





Midtown Today

* Low-density development

o Strip mall retall

* Big box stores

« Stand alone commercial
buildings

» Abundance of surface
parking

 Limited pedestrian mobility

 Limited cycling facilities
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Midtown Tomorrow

A vibrant, mixed-use urban community — to live, work and play.
* Integration of modes — automobile, GO, Oakville Transit, cycle, walk

« Economic growth — new development, redevelopment
« High quality public realm

A Create itl Vision 2057
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APPENDIX A5
Agency Stakeholders Workshop
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PUBLIC AGENCY STAKEHOLDERS WORKSHOP

Date: Friday, March 1, 2013 & Friday, March 8, 2013
Time: 9:00 AM —3:.00 PM
L ocation: Sixteen Mile Sports Complex — Community Rooms 1 & 2

3070 Neyagawa Boulevard, Oakville

Town Core Team: Tricia Collingwood, Planning Services
Dan Cozzi, Engineering and Construction
Philip Kelly, Devel opment Engineering
Joanne Phoenix, Transit

Lin Rogers, Devel opment Engineering

Regrets: Chris Clapham, Engineering and Construction
Kristina Parker, Devel opment Engineering

Glenn Pothier, GLPi

Ray Bacquie, Cole Engineering Group

Mark Bassingwaite, Cole Engineering Group
Laurella Chadee, Cole Engineering Group
Wojciech Kaczorek, Cole Engineering Group
Rory O’ Sullivan, Cole Engineering Group
Kate Rothwell, Cole Engineering Group

Consultant Team:

Workshop Participants:

Regrets:

Shadi Adab, Oakville

Paul Allen, Oakville

Dave Bloomer, Oakville
Gabe Charles, Oakville

Diane Childs, Oakville

Jane Clohecy, Oakville

Barry Cole, Oakville

Lesley Gill Woods, Oakville
Darnell Lambert, Oakville
Chris Mark, Oakville

Scott McMillan, Oakville
Brad Sunderland, Oakville
Cindy Toth, Oakville

Erik Zutis, Oakville

Jon Foreshew, Oakville Hydro
Nasim Adab, Urban Strategies

Dana Anderson, Oakville
Nancy Sully, Oakville

Mary Jo Milhomens, Oakville
Dorothy St. George, Oakville
Nick Zervos, Halton

lan Malczewski, Urban Strategies

Tim Dennis, Halton

Melissa Green-Battiston, Halton
Matt Krusto, Halton

Jeffrey Reid, Halton

Maureen VanRavens, Halton

Bob Wicklund, Halton

Samantha Mason, Conservation Halton
Amy Mayes, Conservation Halton
Leah Smith, Conservation Halton
Sherwin Gumbs, Metrolinx

Elana Horowitz, Metrolinx

Tariq Babary, MTO

Joseph Lai, MTO

Chris Pascos, MTO

Jason White, MTO

Branko Zivkovic, MTO

Joe Berridge, Urban Strategies
Greg Roszler, MTO

Goran Nikolic, MTO

Dan Steele, Oakville Hydro

John Sabiston, Hydro One

Kim Barrett, Conservation Halton
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1. Opening Remarks, Objectives and Background

Glenn provided introductory comments and encouraged active and cregtive participation by all attendees during
the two-day workshops. He emphasized this by conducting an ice-breaker exercise with the group. All attendees
then introduced themselves and Glenn reviewed the objectives of the workshop, which included:

* Togain understanding of the need for infrastructure.

To gain understanding of alternative improvements.

To achieve consensus on list of all improvements.

To gain understanding of the pros/cons for each improvement.

To gain consensus on evaluation criteria.

To collect input on various improvements.

Glenn invited attendees to collect a handout package which contained important presentation material that could
be used for reference during the sessions. He explained that the sessions will require participants to work in
groups on both days, to determine overall preferred solutions, together with their rationale.

Jane provided a background of the project, and discussed the importance of the project to accommodate growth in
the town (20,000 residents and jobs by 2031), as identified in the Provincial Growth Plan “Places to Grow”. She
stated that key elements are not only the roads themsel ves, but how they fit together to form a network, and how
the roads support the overall Midtown area.

2. Need for Infrastructure

Ray indicated that Midtown Oakville was identified as an Urban Growth Centre and a Mobility Hub, and this
provides opportunities for transportation network improvements within the area. He explained the complexity of
the project and the challenge to accommodeate the trips associated with 12,000 new residents and 8,000 new jobs.
He presented the transportation needs within and surrounding the Midtown Oakville area:

* New North/ South QEW Road Crossing.

New North / South QEW Active Transportation (AT) / Priority Crossing.

Improved Trafalgar Road Interchange.

Improved Access and Circulation.

Improved Road Capacity.

Improved Royal Windsor Drive Interchange.

Ray emphasized the need for improved transit service and active transportation opportunities since this can
encourage people to access the Midtown Mobility Hub without the use of a car. He indicated that Metrolinx has
been looking at improvements to the Mobility Hub, and the Region is also looking at transit improvements along
Trafalgar Road north towards Highway 407. He explained that the study team (Town Core Team and Consultant
Team) has to consider how these improvements work together and how they integrate with the road network in
Midtown.

The road network needs, and transit and active transportation needs are shown in Figure 2-1and Figure 2-2 .
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There was a question about planned land uses (residential versus employment) and the distribution within
Midtown with respect to Trafalgar Road. Ray indicated that residential and mixed-uses are planned for the
majority of the west side of Trafalgar Road, while employment and institutional uses are planned for the majority
of the east side (as per the Livable Oakville Plan). Jane further advised that the town’s Official Plan considered
mixed uses throughout Midtown, but decided on more employment on the east side of Trafalgar Road for a
variety of reasons (including contamination).

There was a question about why access is only being considered to and from the north of therail, and not to and
from the south of the study area. Ray explained that these improvements were not warranted.



FCWT

OAKVILLE

3. Constraints

Ray discussed the environmental constraints, including Sixteen Mile Creek, its tributaries, and potential
threatened species (barn swallow). He indicated that Conservation Halton was consulted earlier in the project
(August 2012) to provide input on potential crossings. A previously identified “wetland” area is now not being
considered a formal constraint (see Figure 3-1).

Figure 3-1: Environmental Constraints
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Ray introduced the hydro property and utilities as constraints. The hydro corridor is located north of the railway
and a Trans-Northern pipeline is also present in this area (see Figur e 3-2). Ray indicated that these constraints
impact the location of the transit terminal, including the station building and bus bays, and hence connectivity to
the Mobility Hub.
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It was asked if Metrolinx had a preference for thelocation of the station. It was learnt that Metrolinx will be
initiating a study to investigate the feasibility of preserving a space within the hydro corridor that would require
the electrical services to be underground.

It was asked if the hydro corridor precluded aroad. It was reported that Hydro typically does not permit parallel
roads within the corridor, but will permit crossings. It was also reported that the town currently owns Cross
Avenue through the hydro corridor. It was asked if the town will lose their rights to the land if Cross Avenueis
realigned. It was suggested that it does not matter who owns the land if Hydro has an easement across it.

The study team confirmed that the “wetland” does not need to be protected sinceiit is highly altered and full of
invasive species.

It was asked if a connection from Eighth Line to Chartwell Road was an option. Ray indicated that thisis an
option and will be discussed later as part of the core improvements identified for the study. It was noted that there
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will be political challenges associated with this option. It was pointed out that Chartwell Road underpass at the
railway tracksisin the town’s capital budget and this option would present engineering challenges for Chartwell

Road to then be elevated above the QEW.
Glenn asked the group if there were any other constraints that were not discussed.

It was asked if there were known areas of contamination. The study team advised that the parcel east of Trafalgar
Road, north of the railway has known contamination (Property #88 — Cherokee-Oakville Property G.P., Inc.). It
was also added that there may be remnant contamination on the GE site (Property #94), but this cannot be

confirmed at this time.
A property map was used to identify properties discussed during the Workshop (see Figure 3-3).

Figure 3-3: Property Identification Numbers
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4. Core Improvements

Ray provided an overview of the core improvements, while attendees followed along with their handouts:
* Improvement A: North / South QEW Road Crossing.

* Improvement B: Trafalgar Road Interchange.

* Improvement C: North / South QEW Active Transportation / Priority Crossing.

Five North / South QEW Road Craossing improvements were discussed, and are shown in Figure 4-1.

Figure 4-1: North / South QEW Road Crossing | mprovements

Improvement A1

==t/
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Imp rovement A5

Two Trafalgar Road | nterchange improvements were discussed, and are shown in Figure 4-2.
Figure 4-2: Trafalgar Road I nterchange | mprovements

Irovement Bl Improvement B2

Six North / South QEW Active Transportation / Priority Crossing improvements were discussed, and are shown in
Figure4-3.
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Figure 4-3: North / South QEW Active Transportation / Priority Crossing
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Discussions that arose during the overview are recorded in the following subsections.
4.1. Improvement A: North / South QEW Road Crossing
4.1.1. Improvement Al

It was asked if this option could be extended south over therail tracks to Cornwall Road. Ray said that this
extension is not included as part of this study at this time.

4.1.2. Improvement A2

There was a question about loss of access to the properties west of the North Service Road realignment (#150,
#151) aswell as the property on the north of the QEW, west of the new north/south crossing (#148). Ray said that
North Service Road can be closed, but still allow access to property #150 and #151, although there may be
implications for access to property #148, due to grading.

4.1.3. Improvement A3

There was a question about the impact to North Service Road. Ray stated that North Service Road will still
function.

Post-meeting note: It was confirmed that the structure could be extended to ensure sufficient clearance over
North Service Road.

There was a question concerning the profile and where the road starts to go above grade as this will impact access
to Industry Street to the east of Chartwell Road.

Post-meeting note: It was confirmed that the design is such that the profile will meet original ground at the
intersection of realigned Cross Avenue and the new North/South Connection.

It was asked if the approximate cost of $45-50M included the crossing of the QEW, aswell as the rail tracks.
There was a question about the possibility of going under therail tracks, rather than above.
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Post-meeting note: It was confirmed that the approximate cost of $45-50M included the grade-separated crossing
of therail track (approximately $18M).

4.1.4. Improvement A4

There was a comment about the wooded area being a significant woodland, and may potentially be confirmed to
be a constraint after afield review.

The study team was asked to consider closing North Service Road to reduce structure costs while maintaining
access to properties near the structure.

4.1.5. Improvement A5

The previous comment was raised regarding the wooded area being a significant woodland, and the potential to be
confirmed to be a constraint after a field review.

Asin Improvement A4, the study team was asked to consider closing North Service Road to reduce structure
costs while maintaining access to properties near the structure.

A modification to shift the alignment west (north of Iroquois Shore Road) to create more opportunities for
development of the Town Hall property was suggested. 1ssues about the closeness of the new intersection to
Trafalgar Road and queuing were raised. This prompted suggestions to the study team to also consider adding a
cul-de-sac on White Oaks Boulevard to improve access and operations at the north end in order for this option to
be viable.

4.2. Improvement B: Trafalgar Road Interchange
4.2.1. Improvement B1

It was asked who owns the highlighted parcel of land east of Trafalgar Road. It was confirmed that the Region
owns this parcel.

It was asked if the impacted properties |ocated west of Trafalgar Road could be accessed from the south instead of
from South Service Road, thereby reducing property impacts. The study team said that this could be considered
through development of the west side of Trafalgar Road.

4.2.2. Improvement B2

It was asked if this option works with Improvement B1. Ray confirmed that they are mutually exclusive.

It was asked if Trafalgar Road / QEW structure would require widening to accommodate southbound |eft turns to
Davis Road. Ray indicated that widening is not required since there will be no left turns from Trafalgar Road
southbound to Davis Road.

It was asked if the off-ramp from the QEW should be reconfigured to improve operations. Ray said that the

alignment shown is using Davis Road as much as possible to minimize property impacts. He clarified that the
details of the alignment will be determined during later stages of the project.

10
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4.3. Improvement C: North / South QEW Active Transportation / Priority Crossing

4.3.1. Improvement C1

Attendees expressed doubt that the station / bus loop would fit on the north side of Cross Avenue for this option.
Ray indicated that this issue will be specifically looked during Day 2's session.

It was asked if this alternative would eliminate a separate crossing for transit / active transportation. The study
team indicated that another crossing (as discussed in Improvement A) would be required. Glenn confirmed that
selection of one from each of Improvements A, B and C is required.

It was asked why buses could not be brought to the Trafalgar Road / Cross Avenue intersection. Ray explained
that if buses are making a left from Trafalgar Road southbound to Cross Avenue, it will become an even busier
intersection and traffic operations will suffer, including transit travel times.

It was asked how much wider Trafalgar Road would be with this option. Jeff advised that the OP protects for a
right-of-way of up to 50 mfor major arterials/ transit corridors.

There was a question about widening the structure. Ray indicated that a new parallel structure would be required.

There was discussion about the potential for the buses to operate in the centre lanes. Ray said that the issue with
thisis transitioning from the curb lane north of Midtown, and then making the movement to Cross Avenue on the
east side of Trafalgar Road — |€ft turns are problematic from an operational perspective.

It was asked if there are currently 6 lanes, and have 2 lanes dedicated as bus lanes, if lanes will be added. Ray
informed her that thisis not the case. It was also asked if existing lanes could be shared, and Ray confirmed this,
but added that this would not provide any improvements to operations.

The do-nothing alternative is considered, and if the benefits do not outweigh the costs, this could be considered.

4.3.2. Improvement C2

It was asked if this option would have an intersection at Davis Road and the new road to the south, or if the new
QEW crossing went over Davis Road.

There was a question about the 5-legged intersection and whether aroundabout is possible. Ray said that the
roundabout may be difficult for larger transit vehicles to maneuver.

There was a comment about potential contamination at the Petro Canada site (Property #145).

The 20 m right-of-way was questioned. Attendees were interested in how many transit and general purpose lanes,
bike lanes, sidewalks, etc. would be accommodated.

Post-meeting note: The 20 m right-of-way was based on the following cross-section — 4.2 m lane, 1.5 m on-road
bikelane, 1.5 m median, 1.8 m sidewalk and 1 m barrier).

There was a comment about costs for C2 and C3 and why they werein the same range ($35-40M), when C2
impacted more properties. The study team suggested that the cost of C2 may have been on the higher end of the
range, while C3 may be on the lower end. It was further noted that it would be difficult to accurately assign a cost
to dealing with contamination at this point.

11
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Post-meeting note: While more properties are impacted in C2, similar landtake requirements are attributed to
both options.

4.3.3. Improvement C3

Comments and questions received during discussion of Improvement C3 were similar to those received for
Improvement C2 (see Section 4.3.2).

4.3.4. Improvement C4

Ray indicated that this option assumes construction of Al. He said that there will be no changes to operations
along Trafalgar Road with this option.

The 20 m right-of-way was questioned. Attendees were interested in how many transit and general purpose lanes,
bike lanes, sidewalks, etc. would be accommodated.

Post-meeting note: Thetotal right-of-way required for options A1 and C4 (combined) would be 35 m based on
Standard Drawing STD. 7-5, to include general purpose lanes, on-road bike lanes, median, sidewalk and barriers.

4.3.5. Improvement C5
Ray indicated that this option could be combined with A5 (see commentsin Section 4.1.5).
He said that there will be limited access to properties along this option, due to transit / priority objectives.

The 20 m right-of-way was questioned. Attendees were interested in how many transit and general purpose lanes,
bike lanes, sidewalks, etc. would be accommodated.

Post-meeting note: Thetotal right-of-way required for options A5 and C5 (combined) would be 35 m based on
Standard Drawing STD. 7-5, to include general purpose lanes, on-road bike lanes, median, sidewalk and barriers.

4.3.6. Improvement C6
Ray indicated that this option could be combined with A4 (see commentsin Section 4.1.4).
He said that there will be limited access to properties along this option, due to transit / priority objectives.

The 20 m right-of-way was questioned. Participants were interested in how many transit and general purpose
lanes, bike lanes, sidewalks, etc. would be accommodated.

Post-meeting note: Thetotal right-of-way required for options A4 and C6 (combined) would be 35 m based on
Standard Drawing STD. 7-5, to include general purpose lanes, on-road bike lanes, median, sidewalk and barriers.

4.4.  Other Preliminary Questions / Comments
It was suggested that an option for eastbound QEW motorists to exit at Royal Windsor Drive then access

Midtown should be assessed. Ray informed attendees that the study teamis currently consulting with MTO
regarding various interchange improvements.

12
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Theimportance of cost in the evaluation of the options was discussed. It was noted that while some alternatives
may be clearly better in terms of operations, cost is an important factor. There was a comment that the costs need
to be assessed over alonger-term.

There was a question about the methodol ogy of the cost estimates. It was also asked if the quoted costs included
the value of residual lands that could be sold to offset some of the cost. Ray said that these costs were
approximated using the town’s unit costs and the same methodol ogy as the projects in the Development Charge
(DC) costing spreadshest.

It was asked if the study team has considered a separate pedestrian/cycling crossing located above Trafalgar Road
across the QEW (Brooklyn Bridge example was referenced). Ray said that this was not considered.

It was asked if the study team has looked at crossing QEW west of Trafalgar. Ray said that property
considerations are a key reason why the west was not being considered. Also, the GO station on the east side of
Trafalgar Road is another reason why it makes sense to cross the QEW east of Trafalgar Road.

It was asked if the study team considered other movements, i.e. motorists coming from the east along QEW. Ray
said that the study did consider more movements and indicated that these options are being assessed via
consultation with MTO. He also said that there was a transportation master plan that was recently completed that
identified town-wide improvements. It was also asked if another crossing of Sixteen Mile Creek was considered
to improve operations. The study team said that the transportation master plan identified a lack of east/west
capacity and it was recommended to either widen the QEW or add a new crossing.

5. Group Sessions — Day 1
5.1. Introduction

Glenn provided an introduction to the group breakout sessions and explained that the purpose of the exercise was
to forge a solution that best integrated the Core Improvements. Glenn indicated that one of each of the
improvements was to be selected (i.e. onefrom the A group, one from the B group, and one from the C group). It
was explained that the objective should be a 3 overlay preferred solution that was determined by each group to be
the best, together with rationale.

The study team indicated that the other improvements (Royal Windsor Drive improvements, east/west connection
across Midtown, etc.) are assumed to be a given for this exercise.

Resources were made available to each breakout group:
» A facilitator, with experience in the project.

Aerial image.

Transportation needs graphic.

Acetates of each option (plus blanks).

Pens, markers, note pads, etc.

Ray and Dan were available for discussion during the breakout sessions, Wojciech was available to advise on
design issues, and Mark was available to discuss stormwater related concerns.

13
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5.2. Summary

5.2.1. Table1l
Facilitator: Philip Kelly

Preferred combination of Core | mprovements:

Rationale:

» Recommended equally-spaced crossings (Trafalgar Road, A1 and C3) to offer options to multiple users.

* Recommended B1 because of the direct connection to Midtown from eastbound QEW under Trafalgar Road.

» Recommended C3 sinceit could provide a better transit connection to Midtown without having to move
further east closer to Eighth Line, i.e. C3 was not too circuitous for transit users, cyclists and pedestrians.

* Minimized property impacts by selecting this combination.

» Avoided A3 sinceit would connect two low density areas, and increase traffic in both aress.

5.2.2. Table 2
Facilitator: Laurella Chadee

Preferred combination of Core | mprovements:

Rationale:
* Recommended A3 asit ismoredirect and gridlike, and also provided more flexibility for development by not
adding another central corridor.
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Recommended B1 to avoid complications associated with the signalized intersection with the added through
movement.

Recommended C2 to have the active transportation / priority link as close to Trafalgar Road as possible,
without it actually being on Trafalgar Road to avoid operational issues, especialy for transit and active
transportation.

Comments:

It was asked if geometric issues were considered at the intersection with Iroquois Shore Road (A3). The group
thinks that all options will have similar problems regarding geometrics.

There was a concern with respect to A3 since traffic may be directed to the neighbourhood to the south.

There was a concern with respect to C2 and how the buildings along the crossing will tie into the road. Ray
said that the road will be quite a bit higher. The group explained that the road could be incorporated into
development and pedestrians can access the crossing from a second or third level of a building.

5.2.3. Table 3

Facilitator: Joanne Phoenix

Preferred combination of Core Improvements:

Rationale:

Recommended a central, combined crossing for all modes — A5/C5; concerned with both A1 and A3 options.
Included modification to move the north section of A5/C5 to the west to better avoid the woodlot and to allow
for greater development opportunities.

Introduced cul-de-sacs on White Oaks Boulevard and North Service Road to improve traffic flow along new
road.

Introduced transit signal priority at White Oaks Boulevard for buses heading south.

Recommended B1 because of the direct connection to Midtown from eastbound QEW under Trafalgar Road.

Comments:

Therewas alot of discussion about the use of North Service Road and concerns raised about cul-de-sacs on
White Oaks Boulevard and North Service Road.
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5.2.4. Table 4

Facilitator: Lin Rogers

Preferred combination of Core Improvements:

Rationale:

Recommended a central, combined crossing for all modes — A5/C5, to minimize the number of structures
across the QEW.

Included modification to move the north section of A5/C5 to the west to better avoid the woodlot and to allow
for greater devel opment opportunities.

Introduced cul-de-sac on White Oaks Boulevard to improve traffic flow along new road.

Recommended B1 because of the direct connection to Midtown from eastbound QEW under Trafalgar Road.
Provided a pedestrian structure across the QEW just east of Trafalgar Road, and integrated this new structure
into the B1 interchange. There was discussion about a civic presence at Davis Road east of Trafalgar Road,
and how the new pedestrian bridge could be integrated into the building at this location. The new pedestrian
bridge is required because pedestrians should be kept off Trafalgar Road, but also may not want to go further
east to use the combined A5/C5 crossing.

Comments:

It was asked if and how transit service to the mall on the west side would be impacted if the QEW crossing is
east of Trafalgar Road. The group was informed that local transit would still service Trafalgar Road.

There was a question about the benefit of a shared crossing to the east, when this could have been done on
Trafalgar Road, and minimize intersections. The group indicated that for the new crossing, bus lanes would be
reserved, thereby improving existing operations.

There was a comment that transit can be given priority through signals, and does not necessarily need
dedicated lanes, as thisis the case in many comparable municipalities and the systems still function properly.
There was a concern about the recommended pedestrian bridge and how many trips will actually be generated
by the new structure, especially by pedestrians crossing from the west side of Trafalgar Road.

There was a comment that even without redevelopment, if better pedestrian facilities and connections are
offered, pedestrian usage will increase. It was suggested that the pedestrian bridge should also accommodate
cyclists.
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5.25. Table5

Facilitator: Tricia Collingwood

Preferred combination of Core Improvements:

Rationale:

Recommended A2 (modified): included 4 lanes to increase capacity.

Recommended B1 because of the direct connection to Midtown from eastbound QEW under Trafalgar Road.
Recommended C1 (modified) to keep al modes on Trafalgar Road and to make Midtown vibrant, but
eliminated bus loop off Trafalgar Road since group did not find it necessary.

Preferred not having structures in the Midtown area so land could be available for more devel opment
opportunities, and also not divide the area.

Predicted that pedestrians and cyclists would continue to use Trafalgar Road, so improvements will need to be
introduced in addition to other projects.

Recommended adding a pedestrian bridge across the QEW at Eighth Line/ Chartwe | Road.

Liked the idea of combining the transit terminal with a building using bus bays, as the use of the current Cross
Avenue may not be possible.

Comments:

6.

There was concern with respect to the cul-de-sac on North Service Road as it would eliminate an alternative
to the QEW. It was advised that in this part of Oakville, Iroquois Shore Road could replicate the North
Service Road.

It was asked if the extension of Iroquois Shore Road is included as part of this project. It was indicated that it
isinthe study area, but is already a planned project, and is included in the capital budget.

Review of Preferred Combinations of Core Improvements

Ray then provided a summary of the preferred combinations of the core improvements from the group breakout
sessions (see Figure 6-1).
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Figure 6-1: Preferred Combinations of Core I mprovements from Breakout Groups

Table 1

Table 2

Table 3

Table 4

Table 5
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7. Main Priorities Identified during Breakout Group Sessions on Day 1

Ray summarized the main priorities identified by participants:

*  Minimizethe number of structures crossing the QEW.

» Keep Active Transportation / Priority Crossing close to Trafalgar Road to avoid circuitous routes and reduce
travel time for transit vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians.

* Minimize cyclist / pedestrian conflicts, e.g. along Trafalgar Road near the QEW ramps.

* Providesafe, convenient and accessible cycling / pedestrian facilities to encourage active transportation.

* Providedirect access from eastbound QEW to Midtown by providing an underpass of Trafalgar Road
eliminating the need to go through the signalized intersection.

* Provide convenient and accessible transit station facilities on the east side of Trafalgar Road.

*  Limit property impacts.

» Consider cul-de-sacs on roads such as White Oaks Boulevard, North Service Road, South Service Road.

Concerns were raised about the recommended cul-de-sac on White Oaks Boulevard, in particular the impact to
McCraney Street. It was suggested that if the A5/C5 option goes forward, White Oaks Boulevard should carry its
share of traffic, since grid networks are preferred, and a cul-de-sac at this location will not be beneficial to overall
operations. The study team advised that these details will be investigated at the detailed design stage.

There was more discussion about North Service Road and South Service Road, and whether they should be
maintained.

8. Transit Terminal Location and Access

Ray then discussed the issues facing the study team relating to tying in the section of the transit alignment at the
south end to the terminal. There was discussion about property ownership (see Figure 8-1) and easementsin the
area, and how Hydro can impact design decisions for the terminal, including the station building and bus bays.
Thefuture Metrolinx study is expected to provide clarifications in this regard and is expected to be completed by
the end of 2013.

A regulated valley feature was identified on the hydro property. It is evident south of therail tracks, but actually
extends north of therail tracks, to just south of existing Cross Avenue (see Figure 8-2).
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Figure 8-1: Property Ownership at South End of Transit Alignment
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Figure 8-2: Environmental Constraints
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There was then discussion about the recently completed Mobility Hub study, which presented Concepts 1 and 2
for the location of the station building and bus loop. Concept 1 locates both the station building and bus loop
south of Cross Avenue (see Figure 8-3), while Concept 2 locates the station building south of Cross Avenue and
the bus loop north of Cross Avenue, with a proposed tunnel to cross the road (see Figure 8-4).
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Figure 8-3: Concept 1*
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! Station building and bus loop (20 bays and 10 laybys) on the south side of Cross Avenue.
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Figure 8-4: Concept 2°
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Participants were asked to keep the discussions in mind, and recommend their preferred configuration of the
station building and bus loop during the breakout group sessions, considering a buffer distance of approximately
48 m from therail (based on advice offered by some attendees). There was some concern about not achieving
objectives to increase transit shareif these facilities are moved further away from therail, since this can
discourage cyclists and pedestrians due to lengthier connections and increased travel times.

The recently completed transportation master plan for the town identified the need for 21 routes at this location
(see Figure 8-5), and typically one bay should be provided per route.

2 Station building on the south side of Cross Avenue and bus loop (18 bays and 9 laybys) on the north side of Cross Avenue.
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Figure 8-5: Bus Routes I dentified the Oakville Transportation Master Plan (2012)
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Ray then presented the transit routes into and out of the bus loop area for various Improvement C's, considering
access both north and south of Cross Avenue.
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Figure 8-6: Bus Bay Configuration and Access— Improvement C1
Metrolinx Mobility Hub Study — Concept 1 Metrolinx Mobility Hub Study — Concept 2
Station building and bus loop on the south side of Station building on the south side of Cross Avenue and
Cross Avenue busloop on the north of Cross Avenue

Figure 8-7: Bus Bay Configuration and Access— Improvement C2, C3, C5

Metrolinx Mobility Hub Study — Concept 1 M etrolinx Mobility Hub Study — Concept 2
Station building and bus loop on the south side of Station building on the south side of Cross Avenue and

Cross Avenue bus loop on the north side of Cross Avenue

There was a concern about the location of the bus loop and the points of access / egress of the buses with respect
to Cross Avenue, and how this could impact the streetscape / urban design of the new east-west corridor.
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9. Transit Terminal Considerations

Ray discussed various methods of providing safe crossings of people (transit users, bus drivers) across Cross
Avenue if the bus loop is located north of Cross Avenue, as shown in Metrolinx’s Concept 2 (see Figure 8-4). He
presented the options of an underground moving walkway (see Figur e 9-1) and an elevated walkway (see Figure
9-2).

He also discussed how the transit terminal could be integrated with development, asin the cases of the Y orkdale
and York Mills Bus Terminals (see Figure 9-3).

Figure 9-1: Underground Moving Walkway in
L ondon, United Kingdom
Waterloo Underground Station
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Figure 9-3: Terminal I ntegrated with Development
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10. Cross Avenue Extension

Ray presented various options for the extension of Cross Avenue east of Trafalgar Road to provide east-west
capacity (Improvement D) (see Figure 10-1). Cross Avenue is planned to be a major arterial road through
Midtown and would tie in with Royal Windsor Drive interchange and also connect directly to eastbound QEW. It
is planned to be a 5 lane facility with a 26-30 m right-of-way, and designed for a speed of 50 kmvh. It would
feature bus pads, bike lanes, and sidewalks on both sides of the street.
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Figure 10-1: East-West Capacity | mprovements

Imroement D1

Urban design precedents for Cross Avenue were discussed and participants were asked to consider the various
examples provided to them on the handouts courtesy of Urban Strategies Inc. (see Figure 10-2).
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11. Pedestrian / Cyclist Access

Ray provided an overview of the cyclist / pedestrian links needed to support anticipated growth in Midtown.
Approximate locations of these links are shown in Figure 11-1. Ray also showed street level examples of some of
these facilities (see Figure 11-2). Participants were asked to determine preferred locations for pedestrian links,
based on their recommended combinations of improvements.

Figure 11-1: Pedestrian / Cyclist Connections
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Figure 11-2: Pedestrian / Cyclist Facilities
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There was a suggestion to consider a fully elevated pedestrian bridge above the Trafalgar Road interchange,
similar to some busy intersections in China (see Figure 11-3).



Figure 11-3: Elevated Pedestrian Bridge
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This pedestrian bridge was unveiled in Lujiazui in the Pudong district of Shanghai in 2011.% This large-scale
circular pedestrian overpass enables pedestrians to avoid traffic at the round-about terminus of Lujiazui Road.
The bridge provides access to the Oriental Pearl Tower connecting financiersto leisure areas such as shopping
malls and cafes, a transit station and office buildings. The very contemporary design and long spans between
columns provides a pleasant street level experience. The walkway is 5.5 metres high and can fit 15 people
walking side by side. There are numerous escalator stairway entrances and exits. Visitors enjoy the walkway for
its privileged views of the city as well asitsintroduction of clean and easy foot transportation. At night, the
structure isilluminated to great dramatic effect. Snce its opening, it has become a tourist attraction.

12.  Group Sessions — Day 2
12.1. Introduction
Ray reminded participants of the exercises to be completed during the group breakout sessions.

Resources were made available to each breakout group:

» A facilitator, with experience in the project.

» Aerial image with preferred combination of coreimprovements (A, B, C) from Day 1 attached.
» Transportation needs graphic.

» Urban design precedents handout.

3 Circular Pedestrian Bridge in Lujiazui, China: http://www.amusingpl anet.com/2012/12/circular-pedestrian-bri dge-in-lujiazui .html
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* Acetates:

- Cross Avenue options (Improvement D’s).

- Northern station.

- Southern station.

- Northern bus loop (22 bays).

- Southern bus loop (18 bays).

- Southern bus loop (20 bays).

- Southern bus loop (24 bays).

- Distancecircles (Diameters: 100 m, 200 m, 300 m, 400 m).

- Blanks for showing pedestrian links and other improvements.
*  Pens, markers, note pads, etc.

Ray and Dan were available for discussion during the breakout sessions, Rory was available to advise on design
issues, and Kate was availabl e to discuss stormwater related concerns.

12.2. Summary
12.2.1. Table 1
Facilitator: Philip Kelly

Preferred Network Solution:

* Maintained preferencefor Al, B1, C3.

* Recommended D2 since this option moved the intersection of Cross Avenue and the off ramp from eastbound
QEW further east, and also away from the new building on the southeast corner of Davis Road / South
Service Road intersection.

* Recommended closing existing Cross Avenue at Davis Road.

» Selected “2 — Accessible Transit Options’ for their preferred Urban Design Precedents along Cross Avenue.

» Selected “2 — Accessible Transit Options’ and “3 — Comfortable Pedestrian Circulation” for their preferred
Urban Design Precedents along Trafalgar Road.

*  Recommended bus loop south of Cross Avenue (20 bays).

* Recommended cycling / pedestrian crossings:

- North/ south AT-only crossing of the QEW west of Trafalgar Road (Oakville Place).

- North/ south crossing of the QEW east of Trafalgar Road (along C3 and A1).

- East/west AT-only crossing of Trafalgar Road south of the QEW at the off ramp from eastbound QEW.
- East/ west crossing of Trafalgar Road at Cross Avenue.

- East/ west crossing of Trafalgar Road at rail.

12.2.2. Table 2

Facilitator: Laurela Chadee

Preferred Network Solution:

* Maintained preferencefor A3; modified B1 and C2.

*  Recommended making Trafalgar Road one-way southbound from Iroquois Shore Road and northbound only

from Cross Avenue along a new facility just east of Trafalgar Road (modified C2), and providing a pedestrian
island between the two one-way roads. It will be similar to an elongated roundabout.
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Recommended modifications to existing interchange to accommodate one-way scenario / pedestrian island
(assumed Dorval Drive and Royal Windsor Drive interchanges would be used for movements that are
eliminated):

- Removed southbound l€eft turn at the QEW — Trafalgar Road W-NS off ramp; maintained northbound
right turn.

- Removed Trafalgar Road — QEW SE on ramp.

- Removed QEW — Trafalgar Road W-NS off ramp.

- Modified QEW — Trafalgar Road / Midtown off ramp (B1) to pass below Trafalgar Road and connect
directly to Midtown (Cross Avenue) at a controlled intersection between Trafalgar Road and Chartwell
Road.

- Maintained Trafalgar Road — QEW NW on ramp.

- Maintained Trafalgar Road — QEW NE on ramp.

Recommended D1 sinceit was central and could provide development opportunities on both sides of the road.

Recommended bus loop south of Cross Avenue.

Recommended cycling / pedestrian crossings:

- North/ south AT-only crossing of the QEW west of Trafalgar Road (Oakville Place).

- North/ south AT-only crossing of the QEW east of Trafalgar Road within pedestrian island.

- North/ south crossing of the QEW east of Trafalgar Road (along A3).

- East/ west crossing of Trafalgar Road at Cross Avenue.

- Local road connections within Midtown.

12.2.3. Table 3

Facilitator: Joanne Phoenix

Preferred Network Solution:

Maintained preference for A5/C5 (modified), B1.

Recommended D1 sinceit was central and could provide development opportunities on both sides of the road.

Recommended a roundabout at the intersection of the eastbound QEW off ramp and Cross Avenue.

Recommended a road south of and paralle to D1, that would meet Chartwell Road.

Recommended station and bus loop south of Cross Avenue (20 bays), with potential for development above.

Recommended vehicle access to parking on east side of Trafalgar Road approximately midway between

Trafalgar Road and Chartwell Road.

Recommended cycling / pedestrian crossings:

- North/ south AT-only crossing of the QEW west of Trafalgar Road (Oakville Place).

- North/ south crossing of the QEW along Trafalgar Road (with improvements).

- North/ south crossing of the QEW east of Trafalgar Road (along modified A5/C5).

- North/ south AT-only crossing of therail at Chartwell Road.

- East/ west crossing of Trafalgar Road south of the off ramp from eastbound QEW at Cross Avenue
(midblock crossing south of the roundabout).

- East/west AT-only crossing of therail at Trafalgar Road.
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12.2.4. Table 4

Facilitator: Lin Rogers

Preferred Network Solution:

Maintained preference for A5/C5 (modified), B1.

Recommended D1 sinceit was central and could provide development opportunities on both sides of the road

and also tiein to A5/C5.

Recommended signals at the intersection of the eastbound QEW off ramp and Cross Avenue, where a north /

south pedestrian bridge also crosses this intersection.

Recommended a road south of and paralld to D1, that would meet A5/C5.

Recommended station and bus loop south of Cross Avenue (24 bays).

Recommended cycling / pedestrian crossings:

- North/ south AT-only crossing of the QEW west of Trafalgar Road (Oakville Place).

- North/ south AT-only crossing of the QEW east of Trafalgar Road, but west of modified A5/C5 (along a
pedestrian bridge).

- North/ south crossing of the QEW east of Trafalgar Road (along modified A5/C5).

- North/ south AT-only crossing of the QEW at Eighth Line/ Chartwell Road.

- East/west AT-only crossing of Trafalgar Road north of the QEW.

- East/ west AT-only crossing of Trafalgar Road south of the off ramp from eastbound QEW at Cross
Avenue.

- East/ west crossing of Trafalgar Road at Cross Avenue.

12.2.5. Table 5

Facilitator: Tricia Collingwood

Preferred Network Solution:

Maintained preference for A2 (modified), B1, C1 (modified).

Recommended closing North Service Road just east of main A2 crossing, and eliminated North Service Road

realignment to Iroquois Shore Road.

Aimed to create a* sense of place”.

Recommended D1 sinceit was central and could provide development opportunities on both sides of the road.

Recommended a road south of and paralle to D1, that would meet A2.

Recommended station and bus loop south of Cross Avenue (24 bays), and introduced an access feature that

included a one-way entrance and egress of buses.

Recommended cycling / pedestrian crossings:

- North/ south AT-only crossing of the QEW west of Trafalgar Road (Oakville Place).

- North/ south crossing of the QEW along Trafalgar Road (with improvements).

- North/ south crossing of the QEW east of Trafalgar Road (along A2).

- North/ south AT-only crossing of the QEW at Eighth Line/ Chartwell Road.

- North/ south AT-only crossing of therail east of Trafalgar Road.

- East/ west AT-only crossing of Trafalgar Road between Iroguois Shore Road and the QEW.

- East/ west AT-only crossing of Trafalgar Road south of the off ramp from eastbound QEW at Cross
Avenue.

- East/west AT-only crossing of therail at Trafalgar Road.

- Local road connections within Midtown.
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13. Evaluation of Combined Improvements

13.1. Evaluation Criteria

Ray presented the evaluation criteria that was developed by the study team (see Figure 13-1) and asked attendees
for comments.

Some of the more important factors from this list that wereidentified by attendees included:
* Land Use/ City Building.

Placemaking Opportunities.

Traffic Level of Service/ Operations.

Integration and Accommodeation of Cyclists.

Capital Cost.

Other factors that attendees suggested to beincluded as part of the evaluation criteria are listed below:
L andscaping Opportunities.

Accessibility (Complete mobility).

Connectivity.

District Energy.

Goods Movement / Truck Traffic Accommodation.

Visibility.

Parking Opportunities.
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Figure 13-1: Evaluation Criteria
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13.2. Evaluation of Another Group’s Recommendations

After the Evaluation Criteria was presented and discussed, Glenn conducted an exercise that allowed a group to
constructively critique another group’s recommendations by using the AIM method, to identify advantages (A),
impediments (1), and maybes / mitigation measures (M). Group participants were rotated one table in the
clockwise direction, while the table facilitator remained to answer questions and take notes. Summaries of this
exercise are presented in Table 13-1.
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Table 13-1: Advantages/ Impediments/ Maybes/ Mitigation Measures (AIM) Summary

Table 1's Recommendations; Table 2's Review

Advantages I mpediments Maybes / Mitigation Measures
e Only minor ramp adjustments » C3 makes 5-legged intersection at  Investigate the impacts/ operation of
needed at the Trafalgar Road Iroquois Shore Road. 5-legged intersection of C3/

interchange.

* Permitsright-in / right-out to lads
west of Trafalgar Road.

» (C3 passes through contaminated site.

» Access to existing properties north of
Davis Road will be chalenging.

* Too many crossings can dissect land
parcels and interrupt devel opment
opportunities.

* Property impacts.

Iroquois Shore Road.

Table 2’s Recommendations; Table 5's Revi

iew

Advantages

I mpediments

Maybes / Mitigation Measures

o Safefor cyclists/ pedestrians.
* Improved municipal traffic
operations.

* Reduced transit and active
transportation travel times for north-
south trips.

 Traffic volumes dispersed.

» Improved development potential by
removing ramps.

* Removal of MTO infragtructure may
not st well with residents/
businesses.

» Longer commute for residents/
businesses south of Cornwall Road
and west of Trafalgar Road.

* Increased traffic along Cross Avenue
to access eastbound QEW.

* Increased traffic and operational
issues at Dorval Drive and Royal
Windsor Drive interchanges.

* Investigate impacts of modifications
to Trafalgar Road interchange by
examining neighbouring
interchanges and consulting with
MTO.

Table 3'sRecommendations; Table 1's Revi

iew

Advantages

I mpediments

Maybes / Mitigation Measures

» Cost-effective— only one crossing.
* Reducestrave time.
» Provides capacity relief.

» Extension to White Oaks Boulevard
can reduce congestion at Iroquois
Shore Road.

» Proximity of roundabout for vehicles
exiting the QEW destined to
Midtown.

* Only onenorth / south crossing can
limit opportunities for cyclists/
pedestrians.

» Limited opportunities for
development of parcel north of Cross
Avenue / west of A5/C5 crossing.

* Conside an additiona north / south
QEW AT crossing.

» Consider aroundabout at Trafalgar
Road / White Oaks Boulevard
intersection.
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Table 4's Recommendations, Table 3's Review
Advantages I mpediments Maybes / Mitigation Measures
» Roundabout removal reduces » Extra AT-only structure east of * Movecrossing as close to Trafalgar
complications. Trafalgar Road may be redundant. Road as possible.
» Providesflexibility for bus bay
layout.
* Direct buss access into terminal.
» Good grid network.
Table5' s Recommendations, Table 4 s Review
Advantages I mpediments Maybes / Mitigation Measures
» All modes on Trafalgar Road. » Closure of North Service Road. » Theloop for trandt vehicles should
* Only one additional structure » Complications along Trafalgar Road be reconsidered since there may be
between Trafalgar Road and Eighth since pedestrians need solutionsto issues at the Trafalgar Road / Cross
Line/ Chartwell Road. cross ramps Avenue intersection without it.
« East-west pedestrian overpassescan |  Congestion can increase by reducing | © G€ometry for C1 needsto be tested.
Serve as gateways. general purpose lanes on Trafal gar » Demand may not be sufficient for
Road. pedestrian bridge at Eighth Line/

* Lessproperty impacts overall.
» Codt-effective.

Chartwell Road.

» Busgates on Cross Avenue to allow
entry to trangt vehicles only.

14. Closing Remarks

The study team thanked attendees for their participation, particularly staff from other agencies, since all of the
expert opinions gathered can be used to determine a preferred solution. Ray said that the comments were very

useful and that the study team will review and compile all of the information gathered during the two days and
would be willing to meet with the group again for an update.

It was asked how the workshops fit into the overall project process. Ray indicated that the first public open house
was held last year, but since then, many options have been generated and they have been overwhelming to many
who are not involved in the project on aregular basis. He indicated that it became necessary to meet with
stakeholders at this time to work through current options and acquire feedback and comments.

With respect to the schedule, the town originally planned to finish the study by mid-2013. However, the study
team acknowledged that while time is important, given the scale of the project, it is necessary to get the process
right.
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15.  Next Steps

The study team has decided to evaluate combinations of coreimprovements A and C, sincethey are closely
related. Decisions regarding improvements A and C will also influence viable options for improvement D,
therefore improvements A, C, and D, will be considered in concert with each other. Improvement B will also be
evaluated as part of these combinations because of the potential connection to improvement D.

* Improvement A: North / South QEW Road Crossing

* Improvement B: Trafalgar Road Interchange

* Improvement C: North / South QEW Active Transportation / Priority Crossing
* Improvement D: Cross Avenue Extension

Improvements E and F will be reviewed independently since they do not influence each other.

» Improvement E: Iroquois Shore Widening
* Improvement F: Royal Windsor Drive I nterchange

Based on feedback obtained during the workshops and preliminary screening, below is alist and representation of
combinations of improvements that will be further investigated and evaluated:

No. North/ South QEW Crossing Cross Avenue Extension Trafalgar Road I nter change

1. Al & C3 D2 Bl

2. A3 & C3 D1 Bl

3. A5/C5 D1 B1

4. Al& Cl D1 Bl
Combination #1 Combination #2

Al-C3-B1-D2

b A \

A3-C3-B1-D1
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Combination #3 Combination #4
A5/C5-B1-D1 1—C1—Bl—D1

With respect to cyclist / pedestrian accommodation, the following options have been chosen to be carried forward

for further investigation and evaluation:

* North/ south AT (cyclist / pedestrian) crossing on the east side of the existing Trafalgar Road structure (at
grade with west ramp terminals).

* North/ south AT (cyclist / pedestrian) crossing on the east side of the existing Trafalgar Road structure
(above west ramp terminals).

* North/ south AT (cyclist / pedestrian) crossing on the west side of Trafalgar Road (at existing pier).

* North/ south AT (cyclist / pedestrian) crossing along A5/C5 (noting that design would be constrained by
accessibility requirements as per the Town of Oakville — 2008 Guidelines for Design of Accessible Facilities).

The second public meeting for the study is scheduled to take place on Wednesday, June 19, 2013. The study team
will be meeting with the town’ s executive management team prior to this, on Monday, May 27, 2013 to review
the options being carried forward for evaluation and presented to the public.
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Meeting Minutes oAKVIEEE
Project name: Stakeholders Meeting #1 Date: July 17, 2012
Meeting location: Town Hall, Oakville Room Time: 7:00 PM —8:30 PM
Present:
Tricia Collingwood, Town of Oakville Laurella Chadee, Cole Engineering
Lin Rogers, Town of Oakville Rory O'Sullivan, Cole Engineering
Chris Clapham, Town of Oakville Rob Boak
Philip Kelly, Town of Oakville Larry Arnal, WKVRA
Kristina Parker, Town of Oakville Lisa Seiler, Green Trans
Ray Bacquie, Cole Engineering Karen Brock, Oakville Green
ITEM DESCRIPTION ACTION BY
1. Introductions
The meeting began with Philip introducing the project team after which, each
stakeholder introduced themselves.
2. Overview of Midtown Oakville EA
Ray introduced the Midtown Oakville EA study and described key issues that the study
would address to produce operational improvements.
3. Presentation
Ray led a presentation that discussed the following elements:
» Transportation needs
*  Future PM link volumes
* Road concept screening options and alternatives
- North-south QEW crossing — road connection
- North-south QEW crossing — priority lane and active transportation connection
- East-west corridor (Cross Avenue extension)
- Iroquois Shore Road extension and widening
- Trafalgar Road interchange
- Royal Windsor Road interchange
e Stormwater Management
* Constraints
- Utilities
- Property impacts
4, Discussion/Questions All
There were questions and discussions held during and after the presentation segment.
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

ACTION BY

Other Studies

There was discussion about other ongoing studies and how they relate to this EA study.
In particular, GO parking facilities were discussed, as there was interest regarding
expansion and locations of planned lots. Lin indicated that there may be a surface lot
only on the east of Trafalgar Road, and not another structure, based on current
information supplied to the Town.

Development

There was discussion about new development in the area and in particular, how the
new building under construction (future PWC office building) would impact the study.
The project team confirmed that the building will not have any adverse impacts to the
proposed road network in the area.

Land Use

The project team also described the proposed land uses for the various districts with the
Midtown area (e.g. residential, mixed-use or employment designations).

North-South Road / Active Transportation Connection

There was discussion about the potential location of the north-south road connection,
east of Trafalgar Road, that could be used as an alternate to Trafalgar Road. The
alignment shown along Eighth Line-Chartwell Road is being considered (yellow option
in presentation), although it was previously dismissed in previous studies. The
stakeholders agreed that it should not be taken forward since it may negatively impact
the Falgarwood neighbourhood. They preferred the alignment which was located
between Trafalgar Road and Eighth Line-Chartwell Road (red option in presentation)
citing that it would best connect the north and south areas and provide more effective
access to the employment lands to the south. These suggestions will be taken into
consideration in the detailed evaluation.

North-South Priority Lane / Active Transportation Connection

There was discussion about the potential alignment of the north-south priority lane /
active transportation connection. Stakeholders were interested in costs of the various
alternatives presented. The project team advised that the option selected will depend on
cost and travel time savings.

Transit Technology

There was discussion about transit options for the Midtown area, including BRT, LRT
and the people mover technology by Siemens. It was concluded that BRT may be the
most feasible option when considering that it can operate in the road right of way, as

well as costs associated with other technologies.

East-west Corridor

There was also discussion about the potential alignment of the main east-west corridor,
south of the QEW. There were comments that the easterly extension of Cross Avenue
should be able to support the future development in the area. Also, it was agreed that it
would be beneficial if the extension featured direct access to and from the QEW and
tied in to the future north-south road / active transportation connection. Overall, the blue
or green options in the presentation were preferred, so that the road divides the area
into north and south portions which may be more useful for the proposed development,
rather than the pink alignment that ran further south, closer to the rail corridor. In
addition, stakeholders preferred that the proposed road be designed to accommodate
exclusive active transportation facilities. They questioned the future role of the South
Service Road given the introduction of this new east-west connection.
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DESCRIPTION

ACTION BY

Midtown Connection to Kerr Street

There was a question about possible connections from Midtown across Sixteen Mile
Creek to Kerr Street (e.g. west extension of Cross Avenue and/or South Service Road).
The project team indicated that it is not the intention to provide either of these crossings,
but informed stakeholders that a crossing intended for active transportation within the
QEW corridor has been raised with MTO. In addition, the project team informed
stakeholders that the QEW may be widened to 10 lanes over Sixteen Mile Creek. With
respect to active transportation, according to the ATMP, bike lanes are planned for
Speers Road and Cross Avenue, thereby improving road connectivity to and from Kerr
Village for more users.

Trafalgar Road and Royal Windsor Road Interchanges

The project team discussed the interchange configuration concepts shown in the
presentation and informed stakeholders that consultation with MTO is planned for the
process of determining preferred options. The at grade QEW E-NS ramp concept with
east-west underpass at Trafalgar Road was discussed and compared to the current
configuration of Highway 403 E-NS ramp at Mavis Road. Stakeholders agreed that the
underpass may be the more appropriate option to accomplish better connectivity for
drivers to access the south east quadrant of the Trafalgar Road interchange from the
EB QEW. It was also discussed that the underpass option may provide benefits to
cyclists and pedestrians to cross east-west below Trafalgar Road.

Stormwater Management

There was discussion about exploring opportunities for flow, as well as permeable
parking lots. There was also discussion about opportunities regarding grey water.

Constraints

The project team identified the key constraints to this study as being impacts to existing
properties and utilities. There was also discussion about a potential wetland in the study
area and how it may impact the proposed road alignments. Stakeholders were informed
that a site visit involving Conservation Halton is being planned for the very near future to
investigate the characteristics of the potential wetland.

Future Meeting Dates
= Stakeholders Meeting — October / November 2012

Next Meeting: TBD
Minutes Recorded By: Laurella Chadee
Distribution: All invitees
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Project name: Stakeholders Meeting #2 Date: March 27, 2014
Meeting location: Town Hall, Trafalgar Room Time: 6:30 PM —7:30 PM
Present:
Tricia Collingwood, Town of Oakville Suzette Shiu, Cole Engineering
Lin Rogers, Town of Oakville Rory O’Sullivan, Cole Engineering
Chris Clapham, Town of Oakuville Dani Morawetz, Chartwell-Maple Grove Residents Association
Philip Kelly, Town of Oakville
Kristina Parker, Town of Oakville
Joanne Phoenix, Town of Oakville
ITEM DESCRIPTION ACTION BY

1. The meeting consisted of an overview presentation that provided a study update and
presented the preliminary preferred concept to the stakeholders group.

Suzette and Rory led a presentation that discussed the following elements:
»  Study process, background and update

*  Stormwater management

* Elements of preferred design

» Preferred plan

e Timing of Improvements

* Impacted properties

Ms. Morawetz informed the study team that she has been following the study and was
aware of the study background. The presentation then focussed on the elements of the
preferred design, the proposed cross-sections of the main roads (Cross Avenue, North-
South Crossing, Iroquois Shore Road and Royal Windsor Drive), and pedestrian
facilities.

The proposed timings of major improvements were presented and property impacts to
accommodate the improvements were noted.

Ms. Morawetz noted that she would pass along the information to the other residents
associations in the vicinity of Midtown Oakville and would encourage residents in her
association to attend the upcoming Public Open House on April 2.

Minutes Recorded By: Suzette Shiu
Distribution: All invitees
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