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Dear Councillor Bedard, 

Thank you for coming to our meeting on May 31 and responding to our issues and questions about the state of King Edward Avenue. I'd like to follow up with you, if I may, on a couple of points. 

As you could see, many of us are increasingly upset with the presence of STO on our street. I know you are also frustrated with the non-compliamce of bus drivers -- even after you had new parking metres installed outside 180 York, the buses still go there. Even though, as you say, "we have to live with the situation we have and try to modify it" until a new bridge is built decades from now, it is in the modifications that we can calm the situation. 

1. The most basic need is not to have buses idling directly outside homes and schools. Surely, this was not intended when the City of Ottawa granted parts of our street to be used as a lay-by. This means we must eliminate the block between Murray and Clarence (where I and nine other families live). It also means eliminating the corner at George, where the Andrew Fleck Child care centre is located. This is the area you mentioned at Cumberland and George in front of Loeb. Is this where the drivers moved to from York Street? 

2. You mentioned that discussions with Louise Poirier at STO are taking place on the subject of installing a new lay-by, that they have instituted a new study and will have recommendations coming foward. On the other hand, I heard from senior staff on May 31 that: "We did meet this morning with STO (Salah Barj) and City of Ottawa staff engaged in the King Edward construction project to discuss the lay-up requirements of STO buses in the area. In particular, we looked at possibilities for a lay-up area between Boteler and the new ramp, as well as a possible lay-by for up to 8 buses along the road under the new ramps. 

This is obviously a very sensitive issue and no conclusions were reached. STO has requested that a smaller lay-up arrangement north of Boteler be drawn up. Any lay-up area would need to proceed through a planning process, likely an EA, and so if this goes anywhere, there would be lots of opportunity to comment. 

I would like to understand what is sensitive about the issue, why STO won't use any lay-by the City of Ottawa is willing to grant them. 

Also, why would there have to be an EA "if this goes anywhere"? Was there an EA before King Edward was granted, and were there stipulations at that time regarding residences? Also, with regard to an EA, if federal space is used (under the bridge), wouldn't it just require the consent of the federal governmement, as Mr. Belanger suggested? 

3. On Bus Idling: While it's great that the by-law was passed by Council (thank you for supporting it), the by-law does not apply to the Corporate Fleet, since the City's Corporate Vehicle and Equipment Idling Policy, with an idling time limit of one (1) minute, is more restrictive, and STO has agreed to follow the more restrictive policy. This policy's effective date in Ottawa was June, 2002. STO complicance, as far as I can discover, was supposed to be June 1, 2007. I can guarantee that the STO buses are not abiding by this policy. 

As you have pointed out, it's difficult to get compliance from bus drivers.They are used to doing things their way and they have the strength of numbers, not to mention their union. While the City has no problem enforcing anti-idling with stiff fines on visiting Tour Buses, it seems more difficult to do with transit service. 

Thank you, Mr Bedard, for taking the time to read this long letter. Any help you can give us or advice on what steps we can take next would be most appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Myers 

613 241 7898
