Administration
Portuaire

60 Harbour Street, Toronto, Ontario, Canada M5J 1B7
Tel/Tél: 416.863.2000 « Fax/Télécopieur: 416.863.4830 « www.torontoport.com

November 13, 2012

Councillor Adam Vaughan
City of Toronto

100 Queen Street West
Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2

Dear Councillor Vaughan:

Re: Toronto Port Authority and the Billy Bishop Toronto City Airport

I take this opportunity to address your recent statements on The John Oakley Show, and
to clarify yet again your ongoing misrepresentations regarding various issues involving
the Toronto Port Authority (“TPA”) and the Billy Bishop Toronto City Airport
(“BBTCA”). As the correspondence over the past four years demonstrates, truth and fact
does not always feature in your statements regarding these topics. This letter is in
keeping with previous correspondence along similar lines regarding your many other
misunderstandings and misrepresentations (June 27, 2008, August 28, 2009, October 20,
2010, December 1, 2010, September 13, 2011, March 23, 2012 and March 27, 2012), all
of which are available, for transparency purposes, in the Executive Correspondence
section at www.torontoport.com.

For ease of reference, I have included your various statements and/or claims from the
November 9, 2012 airing of The John Oakley Show in italics:

“We’re doing a traffic study right now. We’ve done traffic counts. We’re remodelling
the intersections. Bathurst and Lake Shore is a very problematic intersection,
especially with the way fleet turns. We need to make sure that people move in and out
of that community safely and efficiently. And the trouble is that every time we’ve tried
to take steps to do this, someone in the Port Authority, usually the CEO [or] the board,
has tried to sue us.”

As you know, the TPA has never sued you or the City of Toronto (or even threatened to)
regarding this issue.! On March 9, 2012, you repeated the same falsehood to Global

! The only matter before the Courts during the past five years was a byproduct of obstacles that you had
personally thrown up against the granting of a simple sidewalk work permit near the BBTCA. In the
Superior Court of Ontario decision released in December 2008, Madam Justice D. A. Wilson advised that
your refusal “to approve the work application submitted by the TPA constitutes a breach of the negative
covenant set out in the Tripartite Agreement not to interfere with the safe use and operation of the Toronto
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News in the context of your proposed installation of speed bumps in 2010; later, you
privately retracted that claim in your March 23, 2012 email correspondence with the
TPA, referring to it merely as a “threatening letter” and not a lawsuit.> We remain
unaware of any threatened litigation.

We are, however, definitely aware that you recently utilized the tools of the local
Community Council, which is dominated by anti-BBTCA representatives (unlike Toronto
City Council as a whole), to erect a series of traffic-choking turn prohibition signs at the
corner of Bathurst and Queens Quay. These restriction signs have dramatically increased
traffic congestion, while at the same time not producing any enhanced pedestrian safety.
This was confirmed last week by a representative of the Toronto Police Service at the
multi-stakeholder meeting (which included City of Toronto delegates) on the issue.

As per my letter of March 27, 2012, the TPA has previously written to the City to provide
a perspective that adding new speed bumps was an ill-conceived step and certainly not a
solution to congestion. I note that you continue to completely ignore the fact that it is
City of Toronto staff who originally recommended against the installation of speed
bumps or other traffic calming measures on the streets leading to the BBTCA in 2010
because, as I understand it, i) the fact that Eireann Quay is a dead end, ii) Toronto Fire
Services was opposed, and iii) speed bumps actually increase traffic congestion, rather
than relieve it.

The airport’s operation and access are governed by the Tripartite Agreement. That legal
agreement, which binds each of the TPA, Federal government and the City of Toronto,
requires that access to the airport be preserved. From time to time, it has fallen to us to
remind you of this obligation. Please don’t confuse these messages with “threats” to sue,
for they are anything but. They are merely polite reminders that you are required to abide
by the 1983 contract (the Tripartite Agreement) that governs the airport, which ensures
unfettered airport access for the travelling public.

I’1l also take this opportunity to remind you that the construction of the Eireann Quay taxi
corral, which was designed to temporarily relieve traffic congestion on Bathurst Street
and was approved by Toronto City Council on July 12, 2011, is several months behind
schedule due to your obstructionist tactics at various meetings of the Toronto and East
York Community Council in the months that followed that formal approval; conduct
which is consistent with the “obstructionist” point made by the one caller during your
November 9, 2012 appearance on The John Oakley Show.

That obstructionist theme also arose in the December 2008 written decision of Superior
Court of Ontario Judge D. A. Wilson regarding your refusal to grant the TPA a simple
sidewalk work permit. The learned judge referred to the City’s reliance on “the Affidavit
of a member of City Council, Adam Vaughan....” She continued that “It is important to
note that Mr. Vaughan, while clearly familiar with this area, is not an expert in the area of

City Centre Airport and a breach of its obligation to the TPA pursuant to the Lease Agreement for the
Finger Lot to not unreasonably withhold its consent to the work requested on the Finger Lot.”
2 See our correspondence to you dated March 27, 2012



vehicular traffic, pedestrian safety or roadway safety...the views and opinions expressed
in his affidavit are of little assistance.” In her ruling, the Judge determined that “the
refusal of the City to approve the [TPA] work application...[leads] me to conclude that
the City was acting to achieve a collateral purpose....”

The collateral purpose, as you continue to demonstrate four years later, is to use any
means in your grasp to undermine the efficient operation of the airport. To go against
last weeks’ sound advice of Toronto Police Service regarding your new signage at the
corner of Bathurst and Queen’s Quay, when Madam Justice Wilson has already
determined that you are “not an expert in the area of vehicular traffic, pedestrian safety or
roadway safety”, puts you at risk of i) being liable for traffic accidents and pedestrian
injuries that arise, and ii) breaching the City’s existing contractual requirements under the
Tripartite Agreement.

“The issue on the tunnel was ... was that ... was that the route that they are taking, we
insisted that they need an environmental study because the disruption to the shipping
channel. We insisted that they had to go through city property and that they were going
to need an easement through city property. They said they didn’t. In the end, they did.”

You have been against the concept of the BBTCA pedestrian tunnel from the beginning.
Your interview with The Toronto Star, as published on August 24, 2009, is indicative of
your initial opposition to the project:

“It's a bunch of money to help one particular airline, not the airline industry. It's
a bunch of money to move a few very privileged people, not taxpayers,” Vaughan
said.

The TPA launched the Environmental Assessment (“EA”) for the pedestrian tunnel of its
own volition, as it was a requirement of the Canada Port Authority Environmental
Assessment Regulations. As far as we are aware, at no time have you “insisted” that such
a study be undertaken due to a “shipping channel”; I'm not even sure your point has any
bearing in logic as the pedestrian tunnel is being built beneath the Western Gap, without
“disruption” to the water traffic served by The Port of Toronto.

The TPA gladly undertook the EA because it is a responsible public agency, following
the laws as they applied to the project in question.

In terms of the tunnel’s route, the TPA always had the unilateral right to go under the
northern ferry slip (as it is TPA-owned land): what we called the “dog-leg” route. As you
know, the more direct underground route was under the City-owned dockwall, which
would allow us to save up to $3 million on the tunnel’s construction costs. The direct
route was also the best approach for passengers with mobility challenges. On July 12,
2011, Toronto City Council approved the easement that allowed the tunnel to go the
direct route; that was the right choice for BBTCA travellers, but not because another
option wasn’t available as was described to you in my letter of December 1, 2010 (as
copy of which is attached).



I note that City Council also accepted our offer’ to collocate the placement of the City of
Toronto’s new utility mains as part of the TPA’s tunnel construction project; an
agreement that you voted against, despite the direct health, safety and budgetary benefits
to your constituents. This construction partnership allowed the City of Toronto to save
$10 million in costs that it would otherwise had to spend on this needed infrastructure; a
Collaborati40n that you and former Mayor David Miller refused to entertain on multiple
occasions.

It also prevented a duplication of the displacement, noise and congestion that area
residents would have unnecessarily suffered had the two construction projects been
undertaken separately. If you had prevailed at Toronto City Council on July 12, 2011,
your constituents would have experienced far more inconvenience, an unnecessarily
increased environmental impact and a larger price tag than will now otherwise be the case
because of the sensible combination of the TPA pedestrian tunnel and City utility main
projects.

“We told them that the $40 million estimate was wrong. We were right. It’s 380
million.”

The size and scope of the BBTCA pedestrian tunnel project has changed since 2009. The
original pedestrian tunnel concept was both smaller and substantially shorter than what
eventually became the final design. Many changes had to be made between 2009 and
2012 in light of the increasing popularity of the BBTCA. Given that this tunnel will
serve the airport for decades, it wasn’t prudent to ignore the increased utilization of the
airport. As such, i) additional elevators and escalators had to be added, and ii) the tunnel
was extended by greater than 50% to connect to the new air terminal building, rather than
the airside-Ferry Passenger Terminal as had been originally planned. This increased the
cost of the project as you would expect. The tunnel is an important piece of city
infrastructure. It has to be done right. As you appear to need reminding, not one dollar
of taxpayer money is being used to construct the tunnel, which is being financed out of
Airport Improvement Fees paid by BBTCA passengers.

Moreover, the Airport Improvement Fee-funded tunnel construction cost compares very
well to both the City of Toronto’s $39 million Simcoe Street underpass (on a per foot
basis) as well as the $51.5 million revitalization of Nathan Phillips Square (dramatically
up from the original City construction contribution of $16 million); each of which you
funded with taxpayers’ dollars. And neither of which are being done 10 stories
underwater.

“And the increase in the flights that they sought we said would have to evict ORNGE.
They said it wouldn’t have to. ORNGE is being evicted. They’re just in the delay of
moving because of the controversy up at Queen's  Park.”

3 Part of the motion approved at the July 12, 2011 Toronto City Council meeting
4 TPA letters to Mayor David Miller dated July 28, 2009, August 14, 2009, October 29, 2010.



As per my letter of September 13, 2011, a copy of which is attached, the TPA has not
evicted Ornge. But you already know this. For publicly-stated operational reasons,
Omge had concluded that it should base itself in Hamilton. We understand those plans
are now on hold, perhaps permanently, in part due to resistance to any move by Ornge’s
own pilots and staff.

On the “increasing flights” point, I take this opportunity to remind you once again of your
previous claim that the BBTCA’s 90 slot award in 2010, which resulted from the report
by Jacobs Consultancy regarding the NEF Contour analysis, was in breach of the
Tripartite Agreement. As was requested by then-Mayor Miller’s administration, we
provided the raw Jacobs data for use in the City’s October 2010 “peer review” of the
Jacobs’ Report. As you know, the City’s own independent “peer review” report
confirmed the original Jacobs NEF Contour analysis, and as such, also confirmed that the
TPA 2010 slot award was appropriate. Your accusation was false, yet again.

“If Porter Airlines and the Port Authority can’t find a way to respect the community I
represent, I stop them until they do.”

We continue to try our best on that front, and I appreciate your honesty as to your desire
to “stop” Porter and the TPA at every turn. Choking the intersection at Bathurst and
Queen’s Quay with new turn restriction signage is definitely your most inventive attempt
yet to “stop” the airport.

Over the past 36 months, the TPA has pursued every available, practical initiative with
regards to reducing the impact of the airport on the neighbouring community.
Fortunately, your inability to collaborate hasn’t prevented us from making great headway
with the neighbourhood.

The impact of the 2009 Noise Contour Study, which led to the current 202 daily
commercial airline slots, was mitigated by the 2010 decision of the TPA Board of
Directors to grant no early morning or late evening slots during the 2010 and 2011 RFP
processes that awarded the additional 90 commercial airline service slots (to reach the
current 202 slots). In truth and fact, the BBTCA is among the most constrained airports
in North America. The TPA successfully operates the BBTCA strictly within the limits
prescribed under the existing Tripartite Agreement.

Traffic congestion in the area of the immediate vicinity of the airport has complex roots,
and it is largely a result of extremely rapid residential growth in the area — and one
presumes the new residents are well aware of the airport’s presence, if not actually using
it or being one of the 1,700 individuals whose employment is directly associated with the
airport. You should ask yourself why, despite personally reviewing the various new
condominium construction building permits in this part of the city, you never thought to
plan for the necessary traffic improvements; your lack of foresight cannot be lost on our
neighbours in the community, despite your transparent attempts to place the blame for
this congestion solely on the airport’s doorstep.



The permanent Airport Community Liaison Committee has met 7 times since it was
created in 2011, in keeping with the recommendations of the Jacobs Consultancy Noise
Management Study released on February 8, 2010. I note that you have personally
attended only one of such meetings, despite requesting that a permanent slot be created
for you. I assume your ongoing absence is an indication of the success this important
forum has been for the community. If this wasn’t the case, I assume you would be in
attendance, demanding action.

The TPA has also created a comprehensive operational noise management program,
implemented in early 2011, that includes a noise management office with dedicated staff,
state of the art technology to track aircraft noise, and a monthly public reporting
mechanism on the website. This model is based on a similar program in place at Pearson
Airport.

More broadly, we have undertaken every one of the Jacobs Consultancy Report’s 16
recommendations’ aimed at mitigating the impact of the BBTCA on the neighbourhood.
If you have any feasible ideas that would further mitigate the impact of the BBTCA on
the neighbourhood, and I exclude closing the airport from any such list, please let us
know.

I’l] take this opportunity to remind you of the independent “noise capture” engineering
study undertaken by Jacobs Consultancy in July 2009. The study was done from six
different Waterfront locations between May 13 and May 22, 2009. It found, for example,
that i) the Don Valley Parkway and the excavation of the West Donlands (for neighbours
at Queen and River Street), ii) noise from the Gardiner Expressway and nearby
construction vehicles (for residents at City Place), and iii) a motorcycle on Stadium Road
(for the condo owner on the balcony of 680 Queen’s Quay, unit 702) all generated a
decibel reading equal to or greater than a Q400 in either take-off or landing mode at the
BBTCA.

Toronto, as Canada’s most populated urban area, is no stranger to ambient noise. And,
depending upon where you live, the reality of the type of urban noise that you experience
will be different.

The residents on Balmoral Avenue live within a stone’s throw of a very busy TFS Aerial
Ladder truck. In Yorkville, condo residents will hear the local TFS Pumper Truck make
more than 2,400 runs each year. On Chaplin Avenue, a Toronto Ambulance depot is
adjacent to a dense residential area. The East Annex Heritage District shares a few
precious century-old blocks with many of Toronto’s busiest restaurants at Avenue Road
& Davenport. In the northern part of Etobicoke, Pearson Airport is omnipresent for
perhaps 20 hours each day and night. On the western end of the downtown waterfront,
residents there live in proximity to the BBTCA. And in certain areas of Scarborough, for

5 Such as the construction of the BBTCA noise sound barrier and measures to restrict aircraft engine run-
ups and idling.



example, the Canadian National rail line runs through many a residential backyard at all
hours of the day and night, carrying all kinds of poisonous or hazardous cargo.

Living in a City requires us all to deal with the reality of City life; the sounds just differ
by neighbourhood. 1 challenge you to find a public agency that is more active in
mitigating the impact of its essential business on its neighbours than the TPA.

The TPA’s other recent community commitments include:

Financial support to the Harbourfront Community Centre’s (HCC) expansion of
its Room 13 program, an internationally known leadership program for at-risk
youth aged 13-17 that builds entrepreneurial, management, and teamwork skills.
Financial support for the 2012 Reel Artists Film Festival, which was held at the
TIFF Bell Lightbox from February 22-26.

Financial support for Harbourfront’s 2012 summer programming. following the
TPA’s successful 2011 role as Harbourfront’s Lead Summer Partner.

Support for the annual Disabled Sailing Association of Ontario regatta.

Support for the World Wildlife Federation’s Great Canadian Shoreline Cleanup.
Leadership and financial support for the popular 2" annual Sail-In Cinema
August 18-20, 2012.

Financial support for ProAction. Cops & Kids.

Financial support of Doors Open on Toronto's Waterfront, presented by Queen’s
Quay Terminal in association with The Waterfront Business Improvement Area,
May 26-27, 2012.

Thank you for the opportunity to address your misrepresentations, yet again. If you
would like any further detail, our team remains ready, as always, to assist.

Respectfully,

1

/Mark McQueen

Chairman

CC:

His Worship Mayor Rob Ford, City of Toronto
Councillor Doug Ford, City of Toronto

John Oakley, AM640

Enclosures

Appendix: AM640 Interview Transcript



TRANSCRIPT OF AM640 INTERVIEW
PREPARED BY CISON CANADA INC. / Cision RADIO/TV - OTTAWA
THE JOHN OAKLEY SHOW (5) (CFMJ-AM), Toronto, 09 Nov 2012, Time:
09:23am, Length: 00:06:11
DISCUSSION ON FUTURE AREA OF BILLY BISHOP AIRPORT

JOHN OAKLEY (CFMIJ-AM): All right, let’s get back into it. Our panel this morning,
Doug Ford, Adam Vaughan, Spider Jones talking about the Toronto Island Airport, Billy
Bishop Airport and they’ve got a big ceremony planned at 10 this morning. The two
boring machines are going to start digging that tunnel and they’ll unveil that amidst some
very positive stats from a study commissioned by the Port Authority. And it’s called the
economic impact study.

Ipsos-Reid surveyed 700 residents of the GTA and the sampling was both south and north
of Queen Street in Adam Vaughan’s ward primarily. And of those surveyed in the area
south of Queen Street, 88 per cent strongly or somewhat agree that Billy Bishop Airport
is a valuable asset to the city.

And so it goes, questioning that, Adam, says well it’s an industrial use and he’s
concerned for the citizenry.

There was a piece in the Globe and Mail I think recently where folks south of Front
actually in your ward, that’s a burgeoning area. It’s really taken off, and there are a lot of
people who are actually working around the airport for the very reason because the
airport is there. It’s an economic engine to that part of the community, isn’t it?
ADAM VAUGHAN (city councillor): I understand the economic profile. We need to
deal with the impacts.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: We’re the only city in North America, and I met
some folks at an event the other day, that he actually can land, get off the ferry, and walk
home. Another gentleman can walk to work and walk to the airport. It’s the only airport
in North America that can... you can do that.

ADAM VAUGHAN: So again, to the point that this is...

ADAM VAUGHAN: And if more people did that, we wouldn’t have the congestion
down there that they have to deal with.

So getting transit there, getting the shuttle bus working. In fact we had a big meeting this
week with the port authority, with the folks from Porter, with the folks from Transport
Canada and the neighbourhood and the school, working hard to figure out how to manage
the traffic impact. That’s the issue we have to deal with.
UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: Well, you know, the meetings go on and on, but
you have to understand the traffic down there remains the same.

ADAM VAUGHAN: No, that’s the problem.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: Listen, it’s been a problem for many years the
traffic in that area, jammed in. You get the good with the bad sometimes. I think it’s a
good economic engine for the city. It’s very convenient and people coming from all over
the United States or wherever they come into Canada through that airport, and they get a
great experience. I love it.

ADAM VAUGHAN: I understand those arguments and understand where they’re coming
from, and I understand the popular opinion and the survey. I wouldn’t call it an economic
assessment study. But the issue we have to deal with is the congestion and the noise. And



there are communities and schools down there that deserve help from city hall. And as a
representative, I'm going to make sure they get.
JOHN OAKLEY: Well, what would you do?
ADAM VAUGHAN: Not in a confrontational way.
JOHN OAKLEY: What would you say has been...

ADAM VAUGHAN: We're doing a traffic study right now. We’ve done traffic counts.
We're remodelling the intersections. Bathurst and Lake Shore is a very problematic
intersection, especially with the way fleet turns. We need to make sure that people move
in and out of that community safely and efficiently.

And the trouble is that every time we’ve tried to take steps to do this, someone in the Port
Authority, usually the CEO of the board, has tried to sue us.

And we’re making progress. I've got some new staff down there that understand they
have to be a good neighbour. And as we resolve these issues, some of this controversy
will fall away.

But let’s focus on our responsibilities here at city hall. It’s not just about fighting
problems. It’s also about solving problems, and that’s what we’re doing down there.
JOHN OAKLEY: All right, well, if we do address and solve these problems...
UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: Well, I'm glad he agrees that we’re solving a lot of
problems down there.

ADAM VAUGHAN: I don’t think you guys are. You guys are...
UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: Yeah, I know. You're just a roadblock, Adam,
down there.

ADAM VAUGHAN: We, I’ve twice in the last two weeks tried to bring up the issue of
what we’re going to do about Christie’s. What’s the solution?

JOHN OAKLEY: I'll get around to that here in a second. Let me take some calls and
then...

(inaudible, speakers overlapping)

ADAM VAUGHAN: We have some serious economic issues on the horizon.
UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: It’s about reducing taxes to businesses. That’s what
it’s about.

JOHN OAKLEY: Josh in...

ADAM VAUGHAN: So what’s the strategy?

JOHN OAKLEY: Let’s get Josh in here. Good morning. You’re on the Oakley show.
CALLER: Hey, good morning, guys.

JOHN OAKLEY: Yeah.

CALLER: Hey, listen, Adam, I hear your points and I understand what you’re saying. I
use that airport constantly. I live down there, very close in fact. I'm in your ward. And I
... Icouldn’t live without that airport. I travel a lot for my business. It just wouldn’t be
viable to go to Pearson every other week to get on a plane.

Now you know, the majority of the vote, we live in a democracy and, you know, 80 plus
per cent of the individuals who live in that area agree that this is a positive idea. So I
think in this particular, you know, situation we have to perhaps be, you know, reactive
rather than proactive because there’s not going to be, you’re not going to see every issue
that comes our way.

I think we need to get it done, or we’re going to have hypocrites like yourself, Adam, that
are just going to stumble this on the entire way and it’s never going to get done.



ADAM VAUGHAN: How am I being hypocritical?

CALLER: You’ve been hypocritical in the report that was just read about the tunnel. I
mean, it goes on and on. I mean, the Ford brothers are doing a fantastic job.
ADAM VAUGHAN: On the tunnel issue, on the tunnel issue, there were construction
issues.

CALLER: (Inaudible...) on the tunnel issue, my friend.

ADAM VAUGHAN: Pardon?

CALLER: You are the biggest ignorant in that... in that entire office.

JOHN OAKLEY: Well, wait a minute. Let’s not get personal here. Just you’re saying he
was being. .. he was against the tunnel going through. That’s the point?

Josh has hung up, all right.

ADAM VAUGHAN: The issue on the tunnel was ... was that ... was that the route that
they are taking, we insisted that they need an environmental study because the disruption
to the shipping channel. We insisted that they had to go through city property and that
they were going to need an easement through city property. They said they didn’t. In the
end, they did.

We told them that the $40 million estimate was wrong. We were right. It’s $80 million.
And the increase in the flights that they sought we said would have to evict ORNGE.
They said it wouldn’t have to. ORNGE is being evicted. They’re just in the delay of
moving because of the controversy up at Queen's Park.
UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: Look at the bigger picture.

ADAM VAUGHAN: People see us raising these issues and say we’re just being
obstructionist. We’re trying to manage the reality of the dynamic that’s down there and
make sure that the interests of the neighbourhood are not lost in all the hoopla around the
love of Porter.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: But did you not just hear that poll, Adam? Eighty-
eight per cent of your own constituents want the airport. So get over it and work with
them.

ADAM VAUGHAN: And even the ones who want it want it managed properly so that
the neighbourhood is not negatively impacted.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: I know, but you’re a constant roadblock for the
Port Authority. I hear it right from the Port Authority, he’s constantly, constantly putting
up a roadblock, non-stop. If it was up to Adam Vaughan, we wouldn’t have an airport.
ADAM VAUGHAN: The Port Authority...

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: We wouldn’t have Porter Airlines. We’d have a
park there, I can assure you.

ADAM VAUGHAN: If Porter Airlines and the Port Authority can’t find a way to respect
the community I represent, I stop them until they do.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: That’s right.

ADAM VAUGHAN: Absolutely.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER: And the 2,000 job too.

JOHN OAKLEY: All right, we’ll hold on to that thought and take more calls.
We’ve also got these road cops who have been making the news. We have the Christie
plant. Adam, you are agitating to talk about that and what we do as far as that’s

concerned. Does the city owe these folks anything?
kskokokck

10



Administration
Portuaire
de Toronto

Toronto
Port
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March 27, 2012

Councillor Adam Vaughan
City of Toronto

100 Queen Street West
Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2

Dear Councillor Vaughan:

Re: Billy Bishop Toronto City Airport

Thank you for reviewing our letter of March 23, 2012.

I take this opportunity to respond to your recent correspondence with TPA management,
and would like to clarify yet again the continued misunderstandings that you appear to
have regarding various issues involving the Toronto Port Authority and the Billy Bishop
Toronto City Airport (‘BBTCA”). This letter is in keeping with previous correspondence
along similar lines regarding your other misunderstandings and/or misrepresentations
(June 27, 2008, August 28, 2009, October 20, 2010, December 1, 2010, September 13,
2011 and March 23, 2012), all of which are available at www.torontoport.com.

I have included your various statements and/or claims at the Toronto & East York
Community Council meeting, and from your email of March 23, 2102, in italics for

reference purposes:

“If the TPA would table and ratify a construction management plan for both the tinnel
(sic) and the parking queing areas as promised perhaps trust would be possible.”

The TPA tabled a construction management plan with City staff on March 14™ 2012,
even though it was not a requirement for Site Plan approval. This was made available to
you by City staff prior to the March 20" Community Council Meeting.

The tunnel / watermain / utility main project is a partnership with the City to build much
necded infrastructure in your Ward. The project also incorporates a planned off-site taxi

corall in the Malting Lands, which you supported, and which resolves the
neighbourhood’s concerns about taxi staging. It is not a lark for the TPA’s sole benefit.

Canadi



TORONTO PORT AUTHORITY
ADMINISTRATION PORTUAIRE DE TORONTO
“Taxi drivers pee in the park and in the school yard. How many times is the TPA going
to complain that they haven't been told about this.”

This is not an issue of whether we are aware of your complaint, but whether there has
been any factual information to support your claims. As we have received none to date,
despite numerous requests, we can only assume this is an issue without substance.
Nonetheless, TPA management has indicated in the Site Plan application that we will
install appropriate washroom facilities.

All you did in your March 23, 2102 responding email was repeat your original claim, and
ask why we pretend we hadn’t heard of it previously. You must admit that’s a bit

transparent.

As you know, the City of Toronto is responsible for managing taxis via the Municipal
Licensing & Standards Division. If there are specific charges to be brought against
taxicab brokers, owners or drivers, we encourage you to involve your City officials in this
regard. The TPA has no authority to over these individuals, even if we did have specific
facts about the behaviours you cite. You claim to, however, and we encourage you to
utilize it with the Municipal Licensing & Standards Division where the facts support an
enforcement action. They can be reached at 416-392-6700.

«_..the TPA has...a Court action against [the City installing] speed bumps that would
slow taxies down [on Eireann Quay]....”” “I’ve read your letter threatening legal

action.”

First you declare the TPA had a “Court action against the City regarding speed bump
installation”, as you claimed on Global television on March 9, 2012." Now itis a

s 2

“threatening letter”.

This is nonsense. The TPA has written to the City to provide a perspective that speed
bumps were ill-conceived and certainly not a solution to congestion. I note that you
continue to completely ignore the fact that it is City of Toronto staff who recommended
against the installation of speed bumps or other traffic calming measures on the streets
leading to the BBTCA in 2010 as they were “not warranted™.

1
http:/www. vancouversun.com/ news/Video+Ground+broken+Toronto+island+airport+tunnel/6278875/stor

y.html
2 March 23, 2012 email correspondence




TORONTO PORT AUTHORITY
ADMINISTRATION PORTUAIRE DE TORONTO

“I never said the ‘TPA’ had any objection [to red light cameras]. Maybe that 's why the
attributed reference is in brackets. Perhaps your new mgr mistook tps (toronto police

service) for TPA.”

Perhaps you should have a look at the actual media coverage3 of your speech to last
week’s Toronto and East York Community Council:

“Local councillor Adam Vaughan brought forward a motion to require the
airport comply with a range of demands the city had made over the years before
the site plan would be released. Among the conditions: that traffic calming and
red light cameras at Queen’s Quay and Eireann Quay be installed

immediately....”

According to the published report, you claim that the “City” has demanded for “years”
that “the airport comply” with “traffic calming and red light cameras at Queen’s Quay
and Eireann Quay,” and that you wouldn’t approve the “site plan” without the TPA
meeting these “conditions”.

Are you now saying that you didn’t tell the public meeting that the TPA has ignored, for
years, “City demands” for traffic calming measures and red light cameras? If you believe
the press misquoted you, or that I've incorrectly attributed these views and statements to
you, there is a tape recording of your speech available should you like to review it.

In the absence of you taking that step, it appears that you misled the audience and your
fellow councillors on March 20%, 2012. As the correspondence over the past four years
demonstrates, truth and facts do not always feature in your statements regarding the

BBTCA.
“We are demanding tree plantings [on the Canada Malting site].””

“Tree planting; planting some unidentifed twigs here and there is not the point. Your
site plan application does not protect the daycare. »

Your original “demand” was for “tree plantings”, as though none were planned. I see that
you now acknowledge that the original TPA site plan already involves the planting of

dozens of new trees.

As per our letter of March 23, 2012: “If there is more to be done there, please let us
know.” It sounds as though you want to add to our original plan; understood. We
appreciate that you are now admitting that our site plan did involve the planting of many

new trees.

3 Inside Toronto, David Nickle, March 20, 2012: http://www.insidetoronto.com/print/ 1320452

4 Toronto and East York Community Council, March 20, 2012
? March 23, 2012 email correspondence
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Although the TPA is a short term tenant on the site, a site which has already been slated
for redevelopment by its owner — the City of Toronto — we are committed to ensuring it is
used appropriately for the duration of our lease.

“Nov 30 has come and gone and as predicted the TPA still hasn't paid the city the
amount claimed [under PILTs].”

As the City Manager will attest, we are trying very hard and in good faith to settle the
issue of how much of a PILT the TPA should be paying on certain of its properties. It
was our request to insert the issue of PILTs, and a deadline® for a settlement of this
matter, into last July’s tunnel / watermain Agreement. We would appreciate any help you
can provide in bringing about a fair settlement for both sides. I will remind you that, to
date, the TPA has already voluntarily paid the City of Toronto $9 million towards the
eventual aggregate PILT figure payable, as a gesture of our good faith and desire to “pay
our taxes”. We’ve been prepared to ask for a new PILT Dispute Advisory Panel for more
than a year, but have held off in the hopes that this could be settled expeditiously.

“Sound barriers”

With regard to sound barriers, it appears that you are out of date on this topic. The
construction of the BBTCA noise barrier began earlier this year, following a thorough
Environmental Assessment and public consultation process. A press release to this affect
was issued by the TPA on February 21, 2012. Following installation, the TPA will work
in partnership with the community to develop artwork for the city-facing side of the noise
barrier, as was also previously announced.

“Ornge - I stand by my statement. City Land - told you so. Harbour Wall - I stand by
my statement.”

On the subjects of Ornge and Harbour Walls, the facts we’ve raised in earlier letters
remain the case. You are free to “stand” by “your statements”, of course, but they remain
erroneous at this point; unless you’ve subsequently amended them to fit reality.

I don’t know what you mean by “City Land — told you so.”

“When is the TPA ever going to make life better for these residents?”

We are trying our best on that front. Over the past 24 months, the TPA has pursued every
available, practical initiative with regards to reducing the impact of the airport on the
neighbouring community.

The impact of the 2009 Noise Contour Study, which led to an increase to 202 daily
commercial airline slots, was mitigated by the 2010 decision of the TPA Board of

® As the City Manager will also attest, we sought an earlier deadline than the October 31, 2011 deadline that
the City staff ultimately agreed to.
4



TORONTO PORT AUTHORITY
ADMINISTRATION PORTUAIRE DE TORONTO

Directors to grant no early morning or late evening slots during the 2010 and 2011 RFP
processes that awarded additional commercial airline services.

The permanent Community Liaison Committee has met 5 times since it was created in
2011. I note that you have only attended the first of such meetings, despite requesting
that a permanent slot be created for you. Iassume your ongoing absence is an indication
of the success this important forum has been for the community

The annual update on the Jacobs Consultancy Report’s 16 recommendations will be
issued in the coming weeks. In addition to implementing the recommendations of the
2010 Jacobs Report, the TPA’s other community commitments include:

« Financial support to the Harbourfront Community Centre’s (HCC) expansion of
its Room 13 program, an internationally known leadership program for at-risk
youth aged 13-17 that builds entrepreneurial, management, and teamwork skills.

« Financial support for the 2012 Reel Artists Film Festival, which was held at the
TIFF Bell Lightbox from February 22-26.

« Financial support for Harbourfront’s 2012 summer programming, following the
TPA’s successful 2011 role as Harbourfront’s Lead Summer Partner.

« Support for the annual Disabled Sailing Association of Ontario regatta.

« Support for the World Wildlife Federation’s Great Canadian Shoreline Cleanup.

o Leadership and financial support for the popular Sail-In Cinema.
« Financial support for ProAction, Cops & Kids. '

The TPA has also created a comprehensive operational noise management program,
implemented last Spring, that includes a noise management office with dedicated staff,
state of the art technology to track aircraft noise, and a monthly public reporting
mechanism on the website. This model is based on a similar program in place at Pearson

Airport.

In 2011, total complaints about aircraft activity were down 33 per cent from the previous
year. Of the total of 216 aircraft related complaints, fewer than one third were related to
commercial activity, even though the total number of commercial aircraft movements

grew in 2011.

Thank you for the added opportunity to address these various matters. If you would like
any further detail, our team remains ready, as always, to assist.

Respectfully,

-

Mark McQueen

Chairman

cc: His Worship Mayor Rob Ford
Mark McAllister, Global Television
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March 23, 2012

Councillor Adam Vaughan
City of Toronto

100 Queen Street West
Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2

Dear Councillor Vaughan:

Re: Billy Bishop Toronto City Airport

I wanted to again take this opportunity to clear up the continued misunderstandings that
you appear to have regarding various issues involving the Toronto Port Authority and the
Billy Bishop Toronto City Airport (“BBTCA”). This letter is in keeping with previous
correspondence along similar lines regarding your other misunderstandings and/or
misrepresentations (June 27, 2008, August 28, 2009, October 20, 2010, December 1,
2010, and September 13, 2011), all of which are available at www_torontoport.com.

Given the passage of time, I have taken the opportunity to include these earlier letters as
an appendix to this letter for your ease of reference. The contents of which, [ note, have
never been responded to, or refuted by you, over the past four years. This is of concern to

us.

I have attempted to address the more serious of the accusations and misrepresentations
made during your March 9, 2012 Global Television interview and your statements at
Tuesday’s Toronto and East York Community Council meeting, as reported in the media.
I have included your various statements and/or claims in italics for reference purposes:

“People pee in the park and school yard....”

We continue to be unaware of any TPA staff, airport customers, taxi drivers or anyone
clse related to the BBTCA’s activities “peeing in the park or schoolyard™. I do note in
passing that residents near Ramsden Park in Midtown, for example, also have concerns
about the sanitary conditions of their local park; to my knowledge none have blamed the
TPA, however. Despite your ongoing claims, the TPA has never been presented with any
actual evidence of these alleged incidents. We would welcome any factual information to
support your claims; if you have no firsthand information about these “activities”, nor
any other support for the claim, we’d appreciate it if you would refer to it in the future as
a rumour, rather than gospel.

Canadi
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In our ongoing effort to ensure that the TPA has done all it can on this issue. we have
continued in 2012 to post either uniformed police officers or uniformed security guards
(at TPA expense in either casc), at all times throughout the day, to ensure that local traffic
laws are adhered to, and that the deportment of waiting taxi drivers is appropriate for the
neighbourhood.

As you will have seen in the site plan materials, which were prepared for you by City
Staff, the proposed site plan provides an additional bathroom on the city side of the
BBTCA, complete with facilities suitable for religious washing. If your complaints about
public urination are sincere, you should welcome the proposed new bathroom facilities.

“...the TPA has...a Court action against [the City installing] speed bumps that would
slow taxies down [on Eireann Quay]...”

This is patently false. As you know, it was City of Toronto staff who recommended
against the installation of speed bumps or other traffic calming measures on the streets
leading to the BBTCA in 2010 as they were “not warranted”. The reasons your own
Officials are against the proposal include, as I understand it, i) the fact that Eireann Quay
is a dead end, ii) Toronto Fire Services is opposed, and iii) speed bumps actually increase
traffic congestion, rather than relieve it.

To make matters worse, you appear to have been the source of the false information
reported by Global TV reporter Mark McAllister on March 9, 2012. In his segment,
which appeared in the same broadcast as his interview with you, Mr. McAllister reported

that;

“The City is still looking to put in traffic calming devices but have run into a few road
blocks from the Port Authority themselves.”

There is no lawsuit against the City of Toronto nor are there “road blocks” on this topic.
Please share with us whatever documents or other information you have that have caused
you to make this false claim; which in turn has been erroneously reported as fact by the
news media.

As per our last letter along these lines, dated September 13, 2011, during the tenure of
this Board of Directors, not a single lawsuit has been filed against the City of Toronto or
any community group. Despite our best attempts to point out the facts, you continue to
make these false claims.

The only matter before the Courts during the past five years was a byproduct of obstacles
that you had personally thrown up against the public’s access to the BBTCA. In the
Superior Court of Ontario decision released in December 2008, Madam Justice D. A.
Wilson advised that your refusal “to approve the work application submitted by the TPA
constitutes a breach of the negative covenant set out in the Tripartite Agreement not to
interfere with the safe use and operation of the Toronto City Centre Airport' and a breach

' Since renamed Billy Bishop Toronto City Airport
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of its obligation to the TPA pursuant to the Lease Agreement for the Finger Lot to not
unreasonably withhold its consent to the work requested on the Finger Lot.”

As we pointed out to you in our September 13, 2011 letter, tens of thousands of dollars
were wasted in unnecessary legal expenses on the part of both the City of Toronto and the
TPA, solely because of the previous City Administration’s desire to interfere with the
safe use and operation of the airport. The Court ruled against you and then-Mayor
Miller’s Administration in this instance.

The upshot of your actions at the Toronto and East York Community Council this week
are in keeping with what Madam Justice Wilson has already ruled is a breach of the
Tripartite Agreement in that you are required to not interfere with the safe use and
operation of the BBTCA. This has been upheld by the Superior Court of Ontario.
Breaching the City’s obligations pursuant to the new Canada Malting Lands lease
Agreement is really no different than your actions surrounding the Finger Lot when the
Court ruled that you were unreasonably withholding municipal consent to the work
requested on the Finger Lot.

On the subject of “legal” matters, I will again remind you that you voted in favour of the
“Macro Settlement Agreement” in December 2009 to settle a variety of outstanding
issues that had accumulated between the TPA and the City of Toronto over the prior 10
years. Your personal support of this agreement was recorded as part of a unanimous 36-0
City Council vote in favour of the TPA/City agreement during then-Mayor David Miler’s
tenure.

The more recent Agreement between the City and the TPA, approved last summer, will
see the City save more than $10 million in watermain and utility construction costs and
will, importantly, improve the water and sewage treatment of many of your constituents
and their neighbours. We recognize that you, and a majority of the members of the
Toronto and East York Community Council voted against that Agreement; it still
received the support of a majority of Toronto City Council itself and was passed on July
12,2011. To use a Community Council to refight a motion that has already passed
Council is a transparent attempt to circumvent the decisions and authority of Council

itself.

“If it takes a kid being hit to get a red light camera here, that’s absolutely wrong ~ it’s
beyond wrong. [The TPA] is blocking the installation of a ‘red light camera’ at
Queen’s Quay and Eireann Quay.”

To my knowledge, the TPA has done no such thing and the TPA has been involved in no
discussions on this topic. Such cameras are clearly the purview of the City of Toronto
and its Police Services. The TPA has blocked nothing. Again, as with your other false
claims, we would welcome information to support your statement. It is disappointing that
an elected official would fear-monger on an issue as important as child safety for the sake
of news clip, falsely blaming your favourite “villain” in the process.
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“We are demanding tree plantings [on the Canada Malting site].”

If you didn’t have time to review the full proposal, I will take this opportunity to point
out that our site plan already involves the planting of dozens of new trees, as was outlined
in the City staff report tabled at Tuesday’s meeting of the Toronto and East York
Community Council. If there is more to be done there, please let us know. Although the
TPA is a short term tenant on the site, a site which has already been slated for
redevelopment by its owner — the City of Toronto — we are committed to ensuring it is
used appropriately for the duration of our lease.

“When they make a promise they’ve got to keep a promise.”

The key remaining point I would like to make refers to the TPA’s proposal to temporarily
move the taxi queue off of Eireann Quay unto the land the TPA has leased from the City

of Toronto for such purpose.

I must admit that I am confused by your motion of Tuesday that prevents the TPA from
better organizing the taxis on a portion of the rented Canada Malting site over the next
three years. We had understood that this taxi solution was what you had been seeking,
based upon many discussions held directly with you and other community stakeholders.
We asked the City of Toronto to include the taxi move in the larger 2011 Agreement that
Council approved last summer. We are trying to live up to our commitment to our
neighbours and Toronto City Council, and it is you who are preventing us from “keeping
[this] promise.”

Why are you now using the forum of the Toronto and East York Community Council to
prevent a solution? It would seem as though you prefer the taxi stand remain on Eireann
Quay — as is permitted under the existing easement — which will be the ultimate outcome
should you continue to block the proposed site plan.

To reiterate: it is our proposed site plan that moves the taxis off of Eireann Quay and
reduces congestion on this stretch of roadway.

Thank you for the opportunity to address these various matters. If you would like any
further detail, our team remains ready, as always, to assist. We look forward to your

response.
spectfully,
N

Mark McQueen
Chairman

Enclosures
cc: Mark McAllister, Global Television
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September 13, 2011

Councillor Adam Vaughan
City of Toronto

100 Queen Street West
Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2

Dear Councillor Vaughan:

Re:  Your Open Letter of August 31, 2011

I wanted to again take this opportunity to clear up misunderstandings that you appear to
have on various issues involving the Toronto Port Authority. This letter is in keeping
with previous correspondence along similar lines regarding other misunderstandings and
misrepresentations (June 27, 2008, August 28, 2009, October 20, 2010 and December 1,

2010, all of which are available at www.torontoport.com).

I have attempted to address the more serious of your accusations and misrepresentations
in the order presented in your recent Open Letter dated August 31, 2011. I have included
your various statements and/or claims in italics for reference:

“...strangers, cut through the local playground and scold kids playing in a wading
pool. People pee in the park and school yard....”

We are unaware of any TPA staff, airport customers or anyone else related to the TPA’s
activities “scolding” kids or “peeing in the park or schoolyard”. I do note in passing that
residents near Ramsden Park in Midtown, for example, also have concerns about the
sanitary conditions of their local park; to my knowledge none have blamed the TPA,

however.

In an effort to ensure that the TPA has done all it can on this issue, we have either

uniformed police officers or security guards (at TPA expense in either case) posted, at all
times throughout the day, to ensure that local traffic laws are adhered to, and that the

deportment of waiting taxi drivers is appropriate for the neighbourhood.

“PILTS”

As per my October 20, 2010 letter, this complaint is part of your consistent theme that
“The TPA should start paying its taxes” as far as Payments-in-Lieu-of-Taxes are

Canadi



concerned. As our earlier audited analysis demonstrated to you, The TPA is a net
contributor to the public purse. Since 2000, the TPA has paid payments-in-lieu-of-
taxes (PILTs) to the City of Toronto in excess of $8 million in aggregate. The TPA’s
2009 PILTs sum represented 6.4 per cent of TPA’s gross revenue, versus an average of
3.8 per cent paid by the Ports of Halifax, Hamilton, Quebec City and Vancouver. The
TPA has also paid substantial royalty payments to the federal government, which in turn
improve the lives of Canadians.

As the City Manager will attest, the TPA requested that the November 30, 2011 deadline
for the conclusion of final PILTS agreement between the TPA and the City be inserted
into the recent TPA-related Agreement which was approved by City Council in June
2011. Our team is working extremely hard to ensure we comply with this deadline.
Whatever you can do to encourage City Staffto complete this process by the agreed-upon
deadline would be much appreciated.

“Sometimes the courts are asked to rule, more often than not settlements that
undermine the community are reached.”

During the tenure of this Board of Directors, not a single lawsuit has been filed against
the City of Toronto or any community group. The only matter before the Courts during
this period was a byproduct of obstacles that you had personally thrown up against the
public’s access to the Billy Bishop Toronto City Airport (“BBTCA”). In the Superior
Court of Ontario decision released in December 2008, Madam Justice D. A. Wilson
advised that your refusal “to approve the work application submitted by the TPA
constitutes a breach of the negative covenant set out in the Tripartite Agreement not to
interfere with the safe use and operation of the Toronto City Centre Airport' and a breach
of its obligation to the TPA pursuant to the Lease Agreement for the Finger Lot to not
unreasonably withhold its consent to the work requested on the Finger Lot.”

As you can imagine, tens of thousands of dollars were wasted in unnecessary legal
expenses on the part of both the City of Toronto and the TPA, solely because of the
previous City Administration’s desire to interfere with the safe use and operation of the
airport. The Court ruled against you and then-Mayor Miller’s Administration in this

watershed instance.

On the subject of “settlements”, I will remind you that you voted in favour of the “Macro
Settlement Agreement” in December 2009 to settle a variety of outstanding issues that
had accumulated between the TPA and the City of Toronto over the prior 10 years. Your
personal support of this agreement was recorded as part of a unanimous 36-0 City
Council vote in favour of the TPA agreement during then-Mayor David Miler’s tenure.
Is this agreement, which you supported, the “settlement that undermined the

community”?

The more recent Agreement between the City and the TPA, approved in July 2011, will
see the City save millions in watermain and utility construction costs and will, more

! Since renamed Billy Bishop Toronto City Airport



importantly, improve the water and sewage treatment of many of your constituents and
their neighbours.

“While TPA staff get paid to show up at meetings, the community must engage on their
own time, in yet another round of consultation that only deepens the despair.”

The BBTCA Consultative Committee framework proposed on June 8, 2010, as a follow-
up to our public meeting of February 17, 2010, was designed to provide a forum to
engage area residents on a regular basis regarding their concerns about the airport.

The BBTCA Consultative Committee is a hybrid model, employing the best practices of
similar committees established throughout the world. It was designed directly in the
spirit of the GTAA Consultative Committee, which was “highly regarded” by the
Toronto Board of Health under the Miller Administration.

As you know, prior to its formal creation by the TPA, the membership and structure of
this Consultative Committee was amended to address your advice and recommendations.
[t is with regret that your “despair” has “deepened” despite our acceptance of your advice
on these matters.

I note that City Hall staff who attended your recent public budget consultations were paid
for their time. I also note that whenever members of our Board of Directors meet or
speak with City Councillors, stakeholders, or attend our annual public meeting, for
example, we do so as unpaid volunteers. When our executives or Directors attend
evening meetings with the community, for example, they do not charge fees or overtime,
and such hours go unpaid.

“When the community says you can't increase flights without evicting medevac the
TPA says residents are exaggerating and then evicts medevac.”

The TPA has not evicted Ornge, the Province of Ontario’s exclusive provider of Medevac
services, from the BBTCA. For publicly-stated operational reasons, Ornge has concluded

that it should base itself in Hamilton.

On the “increasing flights” point, I note that you have previously claimed that the new 90
slot award in 2010, which resulted from the report by Jacobs Consultancy regarding the
NEF Contour analysis, was in breach of the Tripartite Agreement. As was requested by
then-Mayor Miller’s administration, we provided the Jacobs data for use in the City’s
October 2010 “peer review” of the Jacobs’ Report. As you know, the City’s own “peer
review” report has been completed and confirmed the original Jacobs NEF Contour
analysis, and as such, also confirmed that our 2010 slot award figures were appropriate.



“When the community says you can’t build the tunnel as presented without city
consent and land, the TPA says no, and then turns around strikes a deal with the City
because permission and land is needed.”

I had hoped this was made clear in my December 1, 2010 letter.

The original tunnel route as proposed in 2009/10 utilized federal lands, both above and
below ground: this was called the “dog leg” route. In a letter to then-Mayor Miller, dated
October 29, 2010%, we advised the City that there was an opportunity for travellers and
the City of Toronto to each save substantial sums by removing that “dog leg”. Here is the
relevant excerpt from that letter:

Engineers have designed the proposed route for the BBTCA pedestrian tunnel
in such a way that it “jogs" around a particular dockwall owned by the City
of Toronto, which is situated just east of the TPA property that holds the city-
side passenger ferry terminal. With this “jog” the TPA requires no City
permits or easements lo construct the tunnel, as the entire project is then on
Federal land, should we decide to ultimately proceed with the initiative in the
coming weeks. Given your longstanding opposition to the BBTCA, and your
specific public anti-tunnel comments of August 7, 2009, we have not
approached you earlier regarding this matter. Time is now of the essence,
and with the end of the mayoral campaign, it would be imprudent of us not to
make this formal request.

The purpose of this letter is to advise you that our design engineers believe
that we can save approximately $3.5 million in construction costs if we were
to build the proposed tunnel directly below the City’s dockwall, rather than
‘Jogging” around it. A $3.5 million reduction in construction costs would
mean that the TPA could reduce the current 320 Airport Improvement Fee
(“AIF"), at some point in the future, sooner than otherwise (as you may
know, capital improvements at most Canadian airports, including the
BBTCA, are financed via such passenger fees). It seems such a waste to
spend an additional $3.5 million but for our inability to secure this easement
Sfrom the City of Toronto. From a timing standpoint, our designers need
Jormal clarity on the matter in the very near term.

At no time has the TPA ever suggested that the original proposed route involved anything
other than TPA land. However, by going directly under the City dockwall, we could save
travellers substantial sums. Ultimately, a majority of City Councillors agreed with this
approach, and the direct route was approved by City Council in July 2011.

? Available at www.torontoport.com



“The TPA says that it will manage the taxis with extra land, the [sic] gets the land from
the City but can't fit taxis on the property.”

I have no idea what information this is based upon, as it is inconsistent with our
understanding of the utility of the short term lease we have arranged with the City of
Toronto over a portion of the derelict Canada Malting site property.

“When is the TPA ever going to make life better for these residents?”

We are sincerely trying to do our best.

Our BBTCA Consultative Committee is one key initiative in this regard (of which you
are a member). The 2008/09 Noise Study was another, as are the “run-up barriers”. The
2009 initiative to use 100% “green electricity” from Bullfrog Power is worth repeating,
too; in fact, the TPA is one of Ontario’s largest buyers of green electricity and was the
first Federal agency to be 100% Bullfrog. And the new software program for monitoring
and tracking noise complaints will improve our ability to serve our neighbours even

further.

I would also point out that the TPA just wrapped up its lead financial sponsorship of
Harbourfront Toronto’s Hotspot Summer programming. We have also championed an
annual contribution for the Disabled Sailing Association, and are an important financial
sponsor to several local arts groups, educational institutions and community
organizations. We would be happy to provide you with these details if you are interested.

“Fix the harbour walls.”

You have claimed on several occasions, for example, that the TPA is “ignoring” the state
of the Western dockwall. As City of Toronto legal staff would advise, which we pointed
out in our letter to you of October 20, 2010, this dockwall rests on land owned by the
Province of Ontario, which makes it the legal owner and responsible for its maintenance,
The TPA is neither the owner of this wall, nor is it responsible for its upkeep. (In fact,
the TPA owns less than 20 per cent of Toronto harbour dockwalls.) Having said that, we
have demonstrated our eagerness to work with all parties to come up with a solution to
the specific site. In 2008, the TPA began an energetic campaign to resolve the state of
the “Western dockwall” adjacent to the National Yacht Club (“NYC”); the NYC is a
tenant of the City of Toronto, and you own the land adjacent to the dockwall in question.
I believe the NYC Board would confirm that the TPA has played the key leadership role
in trying to bring the four parties together to resolve this situation in a fashion that would
be to the satisfaction of NYC’s membership. We have filed a formal Offer to contribute
with the Superior Court of Ontario, and would appreciate any help you could provide to
encourage City staff to help the NYC and TPA resolve matter this immediately.

As for the rest of the harbour dockwalls, ~60% are owned by the Province of Ontario,
~30% are owned by the City of Toronto, and just ~10% are owned and maintained by the
TPA. Our President & CEO would be pleased to give you a tour of these key pieces of



infrastructure; in the meantime, I’ve enclosed a 2010 pamphlet we produced outlining
which agency owns which sections of Toronto’s many dockwalls.

If there is a constructive role that you think we can play regarding the ~90% of Toronto
dockwalls that do not belong to the TPA, we are anxious to receive any and all
suggestions. As recently as this past summer, City staff rejected an offer from the TPA to
take over the ownership, reconstruction and ongoing maintenance of certain badly
damaged City-owned dockwalls; we would be happy to reopen these discussions with

your public sponsorship of the concept.

“Respect the curfew and impose meaningful fines.”

Beginning in 2008, our Board of Directors moved to impose material fines for Tripartite
Agreement curfew violations, as we’ve reported at each of the last three TPA Annual
General Meetings. The current fine is $10,000 per event, up from $5,000 at that time,
and I note that we have had just a single violation of the 11:00 p.m. curfew by a
commercial carrier during the past 12 months. It is one more than we’d like, as you must

understand.
“Negotiate in good faith.”

We are unaware of any negotiations that were in anything other than “good faith”, but
would welcome any specifics you have on this point.

Thank you for the opportunity to address these various matters. If you would like any
further detail, our team remains ready, as always, to assist.

Respectfully,
/>

Mark McQueen

Chairman



Toronto Administration
Port Portuaire
Authority de Toronto

60 Harbour Street, Toronto, Ontario, Canada M5J 1B7
Tel/Tél: 416.863.2000 « Fax/Télécopieur: 416.863.4830 + www.torontoport.com

December 1, 2010

Councillor Adam Vaughan
City of Toronto

100 Queen Street West
Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2

Dear Councillor Vaughan:

Re: Proposed Pedestrian Tunnel

Thank you for attending last night’s public consultation regarding the draft environmental
assessment report we released that reviewed the proposed pedestrian tunnel to the Billy
Bishop Toronto City Airport (“BBTCA”).

I wanted to take this opportunity to clear up a misunderstanding that you appear to have
regarding the Toronto Port Authority’s proposed tunnel route and our ability to proceed
with the project, should that decision be taken. This letter is in keeping with previous
correspondence  along similar lines regarding other misunderstandings  and
misrepresentations (June 27, 2008, August 28, 2009, and October 20, 2010).

The current proposed tunnel route utilizes federal lands, both above and below ground.
In the letter to former Mayor David Miller, dated October 29, 2010, we advised the City
that there was an opportunity for travellers and the City of Toronto to each save
substantial sums. [ believe this is the letter you raised at last night’s meeting. Here is the
relevant excerpt from that letter:

Engineers have designed the proposed route for the BBTCA pedestrian
tunnel in such a way that it “jogs” around a particular dockwall owned by
the City of Toronto, which is situated just east of the TPA property that
holds the city-side passenger ferry terminal. With this “Jog” the TPA
requires no City permits or easements to construct the tunnel, as the entire
project is then on Federal land, should we decide to ultimately proceed
with the initiative in the coming weeks. Given your longstanding
opposition to the BBTCA, and your specific public anti-tunnel comments
of August 7, 2009, we have not approached you earlier regarding this
matter. Time is now of the essence, and with the end of the mayoral
campaign, it would be imprudent of us not to make this Sformal request.

The purpose of this letter is to advise you that our design engineers believe
that we can save approximately $3.5 million in construction costs if ' we
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were to build the proposed tunnel directly below the City's dockwall,
rather than ‘jogging” around it. A $3.5 million reduction in construction
costs would mean that the TPA could reduce the current $20 Airport
Improvement Fee (“AIF”), at some point in the future, sooner than
otherwise (as you may know, capital improvements at most Canadian
airports, including the BBTCA, are financed via such passenger fees). It
seems such a waste to spend an additional $3.5 million but for our
inability to secure this easement from the City of Toronto. From a timing
standpoint, our designers need formal clarity on the matter in the very
near term.

Should the City agree to provide us with the proposed easement, we would
naturally ensure that the dockwall’s structural integrity is maintained
throughout the construction process, and would indemnify the City JSrom
any damage that might occur during the proposed tunnel’s construction, if
requested. As well, if it was your preference, we would also be prepared
to acquire this specific dilapidated City-owned dockwall for a nominal
sum on an “as is, where is” basis, and take on what we are advised is
approximately $1.5 million of pressing structural repairs. Under this
scenario, no City easement would be required to proceed with the
“cheaper” tunnel route, and the City would no longer have the substantial
Jfinancial and legal liability associated with this particular dockwall,

The purpose of the letter to you cited was simply to advise the City that:

1. we have a window which provides the opportunity to save BBTCA travellers $3.5
million in reduced Airport Improvement Fees, over time, if the TPA was granted
an easement from the City for the purposes of utilizing a direct tunnel route; and

2. in conjunction with the above, the TPA is prepared to acquire the dockwall in
question for a nominal sum and assume the $1.5 million liability associated with
the critical repairs that are required to the City-owned dockwall situated just East
of the BBTCA ferry slip on the north side of the Western Channel.

No where in that letter do we suggest or imply that the current proposed route involves
anything other than TPA land. However, it would be a shame to waste $3.5 million
solely because our local councillor is opposed to the BBTCA and the proposed pedestrian

tunnel.

In light of the strong message sent by voters in the recent municipal election, I hope you
and your colleagues will welcome the opportunity to work with us to save Torontonians
material funds at each and every turn. Thank you for the opportunity to address this
matter. If you would like any further detail, our team remains ready, as always, to assist.

Respectfully,

-

Mark McQueen
Chairman
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October 20, 2010

Councillor Adam Vaughan
City of Toronto

100 Queen Street West
Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2

Dear Councillor Vaughan:

Re: Toronto Port Authority

I write to you today regarding your October 5, 2010 interview on CFRB 1010.

During the live broadcast discussion, you made a series of statements, repeated and
numbered below, regarding the Toronto Port Authority (“TPA”). These statements were
factually inaccurate. I am pleased to provide the following information in the hope that
you will avoid making them again in the future. As a former journalist, you can well
understand the public’s need for reliable, accurate information from public organizations
and officials, on which to base their views. I am assuming these errors were
unintentional, given that “accountability is your middle name”, as you described during
the aforementioned interview. This letter is in keeping with previous correspondence
along similar lines (June 27, 2008 and August 28, 2009), often regarding the same factual

€erToTsS.
I: The TPA is not complying with the Tripartite Agreement.

The TPA is in compliance with the Tripartite Agreement. Specifically, if you
refer to the Jacobs Consultancy report on our website, it identifies the noise level
standards, and clearly demonstrates that our commercial carriers are below the
limits allowed under the Agreement. I am attaching a quick chart which
illustrates this point.

Some months ago, in an effort to build public confidence in the NEF Contour
analysis surrounding the new slot allocations at the Billy Bishop Toronto City
Airport (“BBTCA”), we undertook to provide the Jacobs data for use in the “peer
review” being sought be a local anti-airport lobby group. As you know, the City
of Toronto is in the process of conducting that “peer review”, as is their right.

Canadi
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The TPA “should start paying its taxes.”
The TPA is a net contributor to the public purse.

Since 2000, the TPA has paid payments-in-lieu-of-taxes (PILTs) to the City of
Toronto in excess of $8 million in aggregate. Earlier this summer, the TPA made
a voluntary 50 per cent instalment payment on our forecast 2010 PILTs payment,
twelve months early. This PILTs sum represents 6.4 per cent of TPA’s gross
revenue, versus an average of 3.8 per cent paid by the Ports of Halifax, Hamilton,
Quebec City and Vancouver.

The TPA has also paid substantial royalty payments to the federal government,
which in turn improve the lives of Canadians.

The TPA is spending “public tax dollars” to build a permanent link to the
BBTCA.

The proposed pedestrian tunnel would be built using a Public-Private Partnership
model, one that would be entirely financed by the current Airport Improvement
Fees paid by the travelling public, not by public tax dollars. As you know, the
TPA does not tax Torontonians, and has not authority to do so.

Visitors to the Toronto Islands using the City of Toronto’s ferries have to pay
expensive fees to the TPA for use of the harbour.

The City of Toronto collects a fee of $6.50 per roundtrip recreational ferry visit to
the Toronto Islands. Of the $6.50 you collect from Torontonians to visit the
Toronto Islands, the equivalent of $0.06 per ride is paid to the TPA to cover
harbour user fees. We have written to you in the past to remind you that it is the
City which charges passengers the $6.50 in question, not the TPA. The current
$0.06 Harbour User Fee was part of the Macro Settlement Agreement reached
between the TPA and the City of Toronto a year ago. This modest $0.06 Harbour
User Fee received your “stamp of approval” when you voted in favour of the
Macro Settlement Agreement in December 2009; I note this December 2009 City
Council vote was unanimous, with a record of 36-0 in favour of a variety of
collaborative initiatives between the TPA and the City.

To say that you are now against it, or that the TPA taxes Torontonians on their
way to a “picnic”, ignores the obvious fact that 99% of the ferry revenue collected
by the City is retained by the City for its general revenue. I also note that as part
of the Macro Settlement Agreement, the TPA unilaterally waived approximately
$2.85 million of accrued outstanding Harbour User Fees in recognition of the
City’s difficult financial state and our desire to “turn the page” on the historical
challenges in our corporate relationship.



TORONTO PORT AUTFHORITY
ADMINISTRATION PORI'UAIRE DE TORONTO

5: The Port Authority is “ignoring” the state of the Western dockwall.

As City of Toronto legal staff would advise, this dockwall rests on land owned by
the Province of Ontario, which makes it the legal owner and responsible for its
maintenance. The TPA is neither the owner of this wall, nor is it responsible for
its upkeep. In fact, the TPA owns less than 20 per cent of Toronto harbour

dockwalls.

Having said that, we have demonstrated our eagemess to work with all parties to
come up with a solution to the specific site. In 2008, the TPA began an energetic
campaign to resolve the state of the “Western dockwall” adjacent to the National
Yacht Club (“NYC”); the NYC is a tenant of the City of Toronto, and you own
the land adjacent to the dockwall in question. I believe the NYC Board would
confirm that the TPA has played the key leadership role in trying to bring the four
parties together to resolve this situation in a fashion that would be to the
satisfaction of NYC’s membership. We have filed a formal Offer to contribute
with the Superior Court of Ontario, and would appreciate any help you could
provide to encourage City staff to help the NYC and TPA resolve matter this

immediately.

6: The Port Authority gave Porter Airlines “a sweetheart deal” in 2006, and is
being run “by and for one airline.”

In July 2010, the Federal Court of Canada dismissed such “sweetheart deal”
claims against the TPA. The Judge ruled that the TPA’s agreement with Porter
Airlines was “reasonable”. Your statement is inconsistent with the determination
of an impartial judge, who had all of the relevant information at hand.

7: The TPA would like to build both a bridge and a pedestrian tunnel to the BBTCA,
as a “third and fourth” route to the airport.

This is simply untrue. In January 2010, the TPA announced a proposal that would
see the construction of a pedestrian-only tunnel to the BBTCA using a Public-
Private Partnership model, one that would be entirely financed by the existing $20
Airport Improvement Fees paid by the travelling public.

I understand that by August 2010, four of the then five Toronto Mayoral
candidates had publicly stated his/her support for our proposed pedestrian tunnel.

The TPA has not stated a desire to construct a bridge, and has no plans to propose
one. As you may know, a bridge to the BBTCA is prohibited by Federal

Regulation.

As for “three or four routes” to the airport, there is currently just one: a ferry. It is
true that the TPA requires two ferries, one of which is for backup purposes, just as
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any public transport provider would do in the circumstance. As you also know,
we only operate one ferry at any given time

The TPA is ignoring shipping, and focussed solely on the airport.

I understand that you have had several opportunities to meet with our new Chief
Executive Officer, Geoff Wilson. When he was hired in December 2009, one of
his key tasks was to find ways to grow shipping and throughput at Toronto’s
harbour. His background in transportation, logistics and shipping speaks to our
focus on this element of our mandate. To this end, Mr. Wilson has had dozens of
meetings on this topic with the private sector both here and in Quebec,
BuildToronto, Toronto Tourism, MetroLinx, the TTC, Waterfront Toronto, etc.
We are optimistic about this opportunity. These efforts to grow our Port’s
shipping activity recently received positive media attention in the Financial Post.

The TPA “scrambled” to get other carriers to the BBTCA in the wake of the May
2010 decision by Porter Airlines to withdraw its initial public offering prospectus.

In 2008 and again in 2009, the TPA publicly advised that it was encouraging
other airlines to consider utilizing the BBTCA. At that time, it made sense to us
to diversify our carrier relationships, which appears to be something you now
applaud as per the abovementioned radio interview.

In September/October 2009, the TPA met with both Air Canada and Continental
Airlines to advance this initiative. We also issued a public request on October 16,
2009, designed to attract additional commercial airlines to the BBTCA. In
December 2009, we announced that we were receiving formal proposals from
new carriers. These successful efforts were both public and underway well in
advance of Porter’s April 2010 preliminary IPO prospectus filing.

All Toronto Mayoral candidates would like to take control of the TPA.

This is not my understanding of the candidates’ positions. [ will remind you that
according to a June 2010 poll conducted by Ipsos-Reid, 72% of Torontonians
supported an independent TPA, while just 21% supported the idea that it should
be disbanded. These results are in keeping with a 2009 poll conducted by Pollara
(where 72% were in favour of TPA independence from the City of Toronto, with
23% in favour of it being disbanded).

The TPA lacks transparency.

The TPA website is full of material that supports our view that we are an
extremely transparent agency. The results of three recent and detailed audits
(financial results, Special Examination and a Forensic Audit) are available online

for public review, for example.
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The detailed expenses of our Board of Directors are also available, dating back to
2005. As well, the quarterly expenses of our CEO are posted online, and been
published quarterly since 2009. I note that just this week, Ontario Hospitals have
been ordered to release their CEO expenses; this is a step we voluntarily took
some time ago, and is another example of our leadership and transparency.

In addition, our Board’s Community Outreach committee has been very active:
the TPA is establishing a Consultative Committee regarding the BBTCA, which
will draw upon the very stakeholders that are affected by our airport operations.
We’ve specifically sought your views on the makeup and mandate of the
Committee, and you had the benefit of a September 2010, in-person, meeting with
two of our Directors to ensure that the creation of the Committee reflects best
practices, as well as your own perspectives; what, I ask, could be more transparent

than that?

12: Air Canada’s plan is to fly “initially” to Montreal, and are “planning to go after
Ottawa’” next.

Earlier this year, the TPA awarded Air Canada 30 BBTCA slots; each Air
Canada-designated slot allows one take-off or landing between 6:45 a.m. and
10:00 p.m. (as you know, the airport is open until 11:00 p.m., but in an effort to
limit the impact of the new slot awards on our neighbours, we chose to award
none for use between 10:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m.). There are currently no other
slots to award to Air Canada, or any other commercial carrier, as has already been
publicly disclosed. According to the Air Canada’s public disclosure of October 4,
2010, the airline has determined to use 100% of its allocated takeoff and landing
slots on a Toronto-Montreal route. As such, unless Air Canada was to reduce the
proposed Toronto-Montreal 15 outbound flight/day frequency, Air Canada could
not add a second route to Ottawa, as you have suggested.

Thank you for the opportunity to address these matters. If you would like any further
detail, our team remains ready, as always, to assist.

Respectfully,

e

Mark McQueen
Chairman

cc: Jerry Agar, CFRB

Attachment
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August 28, 2009

Councillor Adam Vaughan
City of Toronto

100 Queen Street West
Toronto, Ontario M5H 2N2

Dear Councillor Vaughan:

Re: Toronto City Centre Airport Pedestrian Tunnel Concept

I write to you to in response to some of the erroneous points you raised in your August
27, 2009 open letter to “Residents of Ward 20.”

Earlier this year, Port Authorities across Canada were asked to develop a list of projects
that could utilize a portion the Federal Government’s $4 billion infrastructure stimulus
program. As you know, in an effort to help Canada recover from the brutal economic
recession, various agencies were invited to provide ideas regarding infrastructure projects
which could be “substantially completed” by March 2011.

In light of the incorrect or incomplete information released to you by Douglas Reid on
CP24 regarding the pedestrian tunnel concept, I am compelled to share with you a brief
overview of the matter. Management at the Toronto Port Authority (“TPA”) prepared a
list of infrastructure projects in February 2009, and reported this to the TPA Board of
Directors during our February 10, 2009 board meeting; this list of project ideas was
forwarded to the appropriate authorities at that time. This list was discussed at a meeting
of the TPA Board of Directors on April 17, 2009. The standing list of infrastructure
opportunities was augmented in May 2009 when management, with my consent, added
the Toronto City Centre Airport (“TCCA”) pedestrian tunnel concept to the original
project list. This was not the first time the topic had come up: the tunnel concept was
discussed by the TPA board of directors during its April 2008 meeting, for example. The
addition of the tunnel concept to the original list was discussed at a meeting of the TPA
Board of Directors on June 4, 2009. As you know, once approved by the federal
government, projects financed under the infrastructure stimulus program require
matching funding from another agency. But, at this point, there is no funding to match.

The TPA is very interested in what Torontonians think of the TCCA pedestrian tunnel
concept. That’s why, in June, we accepted the invitation of The Toronto Star editorial
board to discuss the tunnel concept and the merit of the project’s potential use of federal
stimulus funds. On June 8, 2009, The Star published an editorial in favour of the project.

Canadi
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Based upon the positive feedback we received from the public’s reaction to the concept,
we added the tunnel concept to the list of questions that Pollara asks Torontonians on our
behalf during our annual summer poll. The results were compelling: 62% of
Torontonians favoured the construction of a pedestrian tunnel to the TCCA, with 31%
opposed. When asked what their views would be if the project received federal stimulus
financing, 56% were “more supportive” while just 19% were “less supportive”.

In August 2009, TPA management made a formal application for infrastructure funding
for various infrastructure ideas; this is very appropriately a management role. This
application is natural planning and was made under management’s own authority, but
with the full knowledge of the TPA Board of Directors as referred to above. Just as City
of Toronto staff have been informally discussing Toronto’s recently revised $600 million
application for infrastructure funds with their federal public servant counterparts
(according to this morning’s Globe and Mail), so too have TPA staff. This is their

responsibility.

As with City Council’s list of infrastructure ideas, until we know which, if any, projects
have received federal approval for infrastructure stimulus funding, there is no vote to take
at the TPA Board of Directors nor is there capital to spend. Management continues to
perform its role in managing the day-to-day affairs of the TPA. To assist them in their
analysis of the tunnel concept, management retained the services of a professional
financial advisor and have also received advice from engineering consultants. This has
been undertaken under appropriate spending authorities; the involvement of outside
advisors is prudent in this case given the sums involved.

On August 17, 2009, the Audit Committee of the TPA Board of Directors discussed the
merits and status of the TCCA pedestrian tunnel concept. At this meeting, the Audit
Committee approved the broad publication of an RFP for an Environmental Assessment
regarding the TCCA tunnel concept. As this RFP would be a public call involving a
high-profile concept, the Audit Committee felt it wise for it to approve its release.

I have stated privately and publicly that the “TPA would be prepared to consider” a
modest, yet meaningful, multi-million contribution to the overall cost of the project;
should the Provincial Government agree to partner on the tunnel concept, we would
“consider a $7 million contribution” to the project (a quantum of funds that would be
financed by passengers who each pay the TCCA Airport Improvement Fee). That’s the
extent of my statements to representatives at Queen’s Park, the Federal Government and
the media. I have not committed the TPA to any expenditure of funds; until we have
formal confirmation that this, or any other, project will receive funding, there is no
capital spending decision for the TPA Board of Directors to take.

Although I cannot formally confirm federal funding has been secured at this point, I can
advise that the application for stimulus funding has been made and the project appears to
meet the necessary criteria.
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Your suggestion that TCCA commercial tenants and the Province of Ontario’s Ornge
medevac service should “self-finance” this project misunderstands both the role that
authorities play in transportation infrastructure and the recent push by governments to
help the Canadian economy recover from the brutal recession.

In Windsor, London, Thunder Bay or Ottawa, for example, governments do not charge
Air Canada, Westjet, Porter, or any other airline for the infrastructure that connects public
thoroughfares to the airport. Windsor recently received a commitment of government
funds to upgrade its runways; no airline was billed for the taxpayer funds being used in
that project. Why here? When the pavement around Toronto’s Bay & Dundas bus depot
is resurfaced, Greycoach Bus Lines is not billed for the infrastructure that connects their
passengers to that transportation hub. Why here? Just as no airline paid for the exit that
takes vehicles from Highway 427 to Pearson Airport, you are ignoring more than a
century of infrastructure project planning when you suggest that specific TCCA tenants
should pay for improving passenger access to that airport.

Your position is consistent with that of someone who has publicly stated that he wants to
close the TCCA. The position is not consistent with public policy across Ontario. I
understand that you want to kick Porter Airlines out of the TCCA; but 500,000
passengers so far this year don’t share that view. Nor, I suspect, do Ornge air ambulance
patients appreciate your desire to close the TCCA entirely.

Although you now write in your letter that your opposition to this idea “has nothing to do
with class” and that you have no “quarrel {with] the choices people make to get to
Ottawa”, that wasn’t your position in your Toronto Star interview as published on August
24, 2009. In that interview, you were reported to have said:

"It's a bunch of money to help one particular airline, not the airline industry. It's
a bunch of money to move a few very privileged people, not taxpayers," Vaughan
said.

It is misleading to write a letter to our collective stakeholders as you have now done
claiming that you never said such things, never took that position, and don’t hold that

view.

Whether taxpayers choose to fly out of Pearson Airport or the TCCA, I believe they
should have equal standing in the eyes of the government. As the authority responsible
for effective management and oversight of the TCCA, the TPA must take appropriate
steps to ensure a thriving, efficient, and effective infrastructure is in place to support the
operation. The Tripartite Agreement specifically “prohibits” the City from doing
anything that would “interfere with the safe use and operation” of the TCCA.

A tunnel should not be characterized as a “third route”, as you have done in your letter.
At the present time there is one route to the TCCA: by ferry. The TPA is currently in the
process of constructing a new ferry so that we have a back-up vessel that can replace the
role played by the 1950s-vintage Maple City. Between maintenance, ice challenges and a
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mandated drydock to come for the TCCAL, a modern backup ferry is essential. These
two ferries are being paid for, over time, from Airport Improvement fees collected from
travelling passengers. No taxpayers’ dollars will be used for the ferries, contrary to your
public claims.

Your reference to the need for Toronto City Council to approve the TPA’s own
infrastructure ideas is also inaccurate. Each Port Authority across Canada has been asked
to provide a list of worthy projects that may receive consideration and financing from the
$4 billion infrastructure stimulus fund. [ expect that Halifax, Hamilton, Sept Isles,
Vancouver and Quebec City’s Ports (for example) have already made their own
applications. As you likely know, in light of local interest, the TPA has also applied for
matching funding and has devised a process that will hopefully lead to the repair of the
National Club dockwall, even though we are not the owner of the site in question and are
not responsible for its upkeep. The Federal government’s infrastructure stimulus
program is designed to be a job-creator, and must go to projects that would otherwise not
happen without the funding; it gives us the opportunity to pursue worthy projects that
would otherwise lie fallow for years.

You should be supporting job creation initiatives of this nature, not opposing service
improvements for the people of Toronto.

I am unaware of any “queue” that the TCCA tunnel concept has jumped, as you claim.
The deadline for infrastructure stimulus applications applied to-each entity across the
country equally. I understand from today’s Globe and Mail article that approximately
$600 million of Toronto City Council infrastructure projects have received a positive
hearing from the federal government. The TPA has no formal confirmation of funding
for its own project ideas; for you to portray our project status as being somehow more
advanced than City Hall’s misleads our fellow stakeholders.

Given the interest of the Premier of Ontario, for example, in the tunnel concept, the idea
may have received more media attention this week than your nominated projects. But
don’t confuse the level of media interest in this particularly innovative project with our
place in “the queue”.

I do not agree with your characterization that this project is for the benefit of “one
company”. The travelling public and those who require medevac services are the key
beneficiaries. That’s why various local groups have written to support the idea. I have
taken the liberty of including copies of letters from The Economic Club of Canada and
The Toronto Board of Trade supporting the tunnel concept. Ornge, Ontario’s medical
transport service provider, has also written to Ministers Baird and Flaherty to support the
tunnel’s construction. These are but three examples of the high profile positive feedback
we’ve received to date. 1 believe certain Federal and Provincial Ministers have also
received letters of support and telephone calls from some of your colleagues on Toronto

City Council.
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[ also disagree with your claim that the tunnel will lead to expansion of the airport. The
1983 Tripartite Agreement places specific limits on that airport; it cannot “expand”. The
tunnel, if approved and funded, will help increase the efficiency of this very popular
airport; this is why the project is worthy of consideration in my view.

You refer in your open letter to that fact that a complaint was made earlier this year to the
Federal Conflict of Interest Commissioner, but you proceed to ignore the fact that the
Commissioner has published a report saying that she had dismissed the same complaint
several months ago. You mislead Torontonians by doing so. To raise this issue in your
letter is nothing more than character assassination and is beneath a public office holder.

You further mislead Torontonians regarding the false allegations against the TPA’s
former Chief Executive Officer. Neither the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure &
Communities nor the TPA Board of Directors have prevented an “investigation of the
allegations” from taking place. To the contrary; we asked our auditors to review the topic
during their 2008 audit process. You are making defamatory statements in this regard.
As per a letter from TPA auditor Deloitte LLP dated June 23, 2009 on the topic: “The
[management] trips had been pre-approved through the Budget process and the expense
incurred is correctly recorded in the records of the TPA.” TPA auditor Deloitte LLP
advised the following regarding the management hospitality expenses: “we observe that
the process of payment of these invoices followed during the year was in accordance with
the hospitality policy in place during that time.”

As I informed you earlier this week in writing, we have taken the decision to release all
TPA Board expenses from recent years at next week’s annual meeting, and, going
forward, Board and CEO expenses will be posted on our website on a quarterly basis.

As you acknowledge, the TPA, TCCA and tunnel concept have received positive
response from that vast majority of Toronto’s major print media outlets over the past few
weeks. Our profitable 2008 and first half of 2009 is well known. Although you have
long sought this type of positive financial performance, I note that you have assiduously
avoided acknowledging this important development.

The Editorial Boards of the Toronto Star (twice) and National Post have lauded the
wisdom of spending federal infrastructure funds for the TCCA pedestrian tunnel project,
as has the Globe & Mail’s new municipal columnist.

The pedestrian tunnel concept has received broad public support for a few simple
reasons:

* TCCA passenger volume increased 100% between 2007 and 2008, and is up
another 46% in 2009 (versus 2008);

¢ atunnel has practically no carbon footprint, despite being able to move one
million passengers or more each year;

* the construction of the tunnel could allow for an 80% reduction in ferry trips each
hour so as to focus primarily on vehicle traffic involving fuel and catering trucks,
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for example; this reduction in fuel consumption is good for the environment and
would extend the life of the ferries dramatically, which is another direct financial
benefit of the tunnel concept;

¢ unlike many infrastructure stimulus proposals (such as maintenance-type
proposals involving the paving of roads), it would last for generations;

e although the working budget of $38 million 120 metre tunnel needs to be
finalized, it compares well to the $44 million, 80 metre underpass that was just
completed at Lower Simcoe Street in Toronto;

e according to Pollara’s polling data (referenced below), Torontonians want the
TCCA to succeed as a commuter airport;

e the timing of the new $45-million terminal currently being built by Porter Airlines
(using its own balance sheet) would be accented by the pedestrian tunnel;

» the tunnel project could also serve as a conduit for needed water main and utility
upgrades to serve residents and businesses on the Toronto Islands; and

e Medical patients and organs for transplants arriving on medevac aircraft are
sometimes transported in open boats over choppy Western Gap water in very
inclement weather. A tunnel would give paramedics and their patients safe,
reliable, round-the-clock access to downtown Toronto hospitals.

If T may, I would also refer you to elements of two TPA press releases from earlier this
month that are relevant to both the pedestrian tunnel concept and the future of the TPA

itself.
Majority of Torontonians Support Tunnel Concept

An independent public opinion poll has found that 62% of Torontonians’ surveyed
support the construction of a pedestrian tunnel to improve access to the TCCA. These are
among the results of an annual poll conducted for the TPA by the national public-opinion
research firm Pollara Strategic Insights.

The 500-person survey was conducted July 6-7, 2009. In addition to probing opinions on
the performance of the TPA, the survey touched on a wide variety of topics, including
attitudes toward the revitalization of the Toronto waterfront, and the TCCA. Porter
Airlines and several other aviation enterprises operate out of the TCCA.

According to the survey, 62% of respondents support the construction of a pedestrian
tunnel. Only 21% of respondents are “strongly opposed” to the concept, while 10% are
“somewhat opposed” to it.

Majority of Torontonians Oppose Devolution of TPA and TCCA to City

In recent months you have demanded that the TPA be abolished, with the City of Toronto
taking over its duties, including the operation of the TCCA. According to the Pollara
survey, a majority of Torontonians (58%) oppose the concept of devolution to the City.
Only 14% of respondents "strongly supported" the idea, and 17% "somewhat supported"

the idea.



TORONTO PORT AUTHORITY
ADMINISTRATION PORTUAIRE DETORONTO

The survey further probed Torontonians' attitudes toward the City of Toronto taking over
the TPA and the TCCA by asking if they would be more supportive or opposed to this
scenario if it meant removing Porter Airlines from the TCCA. Under that scenario, public
opposition to devolution grew by a ratio of 4-to-1 against the devolution concept: 53% of
Torontonians were more opposed to devolution, while only 12% were more supportive.

As all federal infrastructure stimulus projects must be “substantially completed” by
March 2011, time is obviously of the essence. That’s why we released the RFP earlier
this week. Your public threats about the TPA being unable to get timely “permits” from
City Hall are a transparent threat; the City is bound by the Tripartite Agreement, as stated
above, and is prohibited from interfering with the operation of the TCCA by that same
agreement. An authorized breach of that agreement by a City employee would obviate
the entire agreement; a risk I would caution you from promoting.

The TCCA is an essential economic engine during difficult times. Porter has ordered
$500 million of Toronto-made Bombardier aircraft, and another $45 million is currently
being invested from their own balance sheet in their new terminal. The Port Authority
has invested in excess of $23 million this decade between the TCCA infrastructure
upgrade and the two 2000-vintage ferries (both of which were built in Ontario).

In light of the public’s clear support for the TCCA pedestrian tunnel concept, and its
many benefits, I believe it is a worthy project for consideration by both our Federal and
Provincial governments.

Respectfully,

TORONTO PORT AUTHORITY

Mark McQueen
Chairman

Attachments
Letter from Mark Adler, The Economic Club of Canada, July 24, 2009

Letter from Carol Wilding, Toronto Board of Trade, August 13, 2009
TPA Press releases dated July 23, 2009; August 4, 2009; August 6, 2009; August 23,

2009
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ECONOMIC CLUB
OF CANADA

July 24, 2009

The Honourable John Baird, PC, MP
Minister of Transport Canada

330 Sparks Street

Ottawa, ON K1A ONS5

Dear Minister Baird,

As President and CEO of the Economic Club of Canada, I want to take this opportunity
to express my support for the proposal by the Toronto Port Authority to build a tunnel
connecting the Toronto mainland to the Toronto City Centre Airport terminal.

The empirical evidence is clear: Building a pedestrian tunnel to the Toronto Island
Airport makes perfect economic sense by creating much needed construction jobs. There
are also a number of other associated benefits: It is a matter of convenience for the
growing number of travelers who make use of the Island Airport. A tunnel would also
provide island residents with reliable, year round access to the Toronto mainland and
thereby reducing the costly winter ferry service to the islands. In addition, the tunnel
could also be adapted to accommodate a much needed new watermain to service the

island residents.

The construction of a pedestrian tunnel connecting the Toronto mainland to the city’s
island airport from my understanding is a ‘shovel ready’ project and by that measure
should receive the requisite federal infrastructure funding to proceed with construction.
This tunnel will clearly be a benefit to the city of Toronto and the GTA on all fronts and I

support its construction.

[f you have any questions or require any additional comments, please fell free to contact
me at anytime,

Sincerely,

Mactsd ot

Mark Adler
President and CEO
The Economic Club of Canada
The Economic Club of Canada
80 Richmond Street West, Suite 501
Toronto, ON MS5H 2A4
T 416 306 0899 F 416 306 0898



1 First Canadian Place, P.O. Box 60
TO R O N TO Tcro':to. 5’:3:?0'" Caa::da MS;);C‘I

BOARD OF TRADE Tal: 416.366.6811
Fax: 416.366.6440
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August 11, 2009

The Honourable John Baird, PC, MP

Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities
Transport Canada

330 Sparks Street

Ottawa. ON K1A ONS5

Dear Minister Baird:

On behalf of the Toronto Board of Trade, | am writing to you and to Minister Flaherty to
express our enthusiastic support for the Toronto Port Authority’s proposed pedestrian and
expanded utility tunnel to connect the Toronto City Centre Airport’s mainland tcrminal to

the island airport.

Since the launch of Porter Airlines in 2006 the Toronto City Centre Airport has
demonstrated itself to be an enormously important economic asset to Toronto’s regional
economy, linking our downtown business and tourist hub to an ever-expanding inventory
of eastern continental destinations. The resiliency of this airline to the many headwinds
tacing the broader airline industry is a testament to the strategic economic value of its
airport’s downtown location.

A pedestrian tunnel would not only increase the reliability and convenience of the use of
this airport, it would greatly improve public safety by eliminating the risk of occasional
terry service interruptions associated with weather conditions. The potential link of a
public safety incident to inclement weather is obvious, and the sole reliability of access
via the ferry is a very real concem. No other international airport operates with such
limited emergency access options.

Moreover, as Toronto grows in size and stature as a global financial hub, it will be
imperative for the region to be easily accessible to both business and tourist travel. Ina
few short years this airport has become a tremendous source of pride for Torontonians
who clearly enjoy the travel options that a second, smaller international airport offers our
city region. This proposed stimulus funding project enjoys strong support not only from
the Toronto business community, but from the broader public. It would also have
immediate and lasting economic benefit to the broader Toronto region.

I'am happy to speak with you regarding any aspect of this particular project. Do not
hesitate to contact me.

arol Wilding
President & CEQ

c.c. Lorna J. Counsell, rhines Inc
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August 11, 2009

The Honourable James Flaherty, PC, MP
Minister of Finance Canada

140 O’ Connor Street

Ottawa, ON K1A 0G5

Dear Minister Flaherty:

On behalf of the Toronto Board of Trade, | am writing to you and to Minister Baird to
express our enthusiastic support for the Toronto Port Authority’s proposed pedestrian and
expanded utility tunnel to connect the Toronto City Centre Airport’s mainland terminal to

the island airport.

Since the launch of Porter Airlines in 2006 the Toronto City Centre Airport has
demonstrated itself to be an enormously important economic asset to Toronto’s regional
economy, linking our downtown business and tourist hub to an ever-expanding inventory
of eastern continental destinations. The resiliency of this airline to the many headwinds
facing the broader airline industry is a testament to the strategic economic value of its
airport’s downtown location.

A pedestrian tunnel would not only increase the reliability and convenience of the use of
this airport. it would greatly improve public safety by eliminating the risk of occasional
terry service interruptions associated with weather conditions. The potential link of a
public safety incident to inclement weather is obvious, and the sole reliability of access
via the ferry is a very real concern. No other international airport operates with such
limited emergency access options.

Moreover, as Toronto grows in size and stature as a global financial hub, it will be
imperative for the region to be easily accessible to both business and tourist travel. In a
few short years this airport has become a tremendous source of pride for Torontonians
who clearly enjoy the travel options that a second, smaller international airport offers our
city region. This proposed stimulus funding project enjoys strong support not only from
the Toronto business community, but from the broader public. It would also have
immediate and lasting economic benefit to the broader Toronto region.

I'am happy to speak with you regarding any aspect of this particular project. Do not
hesitate to contact me.

Carol Wilding
President & CEO

c.c. LLoma J. Counsell, Porter Airlines Inc.

Tel: 416.366.6811
Fax: 416.366.6460
www.bot.com



Toronto Port Authority turns a profit in fiscal 2008

TORONTO, July 23 /CNW/ - The Toronto Port Authority ("TPA") released its 2008
audited financial statements earlier today on its website. The audited
financials show that the federal agency earned a profit during the 2008
fiscal year. The Statement of Revenue and Expenses shows an Income from
Operations of $2.251 million, with overall Net Income of $863,000.

"The Toronto Port Authority has been working hard to deliver results for all
Torontonians," said Alan Paul, acting President and CEQ. "Even in these tough
economic times, we have shown that the TPA can be a profitable driver of
economic growth in the Greater Toronto Area."

The top profit contributor at the Toronto Port Authority was the Toronto City
Centre Airport, which continues to see remarkable passenger growth as a
result of the expansion of Porter Airlines. With the construction of a new
terminal currently underway, and further improvements to Airport
infrastructure, the stage is set for even further growth in fiscal 2009.

In anticipation of the TCCA's 100% year-over-year passenger growth, the TPA
contracted in January 2009 to build a new, larger ferry. Construction of this
ferry is well underway in Wheatley, Ontario, and is being financed by the TPA
without any government or taxpayer assistance.

"The airport is a huge competitive advantage for the City of Toronto,”™ Mr.
Paul stated. "The Toronto Port Authority is committed to providing passengers
with the best possible travel experience whether they are using the airport

for business travel or for leisure.”

All four of the Toronto Port Authority's operating businesses were profitable
in 2008. In addition to the City Centre Airport, these include the Port's
commercial operations, the Outer Harbour Marina and the TPA's modest
remaining Property holdings. Despite the economic downturn, the Toronto Port
Authority is cautiously optimistic about continuing this profit experience in

fiscal 2009.

The Toronto Port Authority's financial stability ensures the agency will be
able to continue its efforts to make the Toronto waterfront a clean and
secure place to live, work and do business. Although the focus in 2008 was to
turn a profit, the Toronto Port Authority was also actively engaged in
cleaning up the waterfront, fighting pollution, and preserving natural
environments in and around the Leslie Street Spit.

“Doing our part to make Toronto a better place is at the core of everything
we do," stated Mark McQueen, Chairman of the Toronto Port Authority's Beard
of Directors. "But we also wanted to improve the TPA itself, a task that the
new guard on the Board of Directors has taken to heart. Achieving the TPA's
first-ever profit is one key example of this effort. Another is the fact that
we've reduced the cost of the Board of Directors by approximately 33% in the
past fiscal last year versus 2007. The TPA's critics wanted us to be
profitable, and the Board and management are pleased to deliver in that

regard."

"I am also proud to say that the TPA's cash and short term investments
amounted to $11 million as at December 31, 2008," added Mr. McQueen. "In



addition, the TPA would be delighted to receive the $12.3 million in overdue
Settlement Payments, Harbour User Fees and interest that the City of Toronto
has withheld over the past number of years. With these additional funds, the
TPA could further improve Toronto's harbour operations, its port facilities
and security infrastructure. The TPA has already agreed to pay to the City of
Toronto approximately $5.5 million in payments-in-lieu-of-taxes, consistent
with the recommendations of the federal PILTS Dispute Advisory Panel Report,
released in early 2009, with these payments-in-lieu-of-taxes having been
offset against additional debts owed to the TPA by the City."

Along with bringing an increased business focus to the Authority, the TPA
remains committed to continuing its advancements in community outreach and

engagement.

"Two of the Toronto Port Authority's highest priorities are transparency and
accountability," added Mr. McQueen. "The majority of the Board continues to
put its energies into prudent management and oversight so as to ensure that
the Toronto Port Authority can continue to improve its services to
stakeholders and the public at large. With the input of the harbour's
business and residential communities, the Toronto Port Authority is looking
forward to improving its operations further, despite the current economic

downturn."

For further information:

Janet MacDonald, Toronto Port Authority, (416) 863-2003



Toronto Port Authority releases results of City-wide survey

Majority of Torontonians want port operations - including Toronto City Centre Airport - to stay
out of City of Toronto's control

TORONTO, Aug. 4 /CNW/ - The Toronto Port Authority (TPA) today released the results of a
public opinion survey conducted by the national public-opinion research firm Pollara Strategic

Insights.

The survey was conducted July 6-7, 2009, sampling 500 residents who live within the City of
Toronto. In addition to probing the opinions on the performance of the TPA, the survey touched
on a wide variety of topics, including attitudes toward the revitalization of the Toronto
waterfront, and the Toronto City Centre Airport (TCCA). Porter Airlines and several other
aviation enterprises operate out of the TCCA.

In recent years, a handful of local and federal politicians have demanded that the TPA be
abolished, with the City of Toronto taking over its duties, including the operation of the TCCA.
According to the Pollara survey, a majority of Torontonians (58%) oppose the concept of
devolution to the City. Only 14% of respondents "strongly supported"” the idea, and 17%

"somewhat supported" the idea.

"We were interested in what our stakeholders had to say about this proposal, so we added the
devolution question to our annual summer poll," said Mark McQueen, Chairman of the TPA's
Board of Directors. "The public reaction was compelling, and serves as a guide for those of us
involved in the economic future of Toronto."

The survey further probed Torontonians' attitudes toward the City of Toronto taking over the
TPA and the TCCA by asking if they would be more supportive or opposed to this scenario if it
meant removing Porter Airlines from the TCCA. Under that scenario, public opposition to
devolution grew by a ratio of 4-to-1 against the devolution concept: 53% of Torontonians were
more opposed to devolution, while 12% were more supportive.

"It is clear to us that Torontonians support the goals of the TPA in building a sustainable, secure
harbour community that includes a thriving airport servicing short-haul passenger traffic," said
Alan Paul, the TPA's Acting President and Chief Executive Officer. "It is also worth noting that
this poll was conducted before the recent announcement that every TPA line of business reported

an operating profit in fiscal 2008."

Survey results can be found on the TPA's website at www torontoport.com, as well as other
information about the TPA.

The Toronto Port Authority was incorporated on June 8, 1999, as a government business
enterprise under the Canada Marine Act as the successor to the Toronto Harbour Commissioners.
It is a federal public authority providing transportation, distribution, storage, and container
services to businesses. The TPA owns and operates the Toronto City Centre Airport, Marine
Terminals 51 and 52, and the Outer Harbour Marina. The TPA also provides regulatory controls
and public works services to enhance the safety and efficiency of marine navigation and aviation
in the port and harbour of Toronto.



Relevant Survey Results - Details

Pollara surveyed a random sample of 500 City of Toronto residents by telephone between July 6-
7, 2009; the margin of error is +/- 4.4%, 19 times out of 20. It is the third annual survey probing

Torontonians' views of the TPA, its performance and its strategic objectives. One key question
involved the topic of handing over control of the TPA and the Toronto City Centre Airport to the

City of Toronto.
The relevant Pollara question text and answers provided were as follows:

QN22N: Some have suggested that the Toronto Port Authority should be abolished, and that the
City of Toronto should take over running all of the Port's duties - including transportation, public

safety, and environmental protection responsibilities.

Is this something you would

Total Support.................. 31%
Strongly Support.............. 14%
Somewhat Support.............. 17%
Total Oppose................... 58%
Somewhat Oppose............... 15%
Strongly Oppose............... 43%
Don't Know..................... 11%
Refused........coorveniinne. less than 01%
N Size...c.oovienevnnnnn, 500

QN23N: If, as part of this take over, the City of Toronto closed the Toronto City Centre Airport
and removed Porter Airlines, how would this impact your support or opposition to the Toronto
Port Authority being abolished and the City of Toronto taking over the Port's duties?

Would it make you more supportive, more opposed, or would it have no impact on your support
or opposition to this move?

Is that much more or somewhat more supportive/opposed?

Total More......ccccoovervriernnn. 12%
Much More Supportive................. 07%
Somewhat More Supportive............. 06%
No Impact ....ccoovvrrirrennnnn, 30%
Total Less.....cccoovvervinreennane. 53%
Somewhat More Opposed................ 14%
Much More Opposed.................... 39%
Don't Know........cocouverrnnnnn... 05%
Refused.........ccooeevevinincannn, less than 01%
N Size.cooooiiiieriireieeeen 500

For further information: Janet MacDonald, Toronto Port Authority, (416) 863-2003
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August 6, 2009

Majority of Torontonians want pedestrian tunnel to
Toronto City Centre Airport: Poll

Sixty-two per cent support tunnel concept

TORONTO - An independent public opinion poll has found that 62% of Torontonians’ surveyed
support the construction of a pedestrian tunnel to improve access to the Toronto City Centre Airport.

These are among the results of an annual poll conducted for the Toronto Port Authority (TPA) by the
national public-opinion research firm Pollara Strategic Insights.

The 500-person survey was conducted July 6-7, 2009. In addition to probing opinions on the
performance of the TPA, the survey touched on a wide variety of topics, including attitudes toward
the revitalization of the Toronto waterfront, and the Toronto City Centre Airport (TCCA) Porter
Airlines and several other aviation enterprises operate out of the TCCA.

In June of this year, the TPA reintroduced the decades-old tunnel concept given the apparent dearth
of Toronto-area infrastructure projects which could benefit from the federal government’s stimulus
funding program. A pedestrian tunnel undemeath the Western Gap of the Toronto harbour would
improve access between the mainland and the Toronto City Centre Airport for the commuting public.
Medical patients involved with TCCA emergency medical evacuation flights would also be key

beneficiaries.

According to the survey, 62% of respondents support the construction of a pedestrian tunnel. Only
21% of respondents are “strongly opposed” to the concept, while 10% are “somewhat opposed” to it.

“In light of Toronto’s need for shovel-ready infrastructure projects able to access federal stimulus
funding and create local jobs, this is the perfect time to reintroduce the tunnel concept. The concept
has four key drivers: TCCA passenger volume increased 100% between 2007 and 2008; a tunnel has
practically no carbon footprint; it would last for generations; and, as we saw in the Pollara survey
results released earlier this week, Torontonians want the TCCA to succeed as a commuter airport,”
said Mark McQueen, Chairman of the TPA’s Board of Directors. “Given the long-term benefits of
this type of infrastructure, we were naturally interested in what Torontonians had to say about the

concept. So, we put the question to them.”

In addition to improving access to the TCCA, including a new $45-million terminal currently being
built by Porter Airlines, the pedestrian tunnel concept could also serve as a conduit for needed water
main and utility upgrades to serve residents and businesses on the Toronto Islands. The TPA has



invited the City of Toronto to consider teaming up on the project in the coming weeks, given the
City’s pressing need to upgrade its core services to the Toronto Islands.

“The tunnel concept has been around since the 1930s when City officials first brought the idea
forward to spur on economic development,” said the TPA's Acting President and CEO, Alan Paul.
“In 1935, The Globe and Mail editorial board termed the project ‘inevitable’. The undeniable
success of the TCCA, combined with the broad public support for the tunnel concept and the TPA's
overall stewardship of the harbour, presents a unique opportunity to finally make it happen.”

“Medical patients and organs for transplants arriving on medevac aircraft are sometimes transported
in open boats over choppy water in very inclement weather,” added Ken Lundy, TCCA Airport
Director. “A tunnel would give paramedics and their patients safe, reliable, round-the-clock access to

downtown Toronto hospitals.”

The tunnel concept has received the support of several business and community groups, local
politicians as well as Canada’s largest daily newspaper, The Toronto Star (“For an island tunnel”,

June 8, 2009, pg. A12).

“The island airport has proven to be a success story for the City of Toronto,” said City Councillor
Karen Stintz. “[The tunnel] is a shovel-ready infrastructure project that will result in job creation as
well as enhancing municipal infrastructure. The addition of a tannel will result in improved access for

commuters year round.”

The Toronto Port Authority was incorporated on June 8, 1999, as a government business enterprise
under the Canada Marine Act as the successor to the Toronto Harbour Commissioners. It is a federal
public authority providing transportation, distribution, storage and container services to businesses.
The TPA owns and operates the Toronto City Centre Airport, Marine Terminals 51 and 52, and the
Outer Harbour Marina. The TPA also provides regulatory controls and public works services to
enhance the safety and efficiency of marine navigation and aviation in the port and harbour of

Toronto.

Further information about the TPA is available on the TPA website at www.torontoport.com.

-30-
For more information contact:
Janet MacDonald

Toronto Port Authority
(416) 863-2003
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Relevant Survey Results

Details: Details Pollara Strategic Insights surveyed a random sample of 500 City of Toronto
residents by telephone between July 6-7, 2009; the margin of error is + 4.4%, 19 times out of
20. It 1s the third annual survey probing Torontonians’ views of the TPA, its performance
and its strategic objectives. A key question posed by Pollara sought to gauge the potential
support for the construction of a pedestrian tunnel connecting the mainland with the TCCA..

Q25N: As you may know, access to this airport is by a short ferry ride
across a distance of 400 feet (or 121 metres) of water. Do you strongly
support, somewhat support, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose the
construction of a pedestrian tunnel underneath this waterway to improve
access to the Toronto City Centre Airport?

Total SUPPOLE ittt ittt ittt ittt e 62%
SEronNgly SUPPOIE « ittt it ettt e e e e 34%
Somewhat SUPPOIL . ..vtt ittt iirinntnnrereennnnnnn. 28%

TOLALl OPPOSE vttt ittt tenntteneeiia e, 31%
Somewhat OpPPOSe &ttt ittt ieetie et ier e 10%
SErONgly OPPOSE worvet ittt srnnr e iieeineennnnn, 21%

Don 't KROW « ottt ittt it et et e e 7%

RefuSed ittt ittt s e e e e e <1l%

L 500
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Toronto waterfront development
“headed in right direction”: Poll

TORONTO - An independent public opinion poll has found that 64% of Torontonians surveyed
believe that Toronto’s waterfront redevelopment efforts are headed in the right direction.

These are among the results of an annual poll conducted for the Toronto Port Authority (TPA) by the
national public-opinion research firm Pollara Strategic Insights.

The 500-person telephone survey was conducted July 6-7, 2009. In addition to probing opinions on
the performance of the TPA, the survey touched on a wide variety of topics, including views on the
waterfront and the Toronto City Centre Airport (TCCA).

According to the survey, 64% of respondents believe recent “changes along Toronto’s waterfront are
headed in the right direction.” Only 14% of respondents believed the waterfront was headed in the

“wrong direction,” while 22% didn’t have an opinion.

“As a key service provider to Toronto residents, the TPA recognizes it has a supporting role to play
in revitalizing our city's waterfront. With TCCA commercial passenger traffic doubling between
2007 and 2008, it is encouraging to see that Torontonians believe the success of the airport is
compatible with the direction of Toronto’s waterfront redevelopment strategy,” said Mark McQueen,

Chairman of the TPA’s Board of Directors.

“The TPA has worked diligently to ensure that the passenger growth at the TCCA complies with our
‘good neighbour’ policy,” said the TPA’s Acting President and CEO, Alan Paul. “Over the past 12
months, noise complaints have dropped 61%. Later this Fall, our community-based Noise
Management Advisory Group will consider several ambient noise mitigation recommendations with
input from a soon-to-be scheduled public meeting. Even with the dramatic drop in noise complaints,
the TPA is keen to utilize any and all practical means to ensure that the TCCA’s growth and success
does not interfere with the quality of life of waterfront residents and visitors.”

Earlier this month, the TPA announced other encouraging results from this year’s survey. Among
them, 62% of Torontonians support the construction of a pedestrian tunnel between the mainland and
the TCCA, with 31% opposing. Furthermore, 58% of Torontonians oppose the proposal by some City
of Toronto politicians that the TPA be abolished and its duties turned over to the City, with 31%

supporting the proposal.

The full results of the Pollara survey are available at www.torontoport.com.



The Toronto Port Authority was incorporated on June 8, 1999, as a government business enterprise
under the Canada Marine Act as the suceessor to the Toronto Harbour Commissioners. It is a federal
public authority providing transportation, distribution, storage and container services to businesses.
The TPA owns and operates the Toronto City Centre Airport, Marine Terminals 51 and 52, and the
Outer Harbour Marina. The TPA also provides regulatory controls and public works services to
enhance the safety and efficiency of marine navigation and aviation in the port and harbour of

Toronto.

230 -
For more information contact:
Janet MacDonald

Toronto Port Authority
(416) 863-2003
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Relevant Survey Results

Details: Details Pollara Strategic Insights surveyed a random sample of 500 City of Toronto
residents by telephone between July 6-7, 2009; the margin of error is = 4.4%, 19 times out of
20. It is the third annual survey probing Torontonians’ views of the TPA, its performance
and its strategic objectives. A key question posed by Pollara sought to gauge the potential
support for the construction of a pedestrian tunnel connecting the mainland with the TCCA.

Q4: As you may know, Toronto's waterfront has been going through a process of revitaization in recent years, with
the development and creation of new communities, parks and green spaces along the watefront. Do you think these
changes along Toronto's waterfront are headed in the right direction or wrong direction?

Right DIreCtion ..c...ooiiiiiee et et e e eean
WIroNg Dir€CtiON ......cooiiiiiie s
Don't Know/Refused ...
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161 Bay Street, Suite 252

June 27, 2008 P.0. Box 225, Toronto, ON MSJ 2S

Councillor Adam Vaughan
City of Toronto

Toronto City Hall

100 Queen Street West

2™ floor

Toronto, Ontario

MSH 2N2

Dear Councillor Vaughan:

Many thanks for agreeing to meet with me on June 12% I enjoyed the opportunity to
introduce myself, and to personally assure you of the sincerity of my public comments
regarding the Toronto Port Authority’s (“TPA”) desire to tumn the page on the TPA’s
relationship with the City of Toronto under the previous federal government.

I have looked into each of the matters you raised, and am pleased to report the following:

1. Libel Suits against you personally:

As I mentioned during our meeting, I was stunned to hear that you were “being sued” by
the TPA for Libel regarding comments you’ve made in the past regarding the Q400
aircraft. I am advised by TPA stafF that this is not the case, and was delighted to hear this
news. If there is outstanding litigation against you of this nature, I am assured by TPA

staff that TPA is not a Plaintiff in any such action.

2. Bathurst Street Sidewalk:

The TPA is not opposed to the construction of a sidewalk. I am advised that the only
concerns that have been raised by TPA staff are to ensure pedestrian safety in light of the
existing activity on Bathurst Street. I understand that TPA Staff and City Staff are setting
a meeting time to have a “without prejudice” discussion regarding the City’s proposed

location of a new sidewalk.

3. National Club Dockwall:

As you know, TPA does not own this asset, although we share your concern regarding
the adjudication of this situation. We have been in contact with the Province regarding
the repair of the dockwall in the Western Gap. We continue to monitor the situation and
are hopeful of a near term resolution. Unfortunately, this is not an issue where we can

influence the outcome.

www.wellingtonfund.com



4. Tip Top Phase II:

With respect to the Tip Top Phase II construction, I am advised that Nav Canada has
raised concerns regarding the specific location of an element of this project and that they
are working constructively with a navigational expert retained by the Tip Top Phase II
developers. Like you, we are mindful of the impact that any construction project may
have on the safety of commercial and private users of TCCA, and trust that the Nav
Canada team is approaching this issue in a dispassionate manner.

5. “Toronto Museum”:

We are aware that the City of Toronto Council recently approved the pursuit of the
construction of a “Toronto Museum” at the foot of Bathurst Street. Our Airport Director,
Ken Lundy, will continue to work with City Staff on the planning and development
aspects of the proposed site. As you said during our meeting, this presents an excellent
opportunity for City Staff and the TPA to beautify the area around the ferry dockwall and
adjacent parking lots, without undermining the practical needs of the tens of thousands of
Torontonians who utilize the TCCA each and every month.

6. TCCA noise complaints:

In the area of noise, [ think you and I are in absolute agreement regarding the basic
principle that TCCA users need to comply with both the spirit and the letter of the
Tripartite Agreement. In light of the many thousands of residents along the waterfront, it
must be acknowledged that TPA received complaints from only 44 citizens during the
month of May; any extremely low percentage of the relevant population base. And while
we naturally strive for zero complaints, this compares well in my mind to what [ assume
were the 1,000+ different complaints that each City Councillor received regarding snow
removal, for example, during the month of February 2008.

As I mentioned during our meeting, approximately 15% of these noise complaints appear
to have been related to the Province of Ontario’s Air Ambulance. You may find it
interesting that just last week, this very Air Ambulance flew over my home (situated well
north of Bloor Street) on two different occasions, likely on the way to the Hospital for
Sick Children; I did not call my City Councillor or MPP to complain of the loud noise
that is generated by a low flying helicopter. I was Just hopeful that the young occupant
got the emergency care he/she required, and am glad that we live in a society that can

afford such life-saving tools.

We must agree that:

1) The Air Ambulance has been based at TCCA since 1991, long before many of
the buildings were constructed anywhere near the TCCA site;

ii) It is not for the TPA to second guess where the emergency professionals who
work for the Province of Ontario believe the Air Ambulance should be based:;



As Canada’s largest City, Toronto needs to have such tools close at hand.

Balmoral Avenue would be also quieter if it didn’t have a Pumper Truck in

that Firehall, Chaplin would be quieter if not for the Metro Ambulance depot

at Eglinton, South Rosedale would be quieter if not for the Sherbourne / Bloor

Aerial Truck; the East Annex Heritage District would be quieter if not for the

restaurants at “Ave & Dav”. Living in a City involves some ambient noise,

whichever neighbourhood you choose to reside in;

iv) It is due to Toronto’s history that many of the key hospitals are located
downtown, which is the sole reason why several such Air Ambulance flights
occur each day in the downtown core, and to-and-from the TCCA;

v) If the residents along the Waterfront who call the TPA to complain about the

movements of the Air Ambulance had children or grandchildren involved with

these life-saving flights, they would undoubtedly feel differently about its
presence at the TCCA, or anywhere else for that matter.

11i)

That being said, in light of one specifically unfortunate commercially-generated post-
11:00 p.m. noise event, TPA has begun a new initiative with Transport Canada to
develop regulations to enforce curfew violations. At the present time, to my surprise, no
such regulations exist. TPA Staff are on top of this and will report to the Board as soon
as Transport Canada is in a position to assist with this situation.

I have spoken to the Chief Executive Officer of Porter Airlines personally regarding this
issue. I have impressed upon him our desire to avoid any excessive noise, or
circumnstances where the airline might be active late in the day or early in the morning.
He is sensitive to our concerns, and is actively attempting to find a long term solution to

the 11:00 p.m. issue in particular.

7. PILTs:

With respect to PILTs, I understand that the decision of the Dispute Advisory Panel is
expected any day now. Once that Panel gives its advice, the TPA Board of Directors will

be in a position to deal with this important issue.

8. TPA’s 2007 financial statements:

With respect to the timing of the release of the 2007 financial statements, they were
approved at a Board meeting earlier this week and will be posted on our website in the

near term.

Again, thank you for agreeing to meet with me. As | advised during our meeting, the
TPA Board is very keen to work constructively with the City on our many areas of
mutual interest. If there ever comes a time when you feel the need to involve the TPA
Board on an issue, I encourage you to do so. And while we and City representatives may
agree to disagree at times, I believe the opportunity to discuss issues is far better than this
pre-existing situation where the City didn’t talk to the TPA, and the TPA didn’t believe it
could get a fair hearing with the City on any and all issues.



The best way for us each to address the other's concerns is through an ongoing dialogue,
City Council’s recent decision to consider candidates for the ultimate appointment of a
City representative to the TPA Board of Directors is an excellent step in that direction.

As an aside, I do not see myself as a “Tory patronage appointment”, as you were quoted
in the Globe and Mail earlier this week. To ensure that the TPA is not seen to be a place
of “patronage”, at a meeting in March 2008 our Board did away with the $50,000 annual
salary for the Board Chair. As I mentioned to you during my meeting, all of my own
Board meeting fees are donated to local charities each year, and I am therefore a
volunteer who is trying to make our City a better place to live. These donations, in a
small way, improve several organizations that are used by your constituents with much

regularity.

We both want the same thing: to improve the City of Toronto as a place to live and work.
I'look forward to working with you and your colleagues to achieve that end.

Respectfully,

gt

Mark McQueen
Chairman of the Board
Toronto Port Authority

Cc:  His Worship David Miller,
Mayor, City of Toronto

Lisa Raitt,
President & Chief Executive Officer, Toronto Port Authority



