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Dear Barry:





As previously mentioned, we felt that it was important that we formally raise some concerns following the last Public Advisory Committee meeting.  Our association has also requested that a copy of this letter be submitted to the City of Ottawa Transportation Committee, our Ward Councillor and Chair of the Transportation Committee, Madeleine Meilleur, and several community and business associations with which we are working closely. We know that there are Community and Business Associations that share our concerns.  Peter Marwitz (Action Sandy Hill) has already sent you a letter outlining his preoccupations and I understand that the Rideau BIA has equally noted similar concerns to ours and has advised us that they will be responding separately with their comments. We believe that it is advantageous to deal with concerns now, during the study, rather than after its completion.





Our first major concern lies with what appears to be a misuse of the Ontario Municipal Board decision framework. At the June 5, 2001 PAC meeting, several of us had the distinct impression that the Ontario Municipal Board decision was used in circumstances where it suited the purpose of the consultants and set aside when it did not. This is especially true with respect to the general tone of the presentation and the arguments raised to support the preliminary recommendations for the South, Central South, and Central North portions of King Edward Avenue, as well as for the "preliminary evaluation" of the North portion. 





In our view, the message was that a “priority is being given to motor vehicles" rather than to the quality of life, safety, and general future of the community as was alluded to in the Ontario Municipal Board decision. This is also inconsistent with the: "added responsibility of ensuring that all of the transportation facilities within Ottawa-Carleton operate as an integrated system that provides for the safe and efficient movement of persons and goods..." (RMOC Official Plan: Region of Ottawa-Carleton, Ottawa 1997, p. 117) Instead of focusing on the number of people who use the street, the focus has been on the vehicles regardless of the number of passengers. It is our observation that both the OMB and Official Plan have been misinterpreted. It is important for us to remind you and your team that, although traffic calming and management may be your primary concern, they are not necessarily in the best interests of the community. Our interests lie in ameliorating the health and safety conditions on King Edward Avenue. This is not accomplished by increasing the motor vehicle traffic flow, particularly that of the trucks.





Our second major concern lies with the evaluation tool for the North Section. In our view, we know neither how its application will reflect the Ontario Municipal Board decision nor how the results will be assessed and compared when both the results of the Technical Advisory Committee and the Public Advisory Committee are compared. Furthermore, there is no real indication as to what weight community groups will have in the overall decision-making process. This is an important issue when we consider, for example, that Action Sandy Hill, the King Edward Avenue Task Force and the Lowertown West Community Association represent together the interests of tens of thousands of local residents. 





Our third point concerns what appears to be the “final decision/recommendation” with respect to the reduction of lanes for the entire length of the King Edward Avenue study area. We believe that there is a strong case for a 4-lane option in Lowertown and a 2-lane option in Sandy Hill. The consultants have stated that their preferred option is status quo: 6 lanes in Lowertown and 4 lanes in Sandy Hill. They, and many others, predict that traffic chaos and economic losses will be the result of lane reductions. The King Edward Avenue Task Force, with the support of some factual evidence from the University of London Centre for Transport Studies, believes that this is false. The references to this evidence are included with the attachments that we have provided. We encourage the consultant team to acquire the documents listed and to consider their conclusions. We are confident that a strong case can be made given this information. We also encourage the consultant team to review our report on King Edward Avenue in which we devoted a considerable amount of time to the discussion of the number of lanes. 





In our opinion, and taking into account our own extensive research, we believe that a 4-lane option is the only true long-term solution to the problems of King Edward Avenue. The research indicates that lane reductions generally do not, in the long-term, cause gridlock, because people usually find alternatives. The worst-case scenario is that traffic will be congested on King Edward Avenue, which is already the case now. This is why Delcan has recommended a 6-lane option in the short-term; however, this will be in direct detriment, particularly from a health and security perspective, to the residents of Lowertown. This option also violates Council's responsibility to: "Review and modify general design guidelines for all Regional roads which address compatibility with adjacent land uses and landscape character." (Official Plan: Region of Ottawa-Carleton, Ottawa 1997, p. 98) We have been told to wait for a bridge, but that day may never come. Even if a bridge is finally built, there is no guarantee the traffic will not have doubled by that time. There will always be traffic on King Edward Avenue. The question is: can a balance be struck between the needs of Lowertown residents, and those of motorists? The RMOC Transportation Master Plan, under "Transportation Vision and Principles", states that Council will "8. Design and implement future transportation systems to correct/avoid present problems such as urban sprawl and through traffic in downtown areas, and to encourage healthy communities..." Given our recommendations, we believe that a 4-lane option will revitalize the central Lowertown district and attract more of the suburban motorists to living in our community. As long as high-density communities like Lowertown are sacrificed for the demands of urban sprawl, there will continue to be an exodus to the suburbs from our communities.  





In relation to the lane reductions, we also disagree with the implied recommendation that a median should continue to exist along the King Edward Avenue corridor. This is our fourth concern. We believe that the best option would be the complete removal of the median or, at most, a very small divider. This would provide for the maximization of the pedestrian environment, and the minimization of the environmental effects of the cars and trucks. This would also "...reinforce a unique and historically relevant streetscaping, using tradition (al), contextual forms in a contemporary detail design vocabulary..." (King Edward Avenue: An Urban Design Study..., Ottawa 1987, p. 6) Sussex Drive is an example of a street where the median is not necessary, as is the Champs Elysées in Paris, France. We believe, given a reduction in traffic speeds on King Edward Avenue, that the median can be removed in its entirety. This will also meet the criteria for trees which states that "a clear, permeable surface area of approximately 10 m squared minimum" is provided on both sides of the street. (Regional Road Corridor Design Guidelines, Ottawa 2000, p.22) Again, these issues are expressed in the King Edward Avenue Task Force's report.  





Our fifth major concern is related to the options for the North Section of the study corridor; specifically, the intersection of King Edward Avenue and the Macdonald-Cartier Bridge. After a careful study of the options submitted by Delcan, that were based on proposals by various people and groups, it seemed clear to us that our recommendations had not been appropriately reproduced. Our proposal suggested a roundabout that was located significantly more Northwest than the present design suggests. Given a more Northwest alignment, the western and southern entrances to the roundabout would be more efficiently separated. Furthermore, our proposal also incorporated a direct link to the roundabout from the Pearson Building and the Minto Bridges, but this is not reflected in the consultants' report. We feel that the exclusion of both these entrances and the creation of an intersection near the outlet of the northern part of the roundabout design have created a biased image of the option. 





We also believe that the analysis behind the roundabout option was unfair in some instances. The fact that France was building 1000 roundabouts on average per year as of 1991 is evidence alone of the potential of these circles. The arguments used to refute the roundabout are based on dated and unclear data. We have significant data to demonstrate the feasibility of the Northwest roundabout as discussed in our report and in the references provided in the attachments. The objective of building a t-intersection in the North Section was to slow traffic, and to create an attractive entrance to the city. A roundabout would achieve the same result, but it would be more efficient, because it does not incorporate traffic lights into its design. This results in the maximization of the infrastructure capacity, given the constraints of an at-grade intersection. It also creates a strong visual impact for the entrance to the city. The main argument has been that there are too many cars to build a roundabout, but as a result of our recommendations in the above paragraphs, this would no longer be the case. Nevertheless, we must stress that the roundabout is much more efficient than the T-intersection, because it does not have traffic lights. As for the safety of pedestrians and cyclists, we have determined that it can be ensured based on personal observation and factual evidence. 





Finally, although a t-intersection or a roundabout may not significantly ameliorate the traffic flow between the Macdonald-Cartier Bridge and King Edward Avenue, it will most certainly provide a safer and healthier environment for the Lowertown residents closest to the bridge. This is a situation wherein Delcan’s “favoured options” increase the speed of motor traffic, while decreasing the security and health of the community, because a better traffic flow would bring more cars and trucks in and through the Lowertown District. On the other hand, while the proposals for a northern roundabout or t-intersection do not favour an increase in cars and trucks, and might slowdown traffic flow, they will be further North and away from the community; therefore, the security and health of local residents will be improved. Yes, there may still be traffic problems, but half of the problem will be solved; the community will be revitalized by this and by what other aspects of our proposals. 





In conclusion, we would like to receive some clarification from City of Ottawa officials on the various points raised. We also invite you all to speak with us personally on these issues, so that a real coherent discussion can take place. This will ensure that we are all in agreement before we continue on our way with this project. We await your reply.





Yours respectfully,








Original signed by Michel Vallée





Michel Vallée
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