll-out 

meeting. 

 

 The document is replete with grammatical and syntactical errors, for example, divided 

clauses and incomplete sentences, giving rise to concerns as to just how carefully this 

document was reviewed. It is an open question whether these two organizations, NAV 

CANADA and the CAC, are genuinely invested in this Protocol or whether this is an exercise 

intended merely to mollify the Minister of Transport.   

Given the foregoing comments, we think it only appropriate to consider the specifics of the 

document from a skeptical perspective. 

Preface, Introduction, 1.0 & 2.0 
The first 7 pages, half the document, offer little that is particularly new or edifying. They consist 

largely of material cut and pasted from the "who we are and what we do" pages of the web sites 

of the respective aviation industry principals.  

There are lofty phrases that, when considered thoughtfully, change little, for example: 

“1.0 Purpose: .. the goal will be to inform residents so that they are aware of a change, 

and not surprised by it.” 

Nav Canada representatives have often insisted that there was adequate notice given regarding 

the 2012 changes.  They have, to date, never acknowledged that the community “engagement” 

during that process was inadequate or that they failed to give careful consideration to the 

potential impact of the changes on residents of the new neighbourhoods being overflown.  Ms 

Michelle Bishop, a senior NAV CANADA official, in a letter to M.P. Carolyn Bennett stated: 

However, none of this (the consultation) changes the overriding fact that NAV CANADA must 

ensure flight paths meet international design standards and the standards required the previous 

flight path to be relocated.  Consultation would not have materially altered that fact. 

[emphasis added] (Letter to MP Bennett from M. Bishop of Nav Canada, Jan 17th, 2013) 

This somewhat disingenuous assertion elides the possibility that, through early communication 

and consultation, i.e. starting in 2009, the new path may well have been implemented differently 

and without such a concentrated impact.  

Further: 

“… For larger-scale projects, such as changes to existing flight paths or the addition of a 

new runway, a robust public participation process with the opportunity for comment and 

response, [sic] is appropriate and will be undertaken.” 
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Nowhere in the document is there a definition or description of what is meant by “robust”; again, 

lofty sentiment with no substantive underpinning. 

Further, these sections of the Protocol paint a picture of very diffuse responsibility for noise 

management divided amongst a number of entities, the airport operators, the airlines, Transport 

Canada, municipal and “other levels” of government.  Although the Protocol elsewhere mentions 

the desirability of having a single point of contact for community concerns it fails to clearly 

identify which entity carries the ultimate responsibility for ensuring that noise issues are 

thoroughly considered and, more to the point, noise complaints fairly addressed and resolved. 

A characteristic of this document is that it is noteworthy as much for what it doesn’t say as for 

what it does say.  For example, NAV CANADA is not specifically named as having noise-

management related responsibilities even though it is NAV CANADA’s decisions that have 

given rise to this issue in Toronto as well as Vancouver, Calgary, Ottawa and Montreal. 

Sections 3.0 & 4.0: Airspace Change and Consultation  
If there were to be any real substance to this document, one would expect it here. However, 

again, the document is notable for what it doesn’t say as much as for what it does.   

For example, there's no specific undertaking to begin the "engagement" process at the front end 

rather than toward the tail end of any review process, as occurred in Toronto with the February, 

2012 changes.   

The Protocol phraseology focusses on providing information about the needed or planned 

changes, in other words justifying and defending rather than committing specifically to engaging 

in an exchange with residents as to how best to implement, or not, any proposed changes. 

For example, we know that in Toronto, in implementing the new Standard Terminal Arrival 

Route into Runway 24 in 2012, NAV CANADA shifted the flight path to accord with the minimum 

separation set out in the International Civil Aviation Organization’s (ICAO) guidelines.  This had 

the effect of re-directing over 86,000 arrivals per year over mostly quiet residential 

neighbourhoods that had theretofore not been regularly overflown.  Scant information has been 

provided as to why this particular track was chosen, other than it accorded with the minimum 

separation provided for in the ICAO guideline.  A wider separation could have been chosen 

putting the track over areas where there would not have been such a dramatic difference 

between the ambient noise in those neighbourhoods, mostly commercial properties, and the 

noise levels produced by overflying aircraft. As best as we can discern, there appears to have 

been little if any thought given to weighing these different approaches let alone any meaningful 

discussion, debate or community input. 

The current guiding philosophy as reflected in the Protocol is that airport operators are best 

positioned to understand local issues and concerns.  With respect, airport operators have 

vested interests that are often at odds with the interests of local municipalities, neighbourhoods 

and residents. The voices and concerns of local communities should not be filtered or mediated 

through the airport operators.  
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When considering airspace changes that may potentially impact residential neighbourhoods, 

NAV CANADA should be consulting directly with local community representatives from the 

outset, independent of the airport operators. This approach would be more representative of 

according residents’ representatives “a big place at the table” as Ms Raitt stated. 

4. 1 & 5.0 & Appendix A: Types of Changes and Consultation Methodology 
 

There are myriad questions about what, precisely, these sections describe.  In fact, these 

sections and especially the Flow Chart raise more questions than they answer. This speaks to 

one of T.A.N.G.’s expressed dissatisfactions (Appendix C) with the public roll-out of this Protocol 

on June 17th and that was the inability to ask informed questions and obtain clarifications. 

For example, the altitudes that will trigger certain kinds of consultations, why were those 

particular altitudes chosen?  Also, does this mean, for the sake of argument, that High Park 

residents would not necessarily be consulted as the overflying aircraft arriving into Runway 24 

at YYZ pass more than 4000 ft. AGL over that neighbourhood whereas the residents of North 

Toronto and Leaside would be consulted as those same aircraft would be at or below the 4000 

ft. AGL height when overflying those neighbourhoods? 

On a positive note, we are encouraged by the acknowledgement in sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.3 of 

the need to engage in environmental impact analysis and the potential for “trialing” of new flight 

procedures prior to implementation.5  We agree that the concept of environmental assessment 

will include noise impacts.  We do, however, have several points to make about these positive 

aspects of the Protocol: 

 It should be acknowledged that environmental analysis may be required for circumstances 

other than those described in section 4.1.1. 

 An environmental analysis should examine differentials between ambient noise and aircraft-

generated noise. 

 In the spirit of “trialing” some of the proposed changes, we propose that all changes, once 

implemented, be considered to have trial periods with specific provision to evaluate the 

impacts at the end of the trial period.  Section 7.1 sets out a 180-day review period but only 

for changes that were subject to consultation under the protocol.  It may well be that 

changes that were not subject to the consultation provisions (e.g. above the 4000 or 6000 ft. 

AGL thresholds) turn out to have significant impacts.  

 Local communities and residents should have a “seat at the table” for the purposes of any 

such evaluations. 

5.0 & 5.1: Consultation Process and Responsibility 
There is much to critique in these sections, for example “listening to stakeholders and the 

community”.  This reflects the mindset that “stakeholders” and “the community” are distinct 

entities.  “The community” and the residents of those communities are stakeholders.  We have a 

                                                           
5
 Flight-testing proposed changes was done by Captain David Inch prior to making his proposals for noise mitigation 

strategies on behalf of T.A.N.G. - https://northtoronto.files.wordpress.com/2015/02/inch-report.pdf 

 

https://northtoronto.files.wordpress.com/2015/02/inch-report.pdf
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stake in the decisions around the routing of aircraft over our homes that is every bit as 

meaningful to us as to the airline industry. This relates not simply to the peaceful enjoyment of 

our residences, as significant as that is, but also to safety.  As both users of air services and 

also as residents of the neighbourhoods over which these machines are flying, we have a 

heightened stake in the safety of their movements. 

However, we will rely on the comments of Ms Raitt who has given assurances that the airspace 

authorities will be expected to respect and to adhere to the spirit of the Protocol, noting that the 

federal government possesses the residual authority to regulate. 

An issue at the heart of Toronto residents’ complaints regarding the 2012 airspace changes that  

is not addressed by the Protocol is how, and by whom, decisions will be made that 

fundamentally and adversely impact the lives of residents.  All that the Protocol provides for is 

that the views or concerns of such people will be “considered”.   

The decisions that NAV CANADA has made have led, in reality, to the expropriation of an 

important element in the enjoyment of private property by inflicting an annoyance that is 

perpetual and unavoidable.  There is no other area of governance in Canada in which such a 

system exists without provision for a form of legally-structured expropriation or independent 

oversight process. As with the 2012 changes, unelected technocrats working for monopolistic 

(as characterized by the President and CEO of NAV CANADA) private corporations ought not to 

be the ones making such decisions.   

There is nothing in the Protocol that describes either how or by whom such decisions are to be 

weighed nor a dispute resolution mechanism for those situations when positions as between 

industry and community are in opposition to one another. 

What We Had Hoped To See in a Consultation and Communications Protocol 

After three years of concerted efforts by dozens of individuals to “engage” in a constructive 

manner with the relevant authorities, Ms Raitt's public comments were extremely encouraging. 

They hold out the promise of meaningful engagement.  

 

The Protocol document is a letdown.  Implicit, we think, in the foregoing critique, is our concern 

with what is not included in the Protocol as much as what is there. Again, for example, what is 

not contained in the Protocol is a description as to how NAV Canada and the airport authorities 

will be held to account.  How will their performance in adherence to the Protocol be measured? 

 

Unfortunately, as noted at the outset, while NAV CANADA and the airport authorities had more 

than 10 months to develop the Protocol, an opportunity was not accorded those who had been 

raising concerns about the airspace changes for over 3 years to help to shape the document. 

 

Accordingly, we set out below a few of the elements, in addition to those already mentioned 

above, that we would hope to have reflected in such a Protocol: 

 

 A commitment to engage directly with community at the beginning of any review process 
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 Provisions for measuring compliance with the Protocol as well as accountability mechanisms 

 

 A dispute resolution mechanism for resolving irreconcilable differences amongst the parties.  

This would involve an expert(s) not aligned with any vested interest but with demonstrated 

sensitivity to the impact of aircraft noise and frequency on residential communities 

 

 A clearer statement of meaning behind such ambiguous terms as “robust”, “consultation”, 

“engagement” 

 

 A commitment to undertake studies of or to maintain a watching brief on the developing 

body of scientific knowledge about the impacts of aircraft noise on human health. (see, for 

example, Air Traffic Noise & Human Health: A Review of the Medical Literature, by Dr. M. 

Ivankovic, T.A.N.G., May 2015)  

 

 Creation of an online registration system for those who wish to receive notices of any 

contemplated changes or amendments to airspace usage.  

Finally, THE issue that cries out for redress in the current management structure of the civil air 

navigation system is that unelected technocrats in the employ of private corporations are left to 

make decisions that profoundly negatively impact significant numbers of citizens. There is no 

independent oversight of these decisions nor is there a review or appeal mechanism. It is a 

situation, we believe, without precedent or parallel in any other social policy area and requires 

rectification.  However, we recognize that legislative amendment or regulation may be the most 

appropriate vehicle for such a change, rather than a voluntary protocol of the industry itself. 

Conclusion 
In the interest of having a process in place that will be more likely to lead to results that are 

tolerable for more people, as well as satisfying the priorities of the airline industry, we urge the 

signatories to the Protocol to revisit its provisions in light of these comments.  

Sincerely, 

Christine & Mark Conacher Sandra Best 
Belsize Dr., Toronto M4S 1M5 Mountview Ave., Toronto M6P 2L3 
Don Valley West (2015) Parkdale-High Park 
  
Ana Jarosz Sharron & Blake Forrest 
Runnymede Rd., Toronto, M6S 2Y2 Foreman Ave., Toronto, M4S 2S6 
Parkdale-High Park Don Valley West (2015) 
  
Carol & John Kittredge Maria Ivankovic 

Donlea Drive, Toronto, M4G 2M2 Indian Valley Cres., Toronto, M6R 1Y6 

Don Valley West (2015) Parkdale-High Park 
  

https://northtoronto.files.wordpress.com/2015/02/tang-health-summary-revised-final-version-1.pdf


 
 

Page 7 
 

Sally Plumb Rosemarie Butkovic 
Belsize Dr., Toronto, M4S 1M7 Keele St., Toronto, M6P 2K3 

Don Valley West (2015) Parkdale-High Park 
  
Sharon Miller & Daniel Boffa Maria Bonanno 
Balliol St., Toronto,  Helena Ave., Toronto, M6G 2H3 
Don Valley West (2015) Toronto-St. Paul’s 
  
Janelle Withers & Ferris Virani R. S. Price 
Belsize Dr., Toronto M4S 1M5 Rykert Cres., Toronto, M4G 2T1 
Don Valley West (2015) Don Valley West 
  
Marie Desilets Stephen Silman 
Otter Court, Toronto, M5N 2W5 Russell Hill Road, Toronto, M4V 2T6 
Eglinton-Lawrence Toronto-St. Paul’s 
  
David Johnson Sarah Tracy & Ryan Conacher 
Hanna Rd. Toronto, M4G 3N8 Hector Ave., Toronto, M6G 3G2 
Don Valley West Toronto-St. Paul’s 
  
Jane & Derek Withers Lidia Mattucci-Jacobsen 
Sutherland Drive, Toronto, M4G 1K1 St Clair Ave E.,  Toronto, M4T 1P4 
Don Valley West Toronto Centre 
  
Ginette & Geoff Clark Ian Tripp 
Toronto, M4G 2P1 Tilson Road, Toronto, M4S 1P5 
Don Valley West Don Valley West (2015) 
  
David Suchon Elaine Peritz 
Boulton Drive, Toronto, M4V 2V5 Lynwood Ave., Toronto,  M4V 1K5 
Toronto-St. Paul’s Toronto-St. Paul’s 
  
Marc Willoughby Ken Burford 
Broadway Ave., Toronto, M4P 1W1 Cuthbert Cres., Toronto, M4S 2G9 
Don Valley West (2015) Toronto-St. Paul’s 
  
Mark Klinkow Harold Smith 
Cuthbert Cres., Toronto, M4S 2G9 Hillhurst Blvd., Toronto, M5N 1N8 
Toronto-St. Paul’s Eglinton-Lawrence 
  
Elaine Nabata Nancy Wilson  & Paul Wright 

Killdeer Cresc., Toronto, M4G 2W8 Lascelles Blvd., Toronto, M5P 2E2 
Don Valley West Toronto-St.Paul’s 
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APPENDIX ‘A’ 

Remarks by the Honourable Lisa Raitt, Minister of Transport 

– Flight Path Consultation 
June 17, 2015 

Ottawa, ON 

June 17, 2015 

Check against Delivery 

Good afternoon. It’s a pleasure to be here today with my colleague, John Carmichael, Member of 

Parliament for Don Valley West. 

John has worked tirelessly on the issue of airport noise and how the impact on residents can be 

minimized. 

That’s why today we are so pleased to recognize and support two exciting new initiatives to help 

mitigate aircraft noise concerns. 

As Minister of Transport, and before that in my private-sector career, I have always advocated the 

consultation process as the main means to a positive end, particularly where it affects the lives of 

everyday Canadians. 

Every day, Canadians with legitimate complaints must be heard, and that includes those impacted by 

aircraft noise over their back yards. 

Literally over their back yards, not figuratively. 

With that a given, I asked for an industry-led approach to resolving this issue and I am pleased to say 

today that NAV Canada, the National Airlines Council of Canada and the Canadian Airports Council 

have developed the Airspace Change Communications and Consultation Protocol. 

It is a protocol that formalizes public consultations for flight path changes at major airports right 

across this country. 

And it is now ready to be implemented. 

Again, thanks to John’s determination, we are also pleased to announce that NAV Canada and the 

Greater Toronto Airport Authority have developed the region-specific Toronto Pearson Noise 
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Mitigation Engagement Strategy, and have put forward several measures to deal with airport noise 

concerns over Toronto area, particularly in North Toronto and the Western GTA and GTHA. 

Beginning this month, NAV Canada and the GTAA will launch a consultation process on these 

measures and conduct regional engagement meetings with the community and its leaders, as well 

local, provincial and federal elected officials. 

Feedback from these meetings will be instrumental in developing a solution to concentrated flight 

paths and increased aircraft noise. 

The concerns and complaints of various resident groups in Canada, and the GTHA in particular, over 

aircraft noise have not gone unheard by me or my department. 

In fact, the first application of this protocol begins this evening at Pearson International with an open 

meeting of the Community Environment and Noise Advisory Committee. 

And, as Minister of Transport, I expect the airline industry to follow the spirit and the intent of these 

consultations by undertaking broad community engagement, and by operating as transparently as 

possible in order to build community trust around airspace changes. 

While there is no question that increased air traffic volumes and the accompanying aircraft noise are 

part and parcel of a strong economy, there is also no question that there is a growing frustration 

among those who live under those flight paths that they have little or no place at the table. 

Today, I am here with John to tell you that those frustrations will end because there will be a place at 

the table — a big place. 

With the initiation of the Airspace Change Communications and Consultation Protocol, impacted 

communities will have their say, and they will have it well in advance of any proposed airspace 

changes. 

I encourage all residents with interest in this matter to get involved in these public meetings, and put 

their concerns directly to industry representatives. 

As I said at the outset, the consultation process is not only a means to an end, but the best means to 

positive end. 

It is encouraging to see an industry-led approach that improves stakeholder and public engagement 

on this issue that touches so many Canadians. 



 
 

Page 3 
 

Thank you again John for your great work on this issue. I look forward to working with you and our 

many partners as we move forward with these consultations and public engagement. 
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Appendix ‘B’ 

    TORONTO AVIATION NOISE GROUP 

                                                     KEY ELEMENTS OF OUR INTERACTIONS 

            WITH  

      AIRPORT NOISE AUTHORITIES: 2012-2015 

INTRODUCTION 

For over three years the Toronto Aviation Noise Group has been seeking relief from the excessive 

aviation noise over our residential communities in midtown Toronto as the result of a route change, 

implemented by Nav Canada in February, 2012. What follows is a summary of the many misleading, 

sometimes false and frequently missing information which we have encountered in our interactions 

with the authorities responsible for the management of aircraft noise.  

The many authorities involved seem to have reached an impasse. In our view we are at the point 

where third party adjudication is needed in order to ensure a fair and balanced examination of the 

issue and a resolution which considers the importance of citizens in the process of noise management. 

Noise: May 31st, 2012 

1. *   John Crichton, CEO, Nav Canada “But I can tell you as someone who has been in this business all 

my life, there’s less noise as a result of the changes we made than before.” (Standing Committee on 

Transport, Infrastructure and Communities: 040: 1st Session: 41st Parliament. May 31st 2012) 

Neil Bennett, Nav Canada acknowledged, in response to a question by S.Rokin, CENAC resident rep., 

that new communities would be affected by the flightpath change and the people under the new path 

would consistently have more traffic than before. The path would be narrower and more 

concentrated.”  (CENAC Minutes, Feb. 1st, 2012) 

T.A.N.G. and the many citizens we represent know from experience that Mr. Bennett’s statement is 

accurate.  

2. *   N. Bennett stated that “the planes would be descending more quietly so when they are turning 

there will be less noise.” (Ibid.) 

From the lived experience of the citizens under the path this statement is patently untrue. The planes 

screech and whine as brakes and flaps are used to descend the planes to low altitude over our 

neighbourhoods. The turns are particularly egregious.  (Captain David Inch, 2015) 
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Consultation and Noise:  2012: Briefing Note to City Manager from Nav Canada 

3.*    Nav Canada claims meetings were held with city councillors…..and overall noise levels would not 

increase because of planes descending at lower power. (Letter to Toronto City Manager from Nav 

Canada in response to motion MM26.19, Oct 2,3 2102) 

Both statements are untrue. Meetings were not held in Toronto with midtown councillors and MP 

Carmichael was not informed. The Nav Canada language is misleading by implying that the changes 

were small. “The southern and western downwind were moved slightly.” Nav Canada also stated that 

flight volumes will remain unchanged. (Nav Canada Briefing Note/PP Presentation Sept 20th 2011) 

 From the experience of citizens noise has INCREASED because of the unprecedented concentration, 

increased flight volumes and the use of aircraft flaps and speed brakes at low altitudes.  

A day care operator informed us that she had to bring the children indoors during their outdoor time 

because they were afraid of the aircraft noise. 

Flight Volumes: January, 2013 

4.*    MP Carolyn Bennett asked if flight volumes had increased as a result of the change. (House of 

Commons: Question #1042: 01/13) 

Nav Canada responded that “flight volumes on the downwind would not have changed with the 

relocation of the flight path.” (Letter to MP Bennett from M. Bishop, Nav Canada, Jan 17th 2013.) 

Flight volumes on R24 R/L have INCREASED by 20% or 14,253 flights annually which represents an 

increase of 6% of ALL Toronto arrivals. (CENAC Statistics)  (See Runway Utilization- Chart Attached) 

 The increased numbers have added to the already high burden of flight FREQUENCY. For large blocks 

of time the sound of one plane has not ended before the roar of the next arrives. 

 Consultation: January, 2013 

5.    MP Bennett asked in the House about the consultation process regarding these changes. 

Nav Canada responded that announcements were placed in various newspapers. In all cases these 

grossly inadequate, small scale advertisements lacked sufficient details and information to fully 

understand the personal impact of the change. In the case of the local midtown papers, 

announcements were inappropriately placed in the classified section near the dog walking ads. 

In addition Ms. Bishop of Nav Canada wrote “HOWEVER, NONE OF THIS (the consultation) CHANGES 

THE OVERRIDING FACT THAT NAV CANADA MUST ENSURE FLIGHT PATHS MEET INTERNATIONAL 

DESIGN STANDARDS AND THE STANDARD REQUIRED THE PREVIOUS FLIGHT PATH TO BE RELOCATED. 

CONSULTATION INPUT WOULD NOT HAVE MATERIALLY ALTERED THAT FACT”. (Letter to MP Bennett 

from M. Bishop of Nav Canada, Jan 17th, 2013) 
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T.A.N.G. would argue that no one in our neighbourhoods, many kilometres from the airport, could 

have had any sense of the impact of the changes on our communities. To the best of our knowledge 

NO ONE was aware of what was proposed. In addition we argue that pre implementation, NO ONE 

could have imagined the magnitude of the change. 

In any event, as noted above, our input on the matter would NOT HAVE BEEN CONSIDERED. In 

addition Captain Inch reports that the airlines were also not considered despite the fact that industry 

representatives voiced pre implementation concerns about the unwanted design. 

Noise: May 2013 

6.*   Nav Canada’s Michelle Bishop wrote to MP Carmichael that “there are many communities more 

affected than Leaside for which mitigations simply are not possible.” (Letter to MP Carmichael May 

10th, 2013) 

This is not true. Considering the distance we are from the airport and the volume of unnecessarily low 

flying aircraft we endure, there is NO more affected community than us. We have the highest arrivals 

percentage at 40%. We double any other runway. Next closest is 20%. 

 In addition we now know that mitigation is possible. 

Altitude of STAR: May 2013 

7. *   “There are no operational reasons why an aircraft would want to be lower than the published 

approach…Raising the altitude at this point in the approach 5,500ft ASL, as was suggested, would 

require too steep a descent for safe operations, or alternatively, would require aircraft to extend the 

downwind leg much further from the airport, before turning back to intercept the glide path. This 

would have the effect of requiring the aircraft to burn more fuel and fly over many more homes en 

route” (Ibid) 

Captain Inch has provided numerous examples of safe, practised approaches at these altitudes at 

other international airports. 

Nav Canada Responsibility for Noise: August 2013/ January 2015 

8.    Nav Canada has NO RESPONSIBILITY for aviation noise: (Library of Parliament: Research 

Publications No. 2013-08-E). 

This statement was repeated to Captain Inch by Nav Canada staff at a meeting at Pearson, January 

2015 

The Toronto Aviation Noise Group believes this to be an essential problem with the oversight structure 

of Nav Canada and that change is required. 

Transport Canada Responsibilities 2013 
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9.    “Transport Canada regulates aviation activities, enforces regulations pertaining to aircraft noise, 

investigates reports of infractions and issues money penalties in cases of proven infractions.”    

(Aircraft Noise Management in Canada. No. 2013-08-E) 

In 2013 there was ONE noise penalty levied in Canada, in Montreal. In 2014 there were NONE. 

10.    Noise abatement and controls at Canadian airports may include: “aircraft departure and arrival 

procedures designed to minimize the noise impact on surrounding communities.” (Ibid) 

The flight path over midtown Toronto (86,436 low flying planes in 2013) has no such procedures in 

place. CENAC also has no mandate to effect change because of the inadequate Ground Lease 

Agreement that limits their role to a number gathering and reporting committee. 

11.    “Transport Canada has also developed a process by which stakeholders, such as airports and 

community groups, may request changes to the established noise abatement controls and procedures 

at airports. Proposals to change established procedures and controls must be made in consultation 

with stakeholders and NAV Canada and must be approved by the Ministry of Transport.” (Ibid) 

T.A.N.G. has been trying, unsuccessfully, for over three years to have the flight path under which we 

live amended. NO CHANGE HAS BEEN MADE. Engagement with the authorities is virtually impossible. 

However Calgary International Airport has somehow sought and achieved quick resolution of their 

aviation noise problem only 6 months young! 

Use of the Lake: Jan 17thth, 2013 

12.*    “It is also not possible to relocate the downwind leg of the approach south of the city over Lake 

Ontario.” (Letter from Nav Canada to MP Carmichael January 17th, 2013) 

We have MANY examples from WebTrak of this flight path in use. 

Required Navigation Performance: Various Dates 

13.   (a) PBN will be implemented at Pearson no sooner than 3-5 years because of the volume of traffic 

and complexity. (CENAC Feb. 2014) 

(b) Nav Canada is working with Jeppesen, Sandersen, Boeing Design Services to plan for RNP. ( Nav 

Canada , Techwatch, Winter, 2015) 

(c) “Eventually, maybe in a long time, once we have everyone equipped and the technology deployed 

appropriately-we hope we will be able to do this everywhere.” (Nav Canada CEO Crichton. Standing 

Committee on Transport, Infrastructure and Communities, May 31st 2012.) 

RNP or NO RNP? Very mixed messages. The likely midtown route, Captain Inch informs us, is over 

some of the same communities affected by the current path. 

Continuous Descent Approach: 2014 



 
 

Page 5 
 

14. *   Nav Canada, S. Ghobrial and D. Dolezal, GTAA claim that CDA is used at Pearson. (CENAC Nov. 

19th, 2014) 

Nav Canada (Kurtis Arnold et al) told Captain Inch that CDA is not possible at Pearson because of the 

HI/LO rule 

Changes to the WTM Corridor 

15.    R. Jacoby asked about the possibility of amendment to the WTM corridor. GTAA’s L. McKee 

noted that there may be opportunities to make changes where all interests intersect. (Ibid) 

No such commitment from Nav Canada 

Protocol on Consultation and Communication Jan 2015 

16.    John Crichton announced that extensive work has been done to develop a draft proposal for 

consultation and communication of significant airspace changes, focussing especially on potential 

noise impacts and mitigation measures…will come into effect early 2015. (Nav Canada AGM Jan. 2015) 

NO announcement or change 

T.A.N.G. Proposals for Change: Jan 2015 

17.    Extensively documented proposals for change, prepared for us by Captain David Inch, were 

presented by T.A.N.G. to the Minister. Captain Inch then discussed these proposals with Nav Canada 

and Transport Canada staff in January, 2015 

No response of any kind from Nav Canada or response to Captain Inch’s email inquiries. We have 

received a letter of acknowledgement only from Transport Canada. 

Nav Canada Seeking Solutions: Mar 2nd 2015 

18.    MP Bennett reports in a letter to the Minister that Nav Canada had told her that “they were 

aggressively reviewing other possible mitigation measures related to aircraft noise over St. Paul’s.” 

NO results to date. 

Update from MP Carmichael April 1st 2015 

19.    MP Carmichael wrote to T.A.N.G. to update us on the issues on which he has been working ie. 

altitudes, consultation, CENAC 

No meaningful change to date on any of these issues 

Nav Canada CENAC Briefing April 22nd 2015 

20.    Nav Canada made their presentation in camera. 
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 T.A.N.G. was not invited even though Captain Inch’s proposals were discussed.  

T.A.N.G. Presentation at CENAC April 29th, 2015 

21.    We presented Captain Inch’s proposals. In the Q/A M. Evans pointed out that Nav Canada had 

yet to acknowledge that there is a problem in midtown with aircraft noise. 

T.A.N.G. HAD TO INSIST THAT CENAC HEAR OUR PROPOSALS. WE WERE NOT INVITED BY THE 

COMMITTEE. 

Nav Canada remains silent on the matter. 

Follow Up to CENAC Presentation May 2015 

22.    Robyn Connelly of GTAA writes that the meeting was “an important step in improving our lines 

of communication and shifting the dialogue…towards a dialogue of collaboration around potential 

solutions.”  (Email April 30th 2015) 

No news of any further steps being taken although we had been told ahead of the meeting that 

CENAC would have initiatives to present. 

Request for Follow Up Meeting May 1st, 2015 

23.    M. Evans wrote to GTAA V.P. Hillary Marshall requesting a follow up meeting with GTAA staff to 

cover issues not dealt with at CENAC. 

Response from Ms. Marshall ignores the request for a meeting and states that “we will continue to 

make ourselves available to you and your colleagues as this matter progresses.” 

What does the above mean? Who is moving the process along? Is T.A.N.G investing valuable time and 

resources with a committee that selectively chooses our participation and ultimately can’t help? 

Email sent in Error to T.A.N.G. Member 

24.    “You are not aware of the changes that are being considered and if implemented would go some 

way to dealing with some of your issues. Your voice is being heard. Trust me.” (Johan van’t Hof ,May 

6, 2015) 

Interesting but unproductive comment. We find it astonishing that our COMMUNITY REPRESENTATIVE 

is instead representing Nav Canada and the GTAA. Trust? We don’t think so! 

Letter from Minister Raitt to MP Bennett: May 7th, 2015 

25.    This is the standard Ministry letter including how to make a noise complaint and visit CENAC. It 

DOES include a sentence about “…a proposal. The Minister is going to determine if it is sufficient and 

whether or not to move forward in the near future.” 
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NO information on whether or not the proposal has anything to do with noise mitigation in midtown 

Toronto. 

City of Toronto and Nav Canada/GTAA May 8th, 2015 

26.    “Nav Canada spoke briefly about the modelling they are undertaking to find ways to reduce 

airplane noise given the 2012 changes, including modelling suggestions from the community. We are 

planning a follow up meeting to get more information on the issues discussed in February.” (From City 

Manager, via Councillor Matlow’s office re meeting in Feb 2015 involving TPH, the city manager’s 

office, the GTAA and NAV Canada.) 

No follow up action by the city or information from Nav Canada. 

*         These items refer to misrepresentations related to the specifics of the flight path which is of   

particular concern to the Toronto Aviation Noise Group. 

                  

 

Toronto Aviation Noise Group 

May 20th, 2015 

 



 
 

 

 

Appendix C 

TORONTO AVIATION NOISE GROUP 

RESPONSE TO LAST WEEK’S EVENTS RE AIRCRAFT NOISE 

 

We are grateful for the opportunity provided by MP John Carmichael to summarize for him and the 

Minister of Transport, the Honourable Lisa Raitt our experience of and response to last week’s events 

respecting the management and mitigation of aircraft noise. These comments follow the media 

announcement by the Minister on Wednesday and the CENAC meeting on the same day about the new 

Airspace Change Communications and Consultation Protocol and the Toronto Noise Mitigation 

Initiatives. 

During our work on this issue we have had the unfailing support of MP Carmichael and have also 

understood, from the two meetings we have had with her, that Minister Raitt understands our concerns 

very well and believes that they merit serious consideration. 

With this as background, we were surprised to learn, from the CENAC agenda which was forwarded to 

us on Tuesday June 16th, 2015, that both the issue of a new consultation protocol and a process to 

address relief from the problem created by the 2012 flight path changes, were to be presented at the 

CENAC meeting on Wednesday June, 17th 2015. We were not aware that these matters had reached that 

stage of development and had expected that these important announcements would be made by the 

Minister. 

Shortly thereafter, we were alerted to the fact that the Minister, accompanied by MP Carmichael and 

others, was going to address these issues at a press conference on Wednesday midday. 

We tuned in to CPAC to await the announcement and were very pleased to hear what the Minister had 

to say. At her direction the appropriate authorities had developed a protocol for future prior 

consultation about flight path changes which is to include “a big place” at the table for citizens. In 

addition, that evening at CENAC, consideration would begin on mitigation strategies to achieve relief 

from the “disaster” created at Pearson by the 2012 changes. While the government always has the 

ability to legislate, the Minister said, that has not been necessary in this case. 

The chair and vice chair of T.A.N.G. , on behalf of our members, were relieved that our three year effort 

had produced the hoped-for result. Citizens would be heard and our particularly egregious problem 

would now be addressed immediately. 

Following the media announcement Renee Jacoby and Marg Evans travelled out to Pearson for the 

CENAC meeting at 6:30 that evening. 

We heard the two presentations related to our particular issues. 



 
 

2 
 

NAV CANADA 

Michelle Bishop made the presentation about the Airspace Change Communications and Consultation 

Protocol. Her power point presentation contained four content slides out of a document of fifteen 

pages.  

She covered none of the technical aspects of the protocol including the limits on Nav Canada’s need to 

consult which NAV Canada has built into the process. The link to the purported Nav Canada presentation 

at CENAC is in the agenda link at the end of this material, June 17th, second item under Additional 

Materials 

THE PRESENTATION SHOWN HERE IS NOT THE PRESENTATION GIVEN AT CENAC. THE TECHNICAL 

ASPECTS OF THIS PROTOCOL WERE EXCLUDED BY MS BISHOP AT CENAC. CONSISTENT WITH PREVIOUS 

PRESENTATIONS BY NAV CANADA (EG THE REASONS FOR FLIGHT PATH CHANGES ARE CHANGED AS 

TIME GOES ALONG) THE INFORMATION PROVIDED BY Nav Canada WAS ALTERED BETWEEN THE 

PRESENTATION AT CENAC AND THE POSTING ON THE WEB. We assume that the exclusion of the 

information at the meeting was done to avoid any need to deal there with these very important and 

likely contentious technicalities.  

It is of note that only the three members of T.A.N.G. who were at the meeting, in addition to, 

presumably the Nav Canada staff, had read the protocol before the meeting. We know because we 

asked for a show of hands. The GTAA staff and political and citizen members had not. Such lack of 

attention to the content of the agenda confirms our longstanding opinion of the ineffectual nature of 

this committee. 

 Several members were absent including our one and only Toronto Councillor appointee who, in his 

term at CENAC, has never contacted T.A.N.G. and has attended less than 30% of the scheduled 

meetings. One councillor representative fell asleep and a senior member of Nav Canada’s staff gave a 

good deal of attention to his telephone correspondence. 

In addition no copies of the protocol were provided at the meeting. Therefore, with the minimal and 

misleading information provided by Ms Bishop, discussion of the document in detail was not possible.  

Ms Bishop asked that we email her with our inquiries. Given that we have yet to receive responses from 

our previous email requests dating back to July/September 2014,we have little confidence that this 

process will be successful. More importantly our questions need to be discussed IN PUBLIC. 

This is the ANTITHESIS of a TRANSPARENT PROCESS as envisaged by the Minister in her announcement. 

Obfuscation rules the day at Nav Canada. 

GTAA 

Robyn Connelly provided the presentation on Toronto Noise Mitigation Initiatives: Public Participation 

Plan. During Ms. Connelly’s remarks there was discussion ONLY OF PROCESS, one that is to take               
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A MINIMUM OF A YEAR.  The process proposed appears unnecessarily circuitous and designed to delay, 

for as long as possible, actually doing anything about our problem. 

THERE WAS NO MENTION WHATSOEVER OF THE MITIGATION STRATEGIES REFERENCED BY THE 

MINISTER IN HER MORNING PRESENTATION.  The presentation about the mitigation strategy process at 

Toronto Pearson is also in the agenda link at the end of this material, June 17th, third item under 

Additional Materials. 

When staff was asked, twice, who was in charge of this process, NO ANSWER was offered. Following a 

thorough consultative study by Earnscliffe last year, CENAC’s attempt to earn respect, build trust and be 

accountable has not been achieved. 

In the carefully controlled open part of the agenda there were no favourable comments from the floor 

on this process. Those who spoke were appalled at the length of the process and the apparent inability 

of the appropriate authorities, after three years and many well documented proposals having been put 

forward, to present for timely consideration the best proposals for mitigation of the 2012 created 

problem.  

The plan to begin consultation over the summer months, when resident groups and municipal politicians 

are on vacation, is inefficient and unsatisfactory. One well organized month of consultation in the Fall 

with the half dozen affected areas would accomplish what they suggest would require a full year. In 

addition, many of T.A.N.G.’s proposals don’t require any consultation about flight path location. They 

are aircraft technologies that can be implemented immediately.  

After over three years wait we need a TIMELY PROCESS.  A year or more does not do it.  

OUR CONCLUSIONS RE THE TORONTO PROCESS 

This approach to addressing our over three years “disaster” is completely unacceptable, in our view. The 

new protocol itself speaks of a 45 day comment period. 

We are dealing here with a problem that is of long duration and has had many proposed mitigation 

strategies put forward by T.A.N.G. and we believe others. The planning of a lengthy series of events 

(workshops, they were called) around the GTAA for at least a year is an outrageous approach to our 

issues. 

A citizen suggested at the meeting that, since CENAC is SUPPOSED to have a mandate to deal with these 

matters, a better approach would be that CENAC be the public and single locale for a discussion of 

mitigation strategies for the midtown and west GTHA problems. This suggestion makes very good sense 

to T.A.N.G. provided that CENAC can assemble the expertise and energy to manage that process. 

FINALLY 

In general Wednesday June 17th was a noteworthy day!! It began with the high point: a public statement 

addressing the need for change in the management and mitigation of aircraft noise from a Minister who 
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fully understands the issue and has chosen to deal constructively with it. It ended at the low point of 

hearing from air industry staff who gave every appearance of having no interest whatsoever in living up 

to the letter and spirit of the Minister’s message. 

Our collective task is by no means completed. We appeal yet again to the Minister to use the authority 

of her office to ensure that these processes match her own high expectations for the outcomes of her 

initiatives. Without her further intervention we do not believe that these outcomes will be achieved. 

The Minister’s clear directive has been lost in translation. 

As we proposed in our last letter to the Minister, T.A.N.G. believes, more strongly than ever, that we 

may be at the stage where, at the very least, third party oversight of the implementation of these plans 

is required. 

http://www.torontopearson.com/en/cenacpastagendasandminutes/## 

 

June 22nd, 2015

http://www.torontopearson.com/en/cenacpastagendasandminutes/
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Appendix D 
 

Airplanes in the Night 

- or – 

The Curious Compulsion of Air Traffic Controllers 

It occurs to us, perhaps it will to you as well, that it is somewhere beyond the bounds of 
reasonable that communities experiencing in excess of 200 low and loud arriving flights 
each day from 6:30 a.m. through to 12:30 a.m. are expected to also bear the impact of jet 
aircraft thundering overhead in the middle of the night; airplanes as alarm clocks in other 
words.   

Bear in mind, these are communities that are many, many kilometres away from the airports 
that the planes are travelling to.  In fact, these aircraft are flying away from the airport as 
they transit these communities.  The planes are flying downwind in order to position 
themselves to turn 180 degrees to land into the wind. 

The unreasonableness of this middle-of-the-night 
phenomenon is exacerbated by the reality that those 
same communities, from High Park in the west, 
through Bloor West Village, Davenport, South Hill, 
Casa Loma, South Eglinton, Leaside, Don Valley 
West to Don Valley East were inflicted with a new 
flight-arrivals path in 2012, effectively without notice 
let alone consultation; a process that the federal 
Minister of Transport herself recently acknowledged 
was “a disaster”. Literally overnight, a new “highway 
in the sky” appeared above these residences. 

But the irritation and annoyance is not restricted only 
to “daytime” hours. Today, that new Standard 
Terminal Arrivals Route (STAR) into the twinned 
Runways 24, both Left & Right, is bringing with it an 
ever increasing number of night flight arrivals and, as 
the quota for night-time movements increases 
annually, the frequency of these disturbances is 
bound to increase too. And the decision to do this 
was taken by technocrats working for a private 
company, not by public officials with a duty to 
consider the social impacts.   

No consultation.  Virtually no communication.  It simply happened. 

Having a standard route that all aircraft follow may make perfect sense when the traffic 
volumes of both arriving and departing aircraft are high; when, in order to guarantee safety, 
there is a need for disciplined orderliness, with the airplanes travelling paths that are pre-
programmed into their computers. 

 “While there is no question that 

increased air traffic volumes and 

the accompanying aircraft noise 

are part and parcel of a strong 

economy, there is also no question 

that there is a growing frustration 

among those who live under those 

flight paths that they have little or 

no place at the table. 

Today, I am here with John to tell 

you that those frustrations will end 

because there will be a place at 

the table — a big place.” 

 

-- Lisa Raitt, June 17th, 2015 
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The over-the-top annoyance for those living in association with the STAR for Runways 24 
L/R is that Air Traffic Controllers, for reasons that have not been clearly explained, employ 
the Standard Terminal Arrival Route into those runways even when the conditions for using 
that STAR don’t exist, that is, when the skies are virtually clear of any other traffic and 
weather presents no problem.   

At night when there are only one or two aircraft in the sky over all of the Greater Toronto 
Area and the routing options are abundant, the Air Traffic Controllers continue to default to 
the STAR and to cause those planes to fly low and loud over the same homes.  Not just 
loud; the sound has been likened to that of a falling missile, lasting from 45 to 60 seconds. 

Figures 1, 2 & 3 below, illustrate the problem.  Figure 1 shows an Embraer 170 arriving from 
Houston, Texas at 2:29 a.m. on Monday, August 17th.  It is directly over a home that lies on 
the Standard Terminal Arrivals Route for Runway 24.  It is 16 kilometres from Pearson 
Airport and is flying away from the airport.  Even though it still has over 30 kilometres to fly 
the aircraft is down to 4,100 feet Above Sea Level, or 3,500 feet above ground level (AGL) 
at that point. It’s noise awakens the resident of the home. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 shows a Boeing 763 arriving from Santiago, Chile, later that same morning flying 
over that same home at 5:07 a.m. at 4,900 feet AGL. Again waking the resident, it is 
followed 10 minutes later, Figure 3, by a Boeing 777 arriving from Grenada flying at 3,700 
feet AGL guaranteeing that the resident, whose own alarm is set for 6:30 a.m., will not fall 
back to sleep.   

 

FIGURE 1 
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Surrendering, he gets up and puts the coffee on. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
FIGURE 3 

FIGURE 2 
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This was the experience of just one resident amongst thousands living under the path of 
each of those aircraft on just one typical evening.  In each instance, there were many 
options available to the Air Traffic Controllers to provide noise mitigation directions to the 
pilots of the aircraft in order to avoid concentrating the noise impacts at such a vulnerable 
hour.  

However, they routinely do not employ the alternate measures available to them and, to 
date, neither the Greater Toronto Airport Authority nor Nav Canada, the private company 
that employs the Air Traffic Controllers, has explained why they do not. 

Seem reasonable to you? 

If not, raise this issue with the candidates for federal office when they come knocking on 
your door asking for your support.  Better still, get to the all-candidates meetings in your 
riding and ask them to publicly state what they will do about the problem if elected.  It’s a 
federal Department of Transport issue. 

The Canadian skies are public domain.  Those who make decisions with profound public 
health implications in such areas should be held accountable. 

It’s the Canadian way of doing business.  That, we believe, is reasonable. 

 


