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Western Vaughan Transportation Improvements

Individual Environmental Assessment

Community Stakeholder Advisory Committee (CSAC) 
Meeting #5 - October 27, 2009 
Meeting Notes
Attendees

CSAC Members

Kim Nystrom, Cole Engineering

David Stewart, TACC

Paul Mantella, Nashville Ratepayers Association

Deb Schulte, Friends of Boyd

Joe Chimenti, Citizen

Claudio Travierso, Kleinburg and Area Ratepayers Association

Project Team Members


Arup Mukherjee, York Region

Sue Cumming, Facilitator, Cumming+Company

Barry Darch, AECOM

Greg Smith, AECOM
Ian Dobrindt, AECOM

Marc Rose, AECOM

Dan Minkin, AECOM

Dave Crowley, Halcrow

	Item
	Description

	Welcome, Introductions and Meeting Overview

Sue Cumming

Cumming+Company
	The meeting called to order at 6:30 pm by Sue Cumming (Facilitator).  CSAC and Project Team Members introduced themselves. Sue provided an overview of meeting expectations, ground rules, and the agenda.

 

	Project Review

Arup Mukherjee

York Region


	Arup Mukherjee presented:

· The purpose and rationale for the project 

· The process by which Alternative 8 was identified as the recommended Alternative to the Undertaking 

· The results of the corridor optimization study, namely the removal of Pine Valley Drive between Rutherford Road and Major Mackenzie Drive from the IEA study

	Assessment and Evaluation of Alternative Alignments for Road Improvements in Alternative 8
Marc Rose
AECOM
	Marc Rose explained the methods used in evaluating alternative alignments for road improvements during the Alternative Methods stage of the EA.  He showed in detail the various alternatives considered for segments MM-2 and MM-4, and how they were evaluated.  The results of the evaluation of alternative alignments were presented: MM-2B, MM-4B, RR-2A, and RR-4B were shown as recommended alternatives.

	Discussion
	Key Discussion Points Noted:

· The comparative evaluation results for MM-2 seem to indicate that you put equal weighting on each factor-level preference.  Is this the case?

· No, the results are displayed here in simplified terms.  We had to consider tradeoffs.  But the only drawback to MM-2B was from the cultural environment factor, and it was a very small effect – a corner of a heritage property would be impacted.

· Has the planned residential community to the north of MM-2 been approved?  Because having a major road adjacent to it would change the nature of the development.

· It is draft approved, with the understanding that these improvements are being considered.  We have considered access issues.

· I agree with the selection of MM-2B.  It doesn’t affect Stevenson Road, does it?

· There is no effect on Stevenson Road.  Stevenson Road is not part of this EA.

· What would happen with the old Major Mackenzie Drive alignment in the MM-2 area?

· It could be used for additional access to residential developments located there.

· How steep would the grading be on Major Mackenzie Drive?  The existing topography is undulating.
· No more than 5%.

· What is the effect on TRCA property in the Humber Valley associated with the proposed alignments for MM-2?

· It’s across from the existing T intersection where Major Mackenzie Drive terminates at Highway 27.  The TRCA knew all along that we wanted to align Major Mackenzie through this property, and they are aware of the options we are considering.

· When will the roads actually be designed?

· We are filing the EA next year.  Detailed design will take place in 2011 at the earliest.  The timeline for construction remains unclear.

· Would the construction take place all at once, or piecemeal?

· We would likely break the construction contract into phases.

· What is the status of the 427 extension project?  How would a delay in the 427 project affect this project?
· They will file the EA in a month or two.  If there was a major delay, we would have to re-assess which improvements are necessary.
· There seems to be very little difference between RR-2A and RR-2B, and very limited tradeoffs.  Can’t we just combine the two alternatives into an optimized alignment based on the preferred RR-2A?

· We will consider that approach.

· There is interest in the community about having a trail along the Humber River.  Can you rebuild the bridge at Rutherford Road to allow for pedestrian and wildlife movement?

· We will look into whether that is feasible during preliminary design.

· Do you consider phasing in the effects assessment?
· We do not have any information yet on phasing.  

· There is a steep slope down the north side of segment RR-4.  So there would be a lot of fill.

· We will do a detailed impact assessment to deal with that.  It is likely better to fill on the north side than to cut on the south side.

· Is the curve of RR-4 not a safety hazard?

· The curve is there already.  We will apply the applicable standards for an unlit road appropriate to the horizontal and vertical curves.

· Please show the typical cross-sections at the upcoming public meetings.
· We will show this information at the Public Consultation Centres in a format that is understandable to the layperson.

· What is the impact of the GTA West on the proposed improvements?

· We have included the GTA West in our modelling of future traffic and have confirmed that there is no effect on the roads in Western Vaughan.

· How can you be sure that the termination of 427 at Major Mackenzie Drive will work?  There are already issues at the existing Highway 7 terminus.

· It is the Ministry’s responsibility to ensure that the intersection functions appropriately.

	Project Schedule and Upcoming Activities

Arup Mukherjee

York Region
	Arup Mukherjee gave an overview of upcoming meetings, particularly the Public Consultation Centres (PCCs) scheduled for December 2009 (note: the PCCs have subsequently been delayed until February 2010).

The meeting was adjourned at 8:30 pm.
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