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REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF OTTAWA-CARLETON REPORT
MUNICIPALITÉ RÉGIONALE D’OTTAWA-CARLETON RAPPORT

Our File/N/Réf. 11-96-0212
Your File/V/Réf.

DATE 20 December 1996

TO/DEST. Co-ordinator
Planning and Environment Committee

FROM/EXP. Planning and Development Approvals Commissioner

SUBJECT/OBJET PROVINCIAL AIRPORT POLICY REVIEW
POLICY OPTIONS

DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATION

That Planning and Environment Committee recommend that Council forward the
following report to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing as Council’s position on
the Provincial Airport Policy Review.

BACKGROUND

Ontario’s airports, and the services they provide, are critical to the well being of the Ontario
economy.  The Ottawa-Macdonald-Cartier International Airport (OMCIA) for example, is an
important economic generator in the National Capital Region, as is the case in most Ontario
communities which have an airport.  OMCIA employs nearly 2,900 persons (December, 1995).
The airport itself generates about $121 million in salaries/wages.  The direct economic output is
estimated to be over $240 million a year to the local economy.  When indirect and induced
impacts are considered, the total annual economic output is over $700 million and represents
nearly 6,500 jobs in the regional economy (source: Transport Canada).

Ottawa airport now ranks 8th in Canada in passenger and cargo movements with 2.4 million
passengers, and handles 118,000 international visitors a year.

Currently, some five airports in Ontario are being transferred from the federal government to local
airport authorities.  Ottawa airport is scheduled to be assumed by the local airport authority on 1
February 97.

Residential development near these airports has sometimes resulted in restrictions being placed on
their operations.  This, in turn has had direct economic impacts for airports as well as the
communities they serve.
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Transport Canada has recently released “Land Use in the Vicinity of Airports, 7th Edition ”, as
amended on May 1, 1996, which clarifies that new residential development should not take place
above the 30 NEF/NEP contour.  This is set out on maps by Transport Canada, which are revised
from time-to-time.

Given these recent changes, the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing recently announced his
intent to examine provincial land use policy options to protect the long-term economic viability of
Ontario’s major airports. The intent of reviewing the policy is to promote compatibility between
land uses in areas surrounding airports for the overall economic benefit of the affected local
municipalities and the province.  The review of Land Use Planning policy around airports is
focusing on all airports (24) in Ontario which have Noise Exposure Forecast (NEF) or Noise
Exposure Projections (NEP) mapping in place.  In the Ottawa-Carleton region this includes the
Carp airport and the Ottawa-Macdonald Cartier International airport.
The Minister has requested input on whether to recommend changes to the Provincial Policy
Statement under Section 3 of the Planning Act.  The Ministry has undertaken a 30-day
consultation process, which included an open house held on 3 December 96 at the RMOC
headquarters where provincial staff received input from various interested parties and requested
that stakeholders provide written comments on a series of policy options (Annex A refers).  It is
important to note that the Minister hopes to move quickly on this important matter.

The review deals with provincial policy on land use planning around airports and not airport
operations or changes to the airport itself.

DISCUSSION

The Province has identified five possible policy options for addressing the issue of protecting
airport operations.  The details of these options are included as part of Annex A.
The proposed possible options are:

Option A: Status Quo

Making no change to the existing provincial position, as set out in section 1.1.3 g of the
Provincial Policy Statement (PPS).  The policy now calls for municipalities to plan in a way that
achieves compatibility between sensitive land uses (for example, residential) and major facilities,
such as airports, through appropriate design, buffering and/or separation from each other to
prevent adverse effects from noise and other contaminants.

Option B: Revising the Provincial Policy Statement

Revising policy under section 1.1.3g of the PPS to strengthen the existing policy to restrict new
sensitive land uses (including residential development and redevelopment) on lands above 30
NEF/NEP contour (as set out on Transport Canada noise contour maps) near the five major
airports, which would include Ottawa International Airport.

This does not include already approved land uses.  The definition of approved land uses for the
purposes of this policy would mean approved draft plans of subdivision, zoning by-laws, consents,
minor variances and site plan approvals, as they existed at the time of approval of this provincial
policy.
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Option C: Establish a stricter control over new incompatible development near airports

This suite of options could involve a variety of approaches.  Three approaches are listed as
separate options as follows:

Option C1 : Prohibition on noise sensitive land uses in a specific protection area

Adding a new section 1.1.3 h to the PPS for those five major airports with airport authorities that
would prohibit incompatible land uses (including residential development and redevelopment) on
lands within an airport development zone, as set out in local and regional official plans.  These
airport protection zones would encompass lands above the 30 NEF/NEP but be delineated along
existing roads, existing property lines or other discernible boundaries but will not include already
approved land uses.

Option C2: Develop a new Provincial Plan

Developing a new Provincial Plan, under the Ontario Planning and Development Act, with
associated provincial zoning controls, to prohibit new development within a specified planning
area in the vicinity of an airport (encompassing lands above the 30 NEF/NEP). This would not
include approved land uses.  This option would apply only to those five major airports with
airport authorities.

Option C3: Adopt new or revised legislation

Adopting new legislation or revising existing legislation, such as the Planning Act, to establish
controls over new development in the vicinity of airports above 30 NEF/NEP.  This could include
adapting, for example, approaches used in Alberta or other jurisdictions for protecting airport
operations from encroachment of incompatible land uses for economic purposes. This would not
include approved land uses.  This option would apply only to those five major airports with
airport authorities.

The case for change

It is noted that the Province has proposed that: “A review of Land Use Planning policy around
airports will be conducted focusing on all airports in Ontario which have Noise Exposure
Forecast (NEF) or Noise Exposure Prediction (NEP) mapping in place”.  From the material
provided by the Province it would seem that the proposed policy changes are only being
considered for the five major airports with airport authorities.  If this is a provincial policy which
purports to ensure compatible land use development in the vicinity of Ontario’s airports then any
policy change should apply to all 24 airports (those that have either NEF/NEP mapping in place)
regardless of the presence or absence of an airport authority.  For example, in the Ottawa-
Carleton region this should include the Carp airport.

Status Quo- Option A

Provincial land use polices established in 1969 to protect lands near airports were revised in 1978
through the adoption of a policy based on the federal NEF (Noise Exposure Forecast) system.
The “Land Use Policy Near Airports, Ministry of Housing, March, 1978” document was based
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on Transport Canada’s “Land Use in the Vicinity of Airports”, but this was not a Provincial
Policy issued under the Planning Act.  The current Regional Official Plan (1988) aircraft noise
policy is based on the Provincial policies as expressed in the Ministry of Housing’s 1978
document.

When the Comprehensive Set of Policy Statements (CSPS) were issued under Section 3 of the
Planning Act in 1995, aircraft noise was only considered in its broadest sense as part of Policy
B17 dealing with land use compatibility.  In fact a guideline was released which replaced the
previous “Land Use Policy Near Airports, March 1978”.  This guideline identified that a
NEF/NEP Land Use Compatibility Table (referred to as Schedule A in the guideline) be employed
to review the computability of all new development proposals in the vicinity of airports in relation
to aircraft noise.  The applicable NEF/NEP value was to be determined from contour maps
prepared by Transport Canada and the more restrictive NEF/NEP values were to apply. The
NEF/NEP values started at 28 up to 40.  The document identified the 28 to 35 noise exposure
contour as a discretionary range leaving the ultimate decision about whether residential
development is acceptable to the municipality.  The guideline also mentioned the use of a detailed
noise study for proposed developments at or above NEF/NEP 28.   The guideline was to be used
as part of  and consistent with the implementation of the CSPS.  When the CSPS were replaced
with the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) the reference to these noise provisions disappeared as
implementation guidelines- even though advisory-associated with the “have regard to policy” on
noise were not released.  Thus there is little provincial policy to provide for consistent planning
decisions regarding land use compatibility and airports across the province. Therefore in staff’s
opinion the “Status Quo” option as provided in the set of options is not acceptable.

In fact, the previous aircraft noise guideline was also difficult to administer in that it provided for
the opportunity for a municipality to permit residential development in the 30-35 NEF/NEP zone
subject to conditions but did not indicate under what circumstances this would be appropriate.
This has led to a situation in the region where no municipality has turned down residential
development in these higher aircraft noise zones.  In fact the previous policy guideline has been
interpreted as meaning that minor interior building modifications to address noise attenuation is all
that is required to meet the conditions of the policy.  Furthermore, it has been staff’s experience
that it has been difficult to enforce some conditions associated with residential development in
these higher noise levels, for example, requirements for sealed windows and air conditioning.  It is
staff’s opinion that outdoor noise levels should govern what is an appropriate use of the land
given possible development alternatives, for example, industrial or other employment uses.  This
was a weakness in the previous guideline.

The result of this situation was: that residential developments have been permitted to occur in
these discretionary zones; purchasers are notified of the possible high levels of aircraft noise; and
in most, though not all circumstances, interior noise attenuation is provided in the new residential
structures.  It has been staff’s experience that these efforts are not entirely effective and that
complaints are being made to the airport to curtail their flight activity.

Options B and C1 are different ways of strengthening the existing Provincial Policy.  They have
some merit especially in the context of the “have regard to policy”.

It is important that the lands around our airports be afforded a degree of protection from
encroachment by non compatible development. In this regard it is suggested that the Province
review the approach taken by the Province of Alberta in more detail and develop over the next
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few months permanent airport vicinity protection area regulations which go beyond the vagaries
of projections of aircraft noise, which would include the protection of other aspects of airport
operations including restrictions on development related to aircraft safety (obstacles, electronic
facilities and bird hazards) as part of new legislation or enacted under the provisions of the
Planning Act  (Option C3).

Since this will take some time, it is suggested for the immediate future, the Province clarify the
existing Policy Statement by amending the current Policy Statement along the lines suggested in
(Option B).  The policy must be clarified so that it would apply to all airports in Ontario and
include the concept that the noise contours are the minimum  area for protection and that good
planning concepts would dictate that for the balance of lands that are split by noise contours that
only non-noise sensitive uses would be permitted.  This would avoid the situation where one part
of a lot is assumed to be appropriate for residential development while the other side is not. This
concept is proposed in part in Option C1. The problem with Option C1 is that the Airport
Development Zone (ADZ) would be set out in municipal official plan maps.  These maps would
have to be developed and added through amendments to official plans. This can be a long process
and if the maps are not shown in the official plans then presumably the prohibition on land uses
within the ADZ cannot be undertaken.

The proposed wording for a revised Option B could be:

OPTION B:  Add after PPS Policy 1.1.3g)-

“h) not permitting new sensitive land uses, including residential development and
redevelopment, on lands above the 30 NEF/NEP contour, as set out on maps by Transport
Canada (revised from time to time) near airports* in Ontario.  The principle of land use
compatibility would also require that the prohibition on new sensitive land uses above the 30
NEF/NEP contour be extended to coincide with existing property lines, roads and other
discernible boundaries. This does not include  already approved land uses**.

*  This includes all airports in Ontario which have Noise Exposure Forecast (NEF) or Noise
Exposure Projection (NEP) mapping in place: Brantford, Buttonville, Carp, Hamilton,
Kingston, London, Maple, Markham, North Bay, Oshawa, Ottawa (Macdonald-Cartier),
Pembroke, Pickering, Sarnia, Sault Ste. Marie, Sioux Lookout, Sudbury, Thunder Bay,
Toronto (Pearson), Toronto Island (City Centre), C.F.B. Trenton, Waterloo-Guelph, Wiarton
and Windsor.

** For the purposes of this policy, approved land uses are registered plans of subdivision,
zoning by-laws, consents, minor variances and site plan approvals, as they existed at the time
of the approval of this policy.

It should be noted that it is suggested that registered plans of subdivision be “grandparented” and
not draft approved plans of subdivision.  The intent would be to give municipalities some
discretion in implementing the “have regard to policy” for draft approved subdivisions.
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CONSULTATION

No formal consultation took place due to the time constraints imposed by the Province. However,
the Province invited various stakeholders to participate in the process by attending an open house
in Ottawa and by requesting that interested parties send written comments directly to the Airport
Policy Review team in Toronto.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no direct financial implications.

Approved by
N. Tunnacliffe, MCIP, RPP






























