July 6, 2001








M. S. Aubin,								                


Lowertown Resident,  


Member and Representative of the King Edward Avenue Task Force,


and the Lowertown West Community Association


1-41 Cathcart Street,


Ottawa, Ontario, 


K1N 5B7








Mr. Barry Townsend, 


Project Co-ordinator,


King Edward Avenue Renewal,


City of Ottawa





Dear Mr. Townsend,





	This letter is being sent at the request of  Mr. Michel Vallée, Chairman of the King Edward Avenue Task Force, as a compliment to his recent note outlying some general concerns of  both the "Preliminary Draft Evaluation Report" and the most recent Public Advisory Committee meeting.  This letter's contents have also been vetted by him. It includes further questions, comments, and a request for certain documents. It begins with general comments on the consulting process thus far, followed by specific comments pertaining to the Draft Preliminary Evaluation Report, and it concludes with a request for specific information to be provided to the groups involved in the stakeholder meeting. Michel Vallée and others have already raised serious reservations about the Public Consultation process; nevertheless, more key observations are provided in this letter. It is also requested, on behalf of the King Edward Avenue Task Force, that both the concerns raised by Michel Vallée's letter, and the current one, be reflected in the final draft of the Evaluation Report.





	To begin, there is a concern about the consultants’ approach and the limited availability of information prior to the meeting of the Public Advisory Committee. A good example of the limitations of this process is the fact that, at the end of the Public Advisory Committee meeting, general comments were not requested as was the case at the first meeting. In addition, the general attitude and the arguments used to counter most of the comments that were made seemed one-sided. The approach of the consultants appeared to take the form of a Devil's Advocate wherein every argument that was made was responded to with opposition or incoherent responses that lacked evidence. 





	Another problem is the way in which all the recommended solutions were made. It is important to note that the recommendations for the entire study area, except the North Section, were made prior to the Public Advisory Committee meeting as well as the Open House. If action has already been taken, then what is the purpose of the committee's advice? It is obvious that there was not enough time for the comments of the Public Advisory Committee to be reflected in the alternatives presented at the Open House. Similarly, when asked for certain information, such as the promotion of increased STO transit and the number of passengers per car, the evidence was not available. How can recommendations be made prior to any review of the facts surrounding the problem? 





	There is also a concern about the evaluation of the North Section options.  Instead of focusing on the qualitative aspects of the options, and asking for the opinions of the members present, the focus was on a quantitative approach. This approach was speculative in nature and the results are doubtful. In addition, implying, at the second Open House, that the results of the statistical analysis, as well as the preferred options, were accepted by the members of the Public Advisory Committee, is misleading to say the least. 





	There are a few more concerns with the handling of the Open House. The fact that the recommendation for the North Section was sent at the very last minute was not appropriate. It should have been provided at least a few days in advance of the Open House. The same applies to the minutes provided for the second meeting of the Public Advisory Committee. In addition, the questionnaires at the Open House were also  misleading. The most obvious example was the diagram outlining the consultants' preferred design for the North Section. This, and the rest of the questions, biased the opinions of those present. In future, it is suggested that the alternatives be presented, and that the public be allowed to decide, for itself, what it prefers.





Review of Draft Preliminary Assessment:


The following questions mostly pertain to the Draft Preliminary Assessment, but it is requested that questions and other comments in this letter be acknowledged as well.





Questions:


1 - According to the Project Brief, Appendix D, members of the Technical Advisory Committee are allowed to attend meetings of the Public Advisory Committee; however, members of the Public Advisory Committee have been clearly told that meetings of the Technical Advisory Committee are off limits to them. Why is this the case and can it be changed?





2 - In the Draft Preliminary Evaluation Report, six options were considered for the tunnels. Why were more options not considered for the roundabout? In addition: Why does the suggested configuration of the roundabout not reflect our proposal accurately?





3 - Why were there not any configurations considered for the intersection of the Macdonald-Cartier Bridge with Sussex Drive? (for example: off-ramps, and an at-grade intersection)





4 - On page 7, the roundabout option is referred to as the King Edward Avenue Task Force's suggestion. Given this information, the option could be biased. Why were the names attributed to all the other suggestions not provided? (For example: Marcel Proulx suggested tunnels)





5 - Renewal has been chosen as the alternative solution for King Edward Avenue. It is defined on page 2. What other words could have been used? Is there a source for these alternative words?  We would of thought that the terms of reference and definition would have more accurately reflected the Ontario Municipal Board decision.





6 - On page 2, the choice of renewal was explained as: "Finding a solution to the corridor's problems is a high priority, and "doing nothing" is not considered acceptable." and "Incremental or "piecemeal" solutions do not address the entire problem in a timely manner (and) will extend the construction-related effects over a longer period, and may have higher life-cycle costs..." Are not these statements somewhat contradictory to the solutions that have been chosen? For example, the 4-lane option has much lower life-cycle costs as opposed to the recommended 6-lane option. In addition, the present 6-lane recommendation is a "piecemeal" solution that will only work in the short-term as opposed to the long-term solution of 4 lanes. The current recommendations only scratch the surface of the problems described in the report. 





7 - The Evaluation Criteria, page 8, is from the Official Plan, but its conclusions are not reflected in the final recommendations. For example, it is clear, to us at least,  that the 4-lane option has many more pros than the 6-lane option. The application of the criteria is not clear to us?





8 - In the first paragraph, page 11, last sentence, the evaluation of alternatives was referred to as a "qualitative and quantitative assessment". What does this mean? Can more comprehensive data than this be provided?





9 - In reference to "South Alternative #3", page 11: Why was the reduction of lanes not considered? This would have provided for trees and bicycle lanes, etc.





10 - Reference: page 13, "Central South Alternative #2", second last sentence, "Given the importance of this corridor as a critical inter-provincial goods, transit and vehicular movement corridor, the positive effects would not compensate for the congestion-related negative effects." Where is the evidence that congestion will be the result? How has it been proven that the negative effects on drivers are greater than the positive effects on the community? After reviewing the criteria, it is obvious that the conclusion for this alternative is false. This question also applies to "South Alternative #3" and "Central North Alternative #2".





11 - On page 18, under "North Alternative #7", the paragraph uses traffic circles to discredit roundabouts. This is false and misleading. Roundabouts are not traffic circles. Why have the two been mixed? Why have successful cases not been considered? 





12 - Why was a 3-lane option not considered for the South Section?





The following points are made in addition to the questions. They pertain more specifically to the content of the Draft Preliminary Evaluation Report. Some of these points are already considered in the questions above.





Comments:


1 - The contradictions between the goals of this project, as described at the beginning of the report, and the conclusions should be rectified. This is clear when considering the criteria used for the amount of lanes; the data supports the 4-lane option, while the conclusion is the 6-lane option. (Tables 2, 3, and 4)





2 - On page 5, under "Central South Alternative #2" and under "Central North Alternative #2", the alternatives refer to the maintenance of "all" existing turning lanes. This does not reflect the recommendations made by the King Edward Avenue Task Force that suggested no more than one turning lane at each intersection. The word "all" should be replaced with the word "some".





3 - Under "Economic Criteria" and "Area Business Viability", page 9, the "Indicators" column should also include "-increase in population in the area due to any improvement". "-availability of on-street parking" should be removed given the fact that parking is currently limited on King Edward Avenue. In general, the "indicators" column should also make use of the information requested at the end of this letter.





4 - In Table 1, under Economic costs, an indicator has appeared under two different criteria. "Commuting Time" has appeared under both Area Business Viability, and Goods Movement and Productivity. In addition, although commuting time is a possible consideration, its importance is questionable. 





5 - The following suggestion pertains to three different sections: "South Alternative #3", "Central South Alternative #2", and "Central North Alternative #2". All three options should include the following pros: 


-decreases noise


-enlarges pedestrian environment


-reduces vibrations


-more space for boulevard trees


-reduces pollution in the immediate vicinity, because there are fewer cars, and more tree absorption


-considerably enhances potential of streetcaping


-less costly to build and maintain


-encourages people to live on the street and downtown


-more residents equates to more clients for the immediate business area


-encourages investment in and renewal of adjacent properties


-slower speeds


-less pavement results in less heat during the summer


-more trees absorb more pollution


-encourages commuters to find other alternatives to driving


-leaves space for bicycle lanes





6 - The three tables attributed to the three sections discussed above also need reconsideration. The following comments refer to tables 2, 3, and 4, under the headings of "South #3", "Central South #2", "Central North #2". 


a - For "Vegetation", it should be mentioned that fewer lanes will strengthen and encourage more road edge vegetation.


b - For "Area Business Viability", there should be some reference to the probability of more residents in the area; thus, a larger client base. 


c - For "Air Quality", it is incorrect to say that air quality will decrease, because fewer lanes leads to fewer cars on King Edward Avenue. The increase in the number of trees also compensates. Even if traffic congestion does increase, the air quality in the immediate vicinity would be much better than it is now. 


d - For "Noise", implying that slower speeds and congestion on King Edward Avenue would somehow balance each other out in regards to noise is false. This should be corrected to state that noise will be considerably reduced. The presence of more trees, and the added space between the residences and the road would also contribute to the reduction of noise. Noise is caused by friction with pavement. If there would be less pavement on King Edward Avenue, then there would be less noise.


e - For "Cultural/Heritage Resources", the criteria should reflect the increased potential of restoration given a better street environment. 


f - For "Transit Mobility and Safety", there should be mention of the potential of increased passengers on STO buses given any possible congestion on King Edward Avenue. Drivers may decide to take the bus instead.


g - Under "Truck Movement and Safety", there should be mention of a reduction in speed. In addition, according to the "indicators", on page 10, accommodation of truck traffic volume is mentioned; however, the delays to this traffic, as mentioned for "Truck Movement and Safety", do not necessarily pertain to the accommodation of those trucks. Although trucks may be slowed down by possible congestion, there is no evidence that these trucks will not be accommodated. If there is congestion, it should be mentioned that this will encourage Goods Movement by rail.





7 - In reference to "North Alternative #7", page 18: the evaluation of the roundabout was not properly applied. 


a - It is implied that the number of vehicles passing through the proposed roundabout would be too numerous; however, this is with 6 lanes on King Edward Avenue. No consideration was given to the potential of the circle with 4 lanes on King Edward Avenue. This is consistent with the statement made on page 4: "a preferred alternative for one Section needs to be compatible with the preferred alternative for its adjoining Section."


b - The statement that roundabouts are not safe for pedestrians and cyclists is not necessarily true. It is possible in this case, to assure the safety of both. This should be reflected in the evaluation.


c - The discussion of old traffic circles in Edmonton does not pertain to the current proposal. As was mentioned earlier, roundabouts are not traffic circles. The design of modern circles are much better than their predecessors. 


d - While the evaluation dwells upon the failure of traffic circles built more than twenty years ago in one Canadian city, it has ignored the extreme success of roundabouts across entire continents, including Europe and Australia. There are even large roundabouts, of 3 to 4 lanes and 5000 vehicles per hour, found on a few major highways in the United States, including the Los Alamos and Long Beach roundabouts. 





8 - In reference to "Table 5":


a - For "Maintenance Cost", it is incorrect to state that the roundabout will be signalized. Most modern roundabouts do not have lights. This is one of their advantages; they promote maximum use of the given road capacity.


b - It is important to note that most of the disadvantages of the roundabout are void when given 4 lanes on King Edward Avenue. The problems that may result from the roundabout will already have been created by 4 lanes. In the end, the roundabout would be a compliment to the 4-lane alternative. 


c - For "Cultural/Heritage Resources", there should be mention of the restoration of the conditions that previously existed at this intersection. Originally, there was a crude traffic circle at this intersection. It was part of the National Capital Commission's road network. 


d - For "Truck Movement and Safety", the alternative is boldly concluded as a failure. This is incorrect. Accommodations can and have been made for trucks.





9 - One of the greatest shortcomings of this report is its failure to see traffic as a variable. Traffic is not static, and it is not a constant. The amount of traffic will depend on the amount of roads, and alternative modes of transportation. There is no proof that traffic congestion will result on King Edward Avenue in the event of the 4-lane option.





In preparation for the stakeholder meeting, you will no doubt agree that the King Edward Avenue Task Force is a voluntary community organization and that, as such, does not have the human and financial resources to do the level of research that you request from Michel Vallée. It is the Task Force's view that the City and Delcan's consultants are much better equipped to access the various studies referenced in previous electron mail.  You will remember that Michel Vallée sent you a list of Web sites relating to lane reductions and roundabouts. Consequently, it would be appreciated if the following information were provided prior to the proposed August 8 meeting.  All the information we are requesting is either readily available or accessible, and/or should have been considered by the Delcan team in the review of the options.





Requested Information:


1.	Statistics, etc:


-statistics for the North Section Concordance Method


	-Normal/Dot Plots, Histograms, and any other raw data analysis


	-summary data


-statistics of the number of passengers per car on King Edward Avenue


-the public input sheets for Public Open House 1 and 2 (without names of course!) 


-minutes of the Technical Advisory Committee meetings 1 and 2


-minutes of the Public Advisory Committee meeting 2


-minutes of the presentation to the NCC





2.	Studies and Reports:





Roundabout Studies:


	-studies used by Delcan


	-Synthesis of Highway Practice: Modern Roundabout Practice in the United States, 	vol. 264, National Academy Press, 1998.


	-Ourston & Doctors <owendee@west.net <mailto:owendee@west.net>> Modern 	Roundabouts. 	Maryland State Highway Administration, 1992. 7.5 minutes. 	(video)


-Lane Reduction Studies:


	-S Cairns, C Hass-Klau, and PB Goodwin, Traffic Impact of Highway Capacity 	Reductions: Assessment of the Evidence, 274 pp, Landor Publishing, ISBN 1-	899650-10-5 1998/28 


-PB Goodwin, C Hass-Klau, and S Cairns (1998) Evidence of the effects of road capacity reduction on traffic levels. Traffic Engineering & Control (June).


-C Hass-Klau, S Cairns, and PB Goodwin (1998). Better use of road capacity - what happens to the traffic? Public Transport International, 47 (5), September, UITP, Brussels.


- Recently finalized study on the contents and origins of traffic along King Edward Avenue by the Ontario Ministry of Transportation. We were advised that a copy was recently been provided to the City of Ottawa


-statistics on the capacity of the Outaouais/transit system to absorb the needs of an increased client base


-statistics on the capacity of the rail-system to absorb the needs of goods movement


-noise, pollution, and vibration statistics as well as the guidelines for these


-results of the application of the Barry Wellar Street Walking Index


-the effect on the restoration of heritage buildings, development, and maintenance along the street as a result of the environmental conditions


-list of murders, fatal accidents, and pedestrians struck on and near King Edward Avenue in the past ten years, and any other pertinent crime information


-questionnaires provided at Open House 1 and 2


-project Transportation Study as referred to in the Project Brief, page 3-7, including future traffic without truck route, etc


	-include the number of vehicles per hour coming off the bridge onto King Edward 	Avenue during 	peak periods





If there are any questions, or comments about the points raised in this document, please contact representatives of the King Edward Avenue Task Force.





Yours respectfully,








M. S. Aubin,


(Original signed)





cc.	


Lin Baxter, Lowertown West Community Association


Peggy Ducharme, Rideau Street Business Improvement Area


Peter Marwitz, Action Sandy Hill


Michel Vallée, King Edward Avenue Task Force




















