Arguments  For & Against Reducing King Edward to 4 Lanes

The following is a list of arguments both for and against the 4-lane option for King Edward Avenue. Counter-arguments have been provided for the arguments against the 4-lane option.

Arguments For:

-Creates a large green space

-Provides a buffer zone between the community and the cars and trucks

-Reduces noise 

-Reduces vibrations

-Creates a spectacular entrance to the city of Ottawa and considerably enhances the street environment

-Shortens the distance for pedestrians to cross the street

-Slows down traffic

-Reestablishes historic conditions

-Encourages commuters to use alternative modes of transportation, such as buses

-Provides some relief to the long-standing issue of large trucks and poor living conditions on King Edward Avenue

-Less costly to build 4 instead of 6 lanes now, then building 6 and tearing it all down to make 4 lanes in years to come

-Encourages people to live on King Edward and downtown

-Helps revitalize the community

-Only 4 lanes come on and off of the MacDonald-Cartier Bridge and connect with King Edward Avenue

-Encourages development of empty lots and investment in existing properties

-Reduces air pollution

-Allows enough space for trees to grow and survive the salt and exhaust fumes

Arguments Against:

1) Increased congestion (based on traffic modeling)

Counter-argument 1: King Edward Avenue has been reduced to 4 lanes for the past year. There has been traffic, but neither residents nor the project managers of the construction job have observed any major congestion. In theory, 4 lanes is not such a great idea, but in practice, it works.

Counter-argument 2: The additional congestion will be during commuting hours. This congestion can be absorbed by the transit system, and other alternatives available to commuters including extension of the O-Train across the Prince of Whales Bridge to Gatineau.

Counter-argument 3: There is a trade-off between commuters and Lowertown residents. Residents will be provided with some relief while trucks and cars continue to move along the avenue but with some extra traffic.

2) Increased pollution

Counter-argument 1: Given the observation that traffic has not increased considerably over the past year at a 4-lane configuration, the argument that pollution will increase is fallacious. 

Counter-argument 2: The addition of trees to King Edward Avenue will counter the effects of pollution. 

Counter-argument 3: The reduction of lanes will encourage Gatineau commuters to use the transit system available as well as other alternatives. These will also contribute to a reduction in pollution.

Counter-argument 4: The addition of a large number of trees will also offset the costs of cooling residences along the street. Trees provide shade and have been proven to reduce heat in inner cities. 

3) Wait for the bridge to be built and for other traffic measures

Counter-argument 1: Although the environmental assessment is currently underway for inter-provincial crossings, there is no guarantee that a bridge will be built in the immediate future. Lowertown residents have been patiently waiting since the 1970’s for a solution to this issue. It’s time to move ahead.

Counter-argument 2: Car traffic may increase by the time a new bridge is built. The same arguments will be used to dismiss the idea of reducing lanes on King Edward Avenue in future.

Counter-argument 3: Transportation studies have proven that if additional capacity is added to a roadway that there is a net increase in traffic. It has also been determined that a decrease in lanes will lead to a net total reduction in traffic. This also applies to King Edward Avenue.

Counter-argument 4: If there was a serious interest in this recommendation, then it would have been included in both the city’s official plan and transportation master plan. Since 2002, it has not been included in either of these visioning documents. This seems to imply unwillingness somewhere in the planning process to give this option serious consideration.

Counter-argument 5: This argument can easily be turned around and applied to commuters. Instead of asking the community of Lowertown to wait for a bridge and other traffic measures, then this statement can be put to motorists. In fact, reducing the street to 4 lanes would be a reasonable compromise between the traffic that some commuters will encounter and the terrible living conditions on and around King Edward Avenue.

4) The 4-lane option was already studied

Counter-argument 1: In 2002, after reviewing the King Edward renewal recommendations from Delcan, the Transportation Committee directed city staff to study the 4-lane option further. This was never done.

Counter-argument 2: The 4-lane option was studied in 2002 by Delcan Corporation. That study was based on transportation modeling, but was not tested in the real world. The avenue is currently 4 lanes, and the option can now be tested in practice. 

Counter-argument 3: Delcan’s 2002 assessment of the 4-lane option excluded some important factors. It did not take the additional bus capacity available between Gatineau & Ottawa as well as other alternatives into consideration. In addition, the impact of noise, vibrations, and air quality were not included in the assessment. The analysis was also premised on the idea that accommodating traffic must take priority over any other considerations including the benefits to the community.

Counter-argument 4: In 2002, Delcan argued that the renewal project was not an improvement project, but a replacement of the road infrastructure. This indicates that its primary goal was not the improvement of living conditions on the avenue or in the community, but the replacement of the current road infrastructure.

5) Commerce will stop

Counter-argument: The majority of the trucks that use King Edward pass during non-commuting hours, and thus avoid any hold-ups. It is incorrect to say that commerce will be considerably affected. 

6) The 4-lane Option Will Add Costs to the Project

Counter-argument 1: The Transportation Committee mandated that a feasibility study be undertaken for the 4-lane option in 2002.

Counter-argument 2: The cost of building 6 lanes now and tearing up King Edward to build 4 lanes later would be costly.






