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VIAA IDENTIFIED AREAS 

FOR POSSIBLE BUILDING HEIGHT INCREASES MAP 
 

• City staff regard the Terra Nova Area as unsuitable for a building height increase. 
 
• City staff regard the South City Centre area as having potential for a building height increase.  
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Airport Noise Review 

Informal Resident Survey and Stakeholder Summaries City of Richmond 
Final Report 

 
 

 
Stakeholder Level of Agreement with 

Recommendations General Comments 1 General Comments 2 General Comments 3 General Comments 4 General Comments 5 

Mr. Larry Berg,  
President and CEO, 
Vancouver International 
Airport Authority 

Disagree 

To move forward on this important issue 
the City of Richmond should develop a 
policy identifying areas where residential 
development is relatively unaffected by 
aircraft noise; where residential 
development should be restricted and 
subject to mandatory conditions; and areas 
where residential development should be 
prohibited. 

Residential development is not 
recommended anywhere within the +30NEF 
contour, but some areas are clearly worse 
than others. 

      

Mr. Bob Ransford, 
Chair, UDI - Richmond 
Liaison Committee,  
Urban Development 
Institute – Pacific Region 

Not clearly indicated 

Is it technically feasible to achieve a 0 NEF 
in sleeping quarters for those areas of 
Richmond subject to NEF levels of 30+? 
Even if it is technically feasible, it is 
justifiable from a cost perspective to build 
homes that would meet this noise 
standard?  Without the answers to these 
questions, we are unable to provide specific 
recommendations in terms of in which NEF 
contours it might be appropriate to allow 
new residential development. 

Concerns regarding the relationship of NEF 
standards to other more familiar noise 
standards such as CMHC noise guidelines 
and the BC Building Code acoustic 
standards. 

Is the City considering some type of 
disclaimer to prevent future developer 
liability over noise if a building is 
constructed in accordance with drawings 
that have been signed-off by a noise 
consultant and accepted by Richmond? 

Customer information reveals that, for other 
past projects built and sold within these 
contour areas,  buyers are aware of the 
airport noise before they purchase their 
home, and they are not bothered by it. 

Possibility of adopting a no-net-loss policy 
on new housing stock whereby it would be 
necessary to accommodate new residents 
elsewhere in the City through increases in 
allowable density or building height.  We 
would hope that, in the sprit of cooperation, 
YVR could become an advocate for the 
relaxation of current blanket height 
restrictions in Richmond that result from 
Transport Canada's regulations around 
aeronautical safety. 

Mr. Louis Ranger,  
Deputy Minister of 
Transport,  
Transport Canada 

Disagree 

Land use zoning in line with Transport 
Canada guidance has proven to be a most 
effective means to address community 
response to noise annoyance.  Accordingly, 
we urge local land use authorities to 
exercise their zoning powers to ensure 
activities adjacent to the airport are 
compatible with airport operations. 

YVR and Transport Canada have expended 
considerable resources defending a civil 
legal action brought forward by a number of 
Richmond residents concerning noise from 
aircraft operations.  While YVR and TC were 
ultimately successful in their defence, 
continued development in areas considered 
to be incompatible would increase the risk 
of new legal action in the future. 

      

Mr. Kevin Falcon,  
Minister of Transportation Disagree 

In order to derive the maximum utility from 
YVR, ensuring compatible land use in the 
vicinity of the airport is essential.  Several 
airports worldwide have had restrictions 
placed on their operations or have been 
forced to relocate in large part as a result 
of encroaching incompatible development.  
We cannot afford to jeopardize the utility of 
YVR, as has been done elsewhere in the 
world. 

The consultants seem to recommend a 
higher density of residential development 
the closer one gets to the airport (housing 
limited to residential towers or multiple 
dwellings in the highest noise exposure 
areas).  This seems inconsistent with the 
meaning of compatible. 

To move along a path of permitting 
residential developments in high noise 
areas would be an irreversible decision that 
would in all likelihood result in pressure for 
unacceptable operating constraints on 
YVR. 

A few other provinces, namely Alberta and 
Ontario, have taken a more direct approach 
to the subject of land use planning in the 
vicinity of airports, directly through 
legislation or through the issuance of land 
use zoning guidelines for local government. 
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Stakeholder Level of Agreement with 

Recommendations General Comments 1 General Comments 2 General Comments 3 General Comments 4 General Comments 5 

Dr. James Lu,  
Medical Health Officer 
Richmond Health Services 

Disagree 
We believe that Health, as a need of the 
City, is not given adequate consideration in 
the report. 

The consultant's primary task is identified 
as developing a "how to plan for residential 
developments while having a regard for 
airport noise concerns".  This in our opinion 
is premature.  The initial task or question 
should be whether residential development 
be permitted at all in the areas under 
consideration. 

A noise report that ignores traffic noise for 
an area such as the City Center may be of 
limited value. 

NEFs are not always the best or only 
parameter that should be considered.  
Actual real life data are always better than 
theoretical noise gradient plots based on 
numerous and compounding assumptions.  
We would therefore recommend that the 
actual numbers and frequencies of flights 
over an area and the associated noise levels 
be considered, but be used whenever 
possible as the preferred (benchmark) noise 
information. 

Schools and Daycares are not suitable for 
areas located under the flight paths. 

Ms. Anne Murray,  
VP, Community & 
Environmental Affairs, 
Vancouver International 
Airport Authority 

Disagree 

Committee members request the City take 
into careful consideration its views by 
developing a policy that will not negate 
past and future efforts of the Committee to 
improve the noise environment around the 
airport; non-compatible land uses around 
the airport will increase the risk of public 
pressure to change, restrict, or curtail 
current operations and future growth.  Such 
actions have a direct affect on the ability of 
the airport and airlines to serve the needs 
of the province. 

We are disappointed with and oppose...the 
premise that high density residential 
developments can occur anywhere.  We 
recommend that the City develop a policy 
which outlines areas where residential 
development is relatively unaffected; where 
residential development should be restricted 
and subject to specific, strong and 
mandatory conditions; and areas where 
residential development should be 
prohibited due to aircraft noise. 

Gains achieved through work by the 
Committee (to improve the noise 
environment around the airport) will be 
lost if more residential development is 
permitted in high noise and air traffic 
areas. 

It is the responsibility of local planning 
authorities to contribute to efforts to make 
airport noise management strategies 
successful. 

The preliminary report does not sufficiently 
assess the magnitude of risk to the, the 
Airport, and the air operators resulting form 
the choice to proceed with increased 
residential developments in high airport 
noise areas. 

Ms. Cynthia Hawksworth, 
Director, Planning & 
Programs,  
Ministry of Community, 
Aboriginal & Women’s Svcs. 

No Opinion 
The Ministry has no comments at this time 
on the preliminary research summarized in 
the reports. 

        

Mr. Rich Gage,  
President,  
Canadian Business Aircraft 
Association 

Disagree 
Compatible land use planning is 
internationally recognized as a critical 
element to solve airport noise issues. 

Noise abatement procedures and 
technological improvements to aircraft and 
engine design are negated without 
compatible land use planning. 

The findings that suggest that residential 
developments can be accommodated in 
high airport noise with a high standard of 
liveability are contrary to known research 
and international practices about 
community response to noise and 
responsible land use planning practices 
around airports. 

Any limitation or restrictions to airport 
access will have a direct negative impact on 
the aviation industry and subsequent 
growth of the City and surrounding areas.  
This will translate into lost business 
opportunities as a result of limitations of 
available air services and resultant 
degraded links to national and international 
markets. 

  

Mr. Fred Jones,  
Vice President Flight 
Operations,  
Canadian Airports Council 

Disagree 

Transport Canada's guidelines represent a 
long-established scientific guideline for 
land-use planning that has served for many 
years as the starting point for the 
deliberations of Noise Management 
Committees across the country. We know 
that when guidelines are violated, the 
airport authority can expect to cope with a 
radically higher volume of complaints from 
the surrounding community, which will 
ultimately affect the airport's ability to 
function effectively in a national airport 
system. 

We are concerned that stakeholders have 
been provided with a very limited 
opportunity to comment on the 
recommendations of the study. 

We are concerned with the precedent that 
the development presents, not only for 
future decisions that will be taken by the 
City of Richmond, but for other airports 
experiencing similar pressure from 
developers hungry to exploit opportunities 
inside the noise contours. 

The economic impact of the prospective 
development was not evaluated by your 
consultants and we believe that there will 
be a significant negative effect on the local 
and provincial economy if businesses 
cannot rely on continued liberal access to 
air service, and to markets inside the 
province and globally. 

Good decisions with respect to land use 
planning will clearly compliment and 
enhance the hard work of the YVR Noise 
Management Committee to the benefit of 
the neighbouring communities, while poor 
land use planning practices will destroy past 
gains and hamper future efforts. 
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Stakeholder Level of Agreement with 

Recommendations General Comments 1 General Comments 2 General Comments 3 General Comments 4 General Comments 5 

Mr. James Watson,  
City of Richmond Citizen 
Representative - YVR 
Aeronautical Noise 
Management Committee 

Disagree 

It is unfortunate the City chose to prejudice 
the results of the study by predetermining 
that there would be housing in the highest 
noise level areas.  This flies in the face of 
recommendations from all other interested 
stakeholders, with the possible exception of 
the development community. 

With their support of housing in +35 NEF 
contours, the City is setting up an 
increasingly large number of residents for a 
compromised lifestyle.  This does not need 
to happen. 

      

Mr. Tom Chan,  
City of Richmond Citizen, 
Representative - YVR 
Aeronautical Noise 
Management Committee 

Disagree 

I am in agreement with the existing 
guidelines established by Transport Canada 
and by CMHC concerning residential 
developments within NEF contours of 25+ 
and advocate that the City of Richmond 
utilize these as a baseline in considering 
any new developments (single-family, 
residential towers, multiple dwellings, live-
work, work-live). 

I believe that the terms of reference 
provided to the Consultants by the City 
presuppose that residential development 
will occur when the City should have asked 
whether residential developments should 
occur in +30 NEF areas based on a set of 
evaluative criteria. 

Does not agree with the logic that "a high-
rise apartment/condo dweller will be less 
likely to expect to enjoy outdoor use of 
that property than an owner of a single-
family dwelling" as apartment dwellers also 
enjoy outdoor activities and should not 
confine these residents to synthetic, sealed 
environments. 

The recommendation to replace noise 
sensitive outdoor land uses with equivalent 
indoor amenities with the required acoustic 
insulation is not necessarily entirely possible 
and is unreasonable and will become 
unliveable.  Not consistent with Richmond's 
"Garden City" concept which it emulates. 

  

Mr. Randy Ash, 
Senior Environmental Health 
Officer, 
Vancouver Coastal Health 
Authority 

Disagree 

The fact that there are currently residential 
developments in these areas does not 
mean that there should be further 
development in these areas. 

While it may be technically possible to 
mitigate the airport noise in some if not all 
high NEF areas, noise mitigation is effective 
only with doors and windows closed. 

It is preferable to have child care and 
schools located in or nearby residential 
areas, but if residential developments are 
allowed to go ahead in areas where it is 
not recommended, these residents will 
likely expect these facilities to be nearby.  
This could lead to increased pressure in the 
future to put these services nearby even 
though minimum learning may be impaired 
with high noise levels. 

It could be argued that if the City of 
Richmond is willing to go against the 
Transport Canada guidelines, then the 
airport authority should reconsider the idea 
of providing noise relief as well. 

Traffic and RAV could be additional noise 
sources that should also be considered. 

Mr. Don McLeay,  
Director,  
Environmental Affairs,  
AIR CANADA 

Disagree 

It is imperative that the Transport Canada 
guidelines are adhered to for residential 
developments.  To deviate from the 
published guidelines and allow the 
construction of residential housing will 
result in long-term problems. 

Proper responsible land use planning 
around airports is an extremely critical 
element in mitigating the impact of aircraft 
noise. 

In our experience, population 
encroachment on an airport results in 
restrictions being placed on the airport's 
operations. 

From experience, notices at sales offices or 
clauses on property deeds to alert potential 
buyers that the property is in a noise-
sensitive area do not work. 

The City of Richmond has the responsibility 
to protect any potential homeowner by 
restricting residential development in the 
areas above 30 NEF through effective land 
use planning; to do otherwise would be 
irresponsible. 

Mr. J. Clifford McKay, 
President and CEO,  
AIR TRANSPORT ASSOC. OF 
CANADA 

Disagree 

Our airline operator-members pay dearly 
the price for ill-conceived or ad hoc 
decisions with respect to residential 
development in the vicinity of airports. 

The incentive to purchase new, quieter 
aircraft can be reduced by land use 
planning that will tend to raise a higher 
number of complaints from the surrounding 
community. 

Absent from the study is any discussion of 
the economic impact of implementing the 
recommendations. 

It strikes this association as odd that the 
City of Richmond would task the 
consultants to examine how the City could 
incorporate residential developments in high 
airport noise areas, rather than ask them if 
it would be advisable to allow this form of 
development to take place. 

Once a residential community is established 
in a noise sensitive area, the carriers and 
the airport authority receive the brunt of 
complaints, and are left holding-the-bag for 
ill-conceived land-use planning decisions. 

Mr. Claudio Bulfone, 
Inspector Civil Aviation, 
TRANSPORT CANADA 

Disagree 

Land use compatibility zoning around 
airports is a challenge, however it remains 
the primary tool available to address 
aircraft noise concerns. 

Failure of application of desirable land use 
policies in the past should not predicate that 
this can or should take place in the future. 

The CMHC guidance material is dated and 
should not be quoted. 

In 1996, Transport Canada clarified its 
position on housing in the 30-35 NEF 
contour and indicated that it did not support 
new construction inside the NEF 30 contour 
and that land use authorities should satisfy 
themselves that such construction is 
compatible with the operation of an airport. 
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Stakeholder Level of Agreement with 

Recommendations General Comments 1 General Comments 2 General Comments 3 General Comments 4 General Comments 5 

Mr. Norman Tam, Tangram 
Developments Not Clearly Indicated 

Would like clarification regarding noise 
mitigation requirements for a property in 
the 25-30 NEF contour, as there has been 
conflicting information. 

        

Ms Georgene & Mr. Leonard 
Dunlop,  
9340 Odlin Road 

Agree 

Airport noise has improved significantly in 
the past several years.  I agree that there 
should be some consistency to regulate 
development, but if people sign a 
disclaimer regarding the noise, I can't see 
what the problem is. 

Recommending indoor amenities is part of 
the problem, not part of the solution.  My 
family's health has not suffered from living 
under the flight path and we all enjoy 
outdoor activities. 

We strongly support allowing Cambie West 
to remain residential and to allow further 
residential development of the area. 

    

Mr. Vic Farmer,  
5728 Vermilyea Court Disagree 

In our area, the seaplanes seem to be 
much noisier than the wheeled aircraft 
landing and departing at the airport. 

        

Mr. Gunther Matschnigg, 
Senior Vice President, 
Safety, Operations & 
Infrastructure, International 
Air Transport Association, 
Montreal 

Disagree 

National and/or local authorities too often 
fail to address the required planning 
measures on time in order to prevent the 
encroachment of incompatible residential 
developments into noise-sensitive areas.  
These planning measures are an integral 
part of the Balanced Approach to noise 
management. 

Urge the city of Richmond to prevent any 
residential development in noise sensitive 
areas that could be based on short-term 
considerations - especially given the land-
use management is and should remain a 
long-term planning tool. 

      

Jacqueline Kost,  
ACC Chair,  
Vancouver International 
Airport Airline,  
Consultative Committee 

Disagree 

Compatible land use planning is a prudent 
management technique required to protect 
the viability of the aviation industry with all 
its related benefits. 

The City of Richmond should, on a priority 
basis, develop and implement clear, 
comprehensive controls to prohibit any new 
residential development in areas affected by 
high aircraft noise (NEF 30+) consistent 
with Transport Canada and ICAO 
recommendations and standards. 

In the absence of these necessary controls, 
the City must agree to indemnify the 
airport and airlines, by means of a 
covenant on the deed on property, from 
any legal action taken as a result of this 
encroachment and will not be subject to 
any further operating restrictions due to 
the same. 

The City should establish real estate 
disclosure requirements. 

  

Mr. George Struk,  
9600 Cambie Rd 

Agree 

Plane noise has always been present but is 
less noticeable than in the past -- 
dramatically lower when compared with the 
1980s and 1990s. 

People are exposed to various noise 
influences in urban living.  Residents should 
be given the choice of assessing the various 
influences/amenities of a given 
neighbourhood and then making their own 
choice. 

It seems unrealistic to shut the door to a 
quality high density residential 
neighbourhood in Cambie West due to NEF 
patterns…Cambie West's convenient 
location couple with high quality buildings 
in a high density lifestyle would be very 
attractive. 

    

Mr. Danny Leung,  
Fairchild Developments Ltd. Agree 

Confident that proposed condominium 
project would satisfy the proposed noise 
control requirements. 

        

Mr. Douglas Kennedy, 
BKL Consultants Ltd. 

Agree 
Confident that the Fairchield development 
project would satisfy the proposed noise 
control requirements. 

We have concern with the use of NEF rather 
than Leq to describe interior noise levels 
and we wish to bring these concerns to the 
attention of the City and the report's 
authors.  The NEF was never intended for 
rating interior noise.  Leq is used 
throughout the world for describing both 
exterior and interior noise levels. 
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2015 NEF CONTOURS WITH WYLE REPORT ZONES 
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2015 NEF CONTOURS WITH WYLE REPORT SPEECH INTERFERENCE CONTOURS 
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2015 NEF CONTOURS WITH WYLE SLEEP DISTURBANCE CONTOURS 
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2015 NEF CONTOURS WITH WYLE REPORT SPEECH INTERFERENCE  
AND SLEEP DISTURBANCE CONTOURS 
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 City of Richmond Bylaw 7794 
   

 
Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 

Amendment Bylaw 7794 
Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Policy 

 
 
The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows: 

1. Schedule 1 to the Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by: 

1.1 Adding to the “TABLE OF CONTENTS”, in Section 5.0, after Section 5.3, a new 
section entitled “5.4 Noise Management”; 

1.2 Deleting in the “LIST OF MAPS AND ATTACHMENTS”, the map listing entitled 
“Aircraft Noise Insulation Map” and replacing it with a new map listing entitled 
“Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Map”; 

1.3 Adding to the Section entitled “PLAN INTERPRETATION”, after the section 
“Environmentally Sensitive Areas”, the following: 

“Aircraft Noise Sensitive Land Use The Aircraft Noise Sensitive Land Use policies, 
guidelines, and locations (shown in Section 5.4) in 
Schedule 1 of this Bylaw supercede those 
contained in Schedule 2 of this Bylaw.” 

1.4 Deleting in Section “5.1, NATURAL RESOURCES, ISSUE:”, the following: 
“Noise 
There are three general types of urban development noise which 
affect Richmond: 
▪ Noise from construction activity; 
▪ Ambient noise, such as traffic noise; 
▪ Aircraft noise. 

The City’s Noise Bylaw regulates the hours of construction activity.  
 
Airport noise falls under the Vancouver International Airport Authority’s (VIAA) 
jurisdiction. Both the VIAA and the City work towards managing airport noise and 
aircraft noise sensitive development in a complementary manner.  
 
It is increasingly important that City noise issues are addressed as the volume of activity 
and the number of people affected increases.” 

1.5 Deleting from Section “5.1, NATURAL RESOURCES”, “OBJECTIVE 5” in its 
entirety, including “POLICIES: a), b), and c)”, and the map entitled “Aircraft Noise 
Insulation”; 
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1.6 Deleting from Section “5.1, NATURAL RESOURCES”, “OBJECTIVE 6” in its 
entirety, including “POLICIES: a) through f)”; 

1.7 Renumbering in Section “5.1, NATURAL RESOURCES”, “OBJECTIVE 7” as 
“OBJECTIVE 5”; 

1.8 Inserting a new section “5.4 NOISE MANAGEMENT”, after section “5.3 PARKS, 
OPEN SPACES, TRAILS & GREENWAYS”, as follows: 

“5.4 NOISE MANAGEMENT 

ISSUE 
There are three general types of urban noise, which affect Richmond: 
• Noise from construction activity; 
• Ambient noise, such as traffic noise; 
• Aircraft noise. 

Construction Noise 
The City’s Noise Bylaw regulates the hours of construction activity.  

Ambient Noise 
It is increasingly important that noise issues are addressed as the volume of City activity 
and the number of people affected increases. 

Airport Noise 
Airport noise falls under the Vancouver International Airport’s (VIAA) jurisdiction. Both 
the VIAA and the City work towards managing airport noise and aircraft noise sensitive 
development in a complementary manner. 

The City’s goal is to: 
• better co-ordinate and balance City, VIAA and other stakeholder interests to achieve 

economic and social development, and environmental protection, while minimizing 
aircraft noise related complaints and legal challenges to restrict or curtail airport 
operations. 

• enable the VIAA to continue to operate and expand as a World Class Gateway 
airport and business which operates on a 24-hour per day (day time and night time) 
basis; 

• create high quality livable environments; 
• improve aircraft noise sensitive land use and mitigation requirements; and 
• enable residents who choose to live in airport noise sensitive areas to: 

- be aware of the airport noise characteristics which may affect them and the risks 
that they are choosing to accept; 

- not experience unacceptable airport noise nuisance thorough proper building 
construction techniques and indoor liveability noise standards, given their 
conscious choice to live in such areas; 

- have little reason to complain or bring legal challenges against the City or the 
VIAA regarding airport noise nuisance. 

 
An effective aircraft noise sensitive land use and area management system will establish: 
• areas where aircraft noise sensitive land uses will be prohibited; 
• areas where aircraft noise sensitive land uses will be considered, which may or may 

not actually be allowed based upon City priorities and requirements; and 
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• for areas where aircraft noise sensitive land uses will be considered, requirements to 
better: 
- match aircraft noise sensitive uses to the different aircraft noise areas; 
- mitigate indoor aircraft noise; 
- minimize aircraft noise outdoors; and 
- notify landowners and the public (e.g., developers, existing and potential 

residents) regarding the effects of aircraft noise and of the aircraft noise 
characteristics of areas in which they may choose to live, so that complaints and 
legal challenges to curtail airport operations will be avoided. 

OBJECTIVE 1: 
Manage urban development noise to maintain and enhance livability. 

POLICIES: 
Establish guidelines to reduce the noise exposure for multifamily residential development 
along high traffic streets; 

Continue to encourage traffic noise reduction (e.g., signage to request truck drivers to 
avoid using engine brakes within West Richmond); 

Reduce exposure to noise from construction by reviewing the Noise Bylaw to improve 
regulation and enforcement; 

Preserve and create positive acoustic environments in public spaces, such as sound 
sculptures or acoustic playgrounds in City parks; 

Establish quiet recreational areas to meet emerging needs for refuge from urban noise; 
and 

Foster public courtesy regarding noise issues and promote respect for the City’s Noise 
Bylaw through educational campaigns in partnership with regional health authorities. 

OBJECTIVE 2:  
To encourage the effective management of aircraft noise at the source. 

POLICIES: 
Continue to cooperate with the VIAA to manage and reduce aircraft noise to minimize its 
disturbance to the community; 

Encourage the VIAA to reduce aircraft noise at the source, where feasible;  

Encourage regular reviews and implementation of the VIAA’s Noise Management Plan 
to achieve maximum noise reduction; and 

Ensure community input through participation in the VIAA Noise Management 
Committee initiatives. 
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OBJECTIVE 3:  
To manage aircraft noise sensitive development, areas and nuisance. 

POLICIES: 
Terms: 
“Aircraft noise sensitive land uses” include:  

 
Use 

Category Meaning 

Residential defined as all residential uses, including live/work and work/live uses, nursing 
homes. 

School defined as public and private places in which K-12 education is offered, as per 
provincial requirements. 

Day Care defined as licensed day care uses. 

Hospital defined as places which provide medical services, as per provincial requirements 
where patients stay overnight or for longer periods of time. 

 

Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Management  
a) Relationship To Other OCP Policies 

The Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Policies, Table and Map are to be applied 
in conjunction with other OCP policies (e.g., OCP and area plan policies). All OCP 
polices are to be met. 
For example, where: 
- Aircraft noise sensitive developments (e.g., residential) are proposed, the Aircraft 

Noise Sensitive Development Policies, Table and Map also apply, and 
- Non-aircraft noise sensitive developments (e.g., assembly, places of worship, 

offices, commercial, institutional uses) are proposed and not affected by the 
Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Policies, Table and Map, the other OCP 
and City policies apply. 

 
b) Non-Aircraft Noise Sensitive Uses 

Developers and property owners of non-aircraft noise sensitive uses (e.g., assembly, 
places of worship, offices, commercial, institutional uses) are encouraged to: 
- Consider: 

- the location of their developments in relation to existing aircraft noise areas, 
- the location of their developments in relation to possible future aircraft noise 

areas,  
- the degree of sensitivity of the uses in their development to aircraft noise, 

and  
- Where appropriate, provide aircraft noise mitigation, to minimize aircraft noise 

nuisance. 
 
c) Conformity 

Aircraft noise sensitive land uses shall conform to the Aircraft Noise Sensitive 
Development Policies, Table and Map, and related City policies (e.g., Area Plans) 
and requirements (e.g., Zoning and Development Bylaw). 
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d) The Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Table 
Aircraft noise sensitive land uses are to be managed as indicated in the table entitled: 
Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Table. 

e) Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Map 
The map entitled “Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Map” indicates where: 
- the OCP aircraft noise sensitive land uses policy applies spatially; 
- certain aircraft noise sensitive land uses are prohibited; 
- certain aircraft noise sensitive land uses (e.g., residential) may be considered; and 
- City aircraft noise conditions, mitigation and insulation requirements apply. 

 

f) Caution 
 The “Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Map” means that, in the areas where 

aircraft noise sensitive land uses are “considered”, those uses (e.g., residential) may 
or may not actually be developed, due to a wide range of City priorities and 
requirements, and senior government, stakeholder and private sector decisions. 

 
g) Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Considerations 

In areas where aircraft noise sensitive land uses may be considered, the following 
factors are to be taken into account, to determine if, where, how, to what degree, and 
to which requirements, aircraft noise sensitive land uses may occur in a specific 
location: 

A GROWTH NEEDS: 
1. Richmond’s limited land resource base. 
2. As Richmond develops, the need for a wide range of land uses (e.g., 

assembly, residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, office, 
institutional), 

3. RAV and Oval supportive development. 

B CITY CORPORATE NEEDS 
1. City Corporate land use and development needs (e.g., for community 

facilities and safety buildings, parks, infrastructure, environmental 
protection). 

2. Achieving City policies. 

C CORPORATE POLICIES  
1. The City’s Corporate Vision - appealing, livable, well managed. 
2. City Strategies which include the: 

- Agricultural viability Strategy 
- Economic Strategy, 
- Industrial Strategy, 
- Land Acquisition Strategy, 
- Parks and Trails Strategy, 
- Recreational Strategy, 
- Waterfront Strategy. 

D COMMUNITY PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS 
1. The Official Community Plan including: 

- Neighbourhood Residential policies, 
- High-Density Mixed Use policies, 
- Neighbourhood Service Centre policies, 
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- Area Plan policies (e.g., City Centre). 

2. Livability Considerations: 
- Where aircraft noise sensitive land uses are permitted in an area or on a 

site, they are to achieve a high level of livability and maximize aircraft 
noise mitigation requirements. 

- The livability and aircraft noise mitigation considerations include: 
- Varying the development mix:  

- mixing aircraft noise sensitive development (e.g., residential) 
with other non-aircraft noise sensitive land uses (e.g., parks, 
commercial, office);  

- mixing various aircraft noise sensitive developments 
including residential land uses (e.g., single-family, mid rise, 
high rise, live/work, work/live);  

- Varying the density of aircraft noise sensitive land uses;  
- Varying the degree of aircraft noise sensitive land use site coverage; 
- Orienting and facing land uses and buildings to minimize aircraft 

noise. 
- Ensuring land use compatibility; 
- Encouraging high quality, innovative urban design and landscaping; 

3. The City’s Public Hearing (e.g., OCP, rezoning), subdivision, Development 
Permit, Building Permit approval processes. 

E SERVICES AND INFRASTRUCTURE 
1. The availability of City services and infrastructure 
2. The availability of Community amenities, parks, and facilities 

F STAKEHOLDER CONSIDERATIONS 
1. Transport Canada guidelines 
2. VIAA considerations 

G OTHER 
Other, as determined by Council. 

h) Interpretation 
Where necessary, Council, or its designate, shall make the final decision regarding 
interpretations of the aircraft noise sensitive development policies, guidelines, table, 
and maps (e.g., exact boundaries of areas). 
 

i) Improved City-VIAA Co-operation 
The City will continue to co-operate with the VIAA, to improve common City-VIAA 
airport and aircraft noise research, modelling, interior noise level limits, covenants, 
full disclosure statements, noise insulation standards, building design elements, 
community design elements, public document notification and the Richmond-VIAA 
Accord. 

1.9 Inserting the “Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Table” as shown on “Schedule A 
attached to and forming part of Bylaw 7794”; 

1.10 Inserting the “Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Map” as shown on “Schedule B 
attached to and forming part of Bylaw 7794”; 
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1.11 Inserting a new section “5.5 BUILDING HEIGHT IN RELATION TO THE AIRPORT”, 
after section 5.4, NOISE MANAGEMENT, as follows: 

“5.5 BUILDING HEIGHT IN RELATION TO THE AIRPORT 

ISSUE: 
Near the airport, building heights need to be regulated to achieve public and aircraft 
safety. 

OBJECTIVE: 
To ensure that building heights near the airport are safely designed. 

POLICY: 
a) Ensure that the building heights comply with federal building height requirements. 
b) Explore with the VIAA and Transport Canada where and under what conditions 

new building heights may be safely increased in relation to airport operation (see 
Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Map).” 

1.12 Deleting section 9.2.5.B NOISE MITIGATION, paragraph b), and replacing it with: 
“b) Developments in areas identified in the Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development 
Map (see Section 5.4 Noise Management) may require a report from an acoustical 
consultant and special noise mitigation measures to mitigate aircraft noise;” 

1.13 Amend Section 9.3.8.D Private Open Space, by adding as subsections o) and p), 
after subsection n), the following: 

“Balcony & Outdoor Space in Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development 

o) Private balcony space in aircraft noise sensitive development should mitigate the 
impact of aircraft noise by appropriate siting and/or by using appropriate noise 
mitigation techniques and architectural treatment (e.g., enclosed balconies) that 
do not result in the balcony being indoor living space. 

p) Private open space (e.g., patios, decks) in aircraft noise sensitive development 
should mitigate the impact of aircraft noise by appropriate siting and/or by using 
appropriate noise mitigation techniques and architectural treatment (e.g., 
canopies, fences, landscaping) that do not result in the area being indoor living 
space.” 

1.14 Amend Section 9.3.9.B Outdoor Amenity Space, by adding as subsection n), after 
subsection m), the following: 

“Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Outdoor Amenity Space 

n) Outdoor amenity space in aircraft noise sensitive development should mitigate 
the impact of aircraft noise by appropriate siting and/or replacing outdoor 
amenity space with an equivalent area of additional indoor amenity space 
designed to facilitate children’s play, senior’s enjoyment, or other appropriate 
passive recreational use.” 
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1.15 Repealing Section 9.3.14.B Aircraft Noise, and replacing it with: 

“Aircraft Noise 
a) All Development Permit applications in areas identified in the Aircraft Noise 

Sensitive Development Map (see Section 5.4 Noise Management) shall require 
evidence in the form of a report and recommendations prepared by a person trained 
in acoustics and current techniques of noise measurement, demonstrating that the 
noise level in those portions of the dwelling units listed below shall not exceed the 
noise level set out in the corresponding right-hand column.  The noise level utilized 
is an A-weighted 24-hour equivalent (leq) sound level and will be defined simply as 
noise level in decibels. 

 
Portions of Dwelling Units (Decibels) Noise Levels 

Bedrooms 35 

Living, dining, recreation rooms 40 
Kitchen, bathrooms, hallways, utility rooms 45 

 
b) Skylights are discouraged in homes located within the area identified in the 

Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Map; 
c) In addition to the above, a trained professional is to assist in the design of the 

private patios and balconies to minimize the noise levels with recommendations 
for building material selection and space planning. 

1.16 Adding to Definitions, Appendix 1, General Definitions, the 
following: 

“Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development 

“Aircraft noise sensitive development” is defined as: 

Use 
Category Meaning 

Residential defined as all residential uses, including live/work and work/live uses, nursing 
homes. 

School defined as public and private places in which K-12 education is offered, as per 
provincial requirements. 

Day Care defined as licensed day care uses. 

Hospital defined as places which provide medical services, as per provincial requirements 
where patients stay overnight or for longer periods of time. 

2. Schedule 2.2A (DOVER CROSSING SUB-AREA PLAN) to the Richmond Official 
Community Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by: 

2.1 Deleting from section 3.0 Neighbourhoods & Housing, the third Issue: Airport, 
Objective 3, Policies a) and b), and footnote No. 2, in their entirety; and 



Bylaw  7794   Page 9 

1349156 

2.2 Deleting section 8.2.3.i) in its entirety. 

3. Schedule 2.2B (TERRA NOVA SUB-AREA PLAN) to the Richmond Official Community 
Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by: 

3.1 Deleting from section 3.0 Neighbourhoods & Housing the second Issue, Objective 2, 
a) and b), and footnote No. 1, in their entirety; 

4. Schedule 2.10 (CITY CENTRE AREA PLAN) to the Richmond Official Community Plan 
Bylaw 7100 is amended by: 

4.1 Deleting Section 3.0 Neighbourhoods & Housing, Issue and Objective 2, in its 
entirety, and footnote No. 1; 

4.2 Deleting in section 8.2.2 Massing and Height, Noise, paragraph c) the second and 
third bullets; 

4.3 Repealing “Figure 4 – Areas Where Noise Insulation May Be Required”;  

4.4 Repealing “Figure 5 – 2015 NEF Planning Contours1” and Footnote; and 

4.5 Re-labelling Figure 6 as Figure 4; and 

4.6 Re-labelling Figure 7 as Figure 5. 

5. Schedule 2.11A (WEST CAMBIE AREA PLAN) to the Richmond Official Community 
Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by: 

5.1 Deleting from section 3.0 Neighbourhoods & Housing the first Issue, Objective 1, a) 
and b), and footnote No. 1, in their entirety; 

5.2 Re-labelling Objective 2 as Objective1; and  

5.3 Re-labelling Objective 3 as Objective 2. 

6. Schedule 2.11B (EAST CAMBIE AREA PLAN) to the Richmond Official Community 
Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by: 

6.1 Deleting from section 3.0 Neighbourhoods & Housing, Objective 1, paragraphs b), 
c) and d), and footnote No. 1, in their entirety; 

6.2 Re-labelling 3.0 Neighbourhoods & Housing, Objective 1, paragraphs e), f) and g), 
as paragraphs b), c), and d). 

7. Schedule 2.12 (BRIDGEPORT AREA PLAN) to the Richmond Official Community Plan 
Bylaw 7100 is amended by: 

7.1 Deleting from section 3.0 Neighbourhoods & Housing, 3.1 Tait, the third Issue, 
Objective 3, Policies a) and b), and footnote No. 3, in their entirety; 
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8. Schedule 2.13A (MCLENNAN SUB-AREA PLAN) to the Richmond Official Community 
Plan Bylaw 7100 is amended by: 

8.1 Deleting from section 3.0 Neighbourhoods & Housing, the first Issue, Objective 1, 
paragraphs a) and b), and footnote No. 1, in their entirety, and adding: 

“See OCP.” 

9. This Bylaw is cited as “Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100, Amendment Bylaw No. 
7794”. 
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“Schedule A attached to and forming part of Bylaw 7794” 

OCP AIRCRAFT NOISE SENSITIVE DEVELOPMENT TABLE 
A. AIRCRAFT NOISE SENSITIVE LAND USES DEFINED: 
Residential defined as all residential uses, including live/work, work/live uses, nursing homes. 
School defined as public and private places in which K-12 education is offered, as per provincial requirements. 

Day Care defined as licensed day care uses. 

Hospital defined as places which provide medical services, as per provincial requirements. where patients stay 
overnight or for longer periods of time. 

B. AIRCRAFT NOISE SENSITIVE AREAS 

Areas 
NOTE 1 

Reference 
NEF 

Contours 
Objective Requirements 

1A. 
Restricted 

Area 

Approximately 
Greater than 

NEF 35 

• Objective: To avoid all new aircraft 
noise sensitive land uses. 

• New Aircraft Noise Sensitive Land Uses 
are prohibited. 

• Restrictive Covenants NOTE 2 

1B. 
Restricted 

Area 

Approximately 
NEF 30 to 

NEF 35 

• Objective: To avoid all new residential 
land uses. 

• New Residential Land Uses are 
prohibited. 

• Consider other aircraft noise sensitive 
land uses 

• Restrictive Covenants NOTE 2 
• An Acoustic Report NOTE 3 
• Noise mitigation incorporated in 

construction 

2. 
High 

Aircraft 
Noise Area 

Approximately 
NEF 30 to 

NEF 40 

• Objective: To consider all new aircraft 
noise sensitive land uses, except 
single-family. 

• All new Aircraft Noise Sensitive Land 
Uses may be considered, except single-
family, more specifically: 

• New single-family detached development 
requiring amendments to the OCP, Area 
Plan, or existing zoning other than 
Single-Family Housing District (R1) are 
prohibited, however, 

• Rezonings from one Single-Family 
Housing District (R1) Subdivision Area to 
another Subdivision Area (A to K) may 
be considered, subject to all applicable 
Policies (e.g., Sub-Area Plans, 702 
Policies, and Bylaw 5300 -Division 600 - 
Subdivision of Land). 

• Restrictive Covenants NOTE 2 
• An Acoustic Report NOTE 3 
• Noise mitigation incorporated in 

construction 
• Mechanical ventilation incorporated in 

construction 
• Central air conditioning system 

incorporated in construction NOTE 4 
• Required Design Guidelines for siting 

and/or replacement of outdoor 
amenity areas with indoor amenity 
areas (e.g., enclosed balconies and 
increased size and type of indoor 
amenity areas) 

3. 
Moderate 
Aircraft 

Noise Area 

Approximately 
NEF 30 to 

NEF 35 

• Objective: To consider all new aircraft 
noise sensitive land uses. 

• All Aircraft Noise Sensitive Land Uses 
may be considered 

• Restrictive Covenants NOTE 2 
• An Acoustic Report NOTE 3 
• Noise mitigation incorporated in 

construction 
• Mechanical ventilation incorporated in 

construction 
• Central air conditioning capability 

(e.g., ductwork) NOTE 4 
4. 

Aircraft 
Noise 

Notification 
Area 

Approximately 
NEF 25 to 

NEF 30 

• Objective: To consider all aircraft 
noise sensitive land uses 

• All Aircraft Noise Sensitive Land Uses 
may be considered. 

• Restrictive Covenants NOTE 2 
• An Acoustic Report NOTE 3 
• Noise mitigation incorporated in 

construction (as required) 
Residential Uses on the Fraser River 
New residential uses (e.g., house boats) on the Fraser River which are above the 30+ NEF contour are only allowed in 
certain areas (see OCP Map). 
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Not 
Designated 

Approximately 
Less than 

NEF25 

• Objective: No aircraft noise sensitive 
concerns or considerations. 

• All Aircraft Noise Sensitive Land Uses 
may be considered. 

Not required 

C. PLANNING CONDITIONS 

Single- 
Hatched 

Approximately 
NEF 35 to NEF 

40 

Objectives:  
• No new rezonings may proceed prior 

to Area Plan updates 
 

• Restrictive Covenants NOTE 2 
• An Acoustic Report NOTE 3 
• Noise mitigation incorporated in 

construction 
• Mechanical ventilation incorporated in 

construction 
• Central air conditioning system NOTE 4 

incorporated in construction  
• Required Design Guidelines for siting 

and/or replacement of outdoor 
amenity areas with indoor amenity 
areas (e.g., enclosed balconies and 
increased size and type of indoor 
amenity areas) 

Cross-
hatched 

Approximately 
NEF 30 to NEF 

40 

• Objective: To support the 2010 
Olympic Speed Skating Oval 
• Residential use: Up to 2/3 of the 

buildable square feet (BSF); 
• Non-residential use: The 

remaining BSF (e.g., 1/3) 

• Restrictive Covenants NOTE 2 
• An Acoustic Report NOTE 3 

• Noise mitigation incorporated in 
construction 

• Mechanical ventilation incorporated in 
construction 

• Central air conditioning system 
incorporated in construction NOTE 4 

Required Design Guidelines for siting 
and/or replacement of outdoor amenity 
areas with indoor amenity areas (e.g., 
enclosed balconies and increased size 
and type of indoor amenity areas) 

Dotted 
Approximately 
NEF 30 to NEF 

40 

• Objective: Current 2004 rezoning 
applications(i.e., Aberdeen, Suntech, 
Wall) may proceed, prior to Area Plan 
updates, based on the formula: 
• Residential use: Up to 2/3 of the 

buildable square feet (BSF); 
• Non-residential use: The 

remaining BSF (e.g., 1/3) 
• The Aberdeen residential 

component is limited to the 
conversion of the previously 
approved hotel. 

• Restrictive Covenants NOTE 2 
• An Acoustic Report NOTE 3 
• Noise mitigation incorporated in 

construction 
• Mechanical ventilation incorporated in 

construction 
• Central air conditioning system 

incorporated in construction NOTE 4 
• Required Design Guidelines for siting 

and/or replacement of outdoor 
amenity areas with indoor amenity 
areas (e.g., enclosed balconies and 
increased size and type of indoor 
amenity areas) 

NOTES 
1.  The Areas in the above Table are identified on the  “Aircraft Noise Sensitive Development Map”.  
2.  Restrictive Covenants on Land Titles include information to address aircraft noise mitigation and public awareness. 
3.  Indoor Sound Level Mitigation  - Building Components (e.g., walls, windows) must be designed to achieve the following indoor sound 

level mitigation criteria (with doors and windows closed): 
Portions of Dwelling Units Noise Levels (decibels) 

- Bedrooms 35 dB 
- Living, dining, and recreation rooms 40 dB 
- Kitchen, bath, hallways, and utility rooms 45 dB 
4.  Standards to be developed for the required “Central air conditioning system” will include performance specifications for indoor air 

temperature, air changes, and maximum noise levels for mechanical equipment. Alternatives to conventional air conditioning systems 
may be considered (e.g., ground source heat pumps, heat exchangers, acoustic ducting). 
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“Schedule B attached to and forming part of Bylaw 7794” 
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