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Attendees:

Regrets:

Glenn McMichael — CWG member

David Jobe — CWG member

Bryan Bibby Smith — CWG member

Tuesday, October 23, 2012, 6:30 p.m.

Belfountain Community Centre
17204 Main Street, Belfountain

Community Working Group Meeting #1 - Orientation

Carolin Spanetta — CWG representative for Sergio Panetta

Steve Ganesh — Region of Peel
Hitesh Topiwala — Region of Peel

Asha Saddi — Region of Peel

Sue Cumming — Facilitator, Cumming and Company

Stephen Keen — HDR, Consultants
Nathalie Baudais — HDR, Consultants

Distribution: All Attendees

Sergio Panetta — CWG member
Sarah Morgenstern — CWG member

[tem
1.0  Wecome, Introductions, Overview of Agenda
1.1  Roundtable introductions were made. CWG mesrdmnmented on why they wante

to be part of the CWG together with preliminaryetations/comments about

transportation and community issues.
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20

Opening Remar ks

21

Steve Ganesh introduced the project and expldirat the Region of Peel was looking
to work with the community to preserve and mainta@community character while
providing a safe road network.

J

2.2

Steve Ganesh provided a brief overview of soitlee Region of Peel initiatives
including the Active Transportation Plan which ammeges alternative modes of trave

such as walking and cycling, and, the Road Charzaten Study, which considers the

design elements within the road right of way tlefiect the character of communities
adjacent to the road.

54

2.3

Steve Ganesh thanked the members for contrgoiliteir time and thoughts throughout

the process.

3.0

Mandate, Roles, Responsibilitiesand M eeting Or ganization

3.1

Sue Cumming reviewed the Terms of Referendetivt CWG, confirming the non-
voting stature of the committee and its importaleé m providing input and advice on
study directions. She also provided the committide @round Rules for the facilitator
commitment to the CWG members:

« Treats everyone equally

+ Helps everyone feel comfortable participating

« Ensures that everyone’s voice is heard

« Sets a tone of respect for different viewpoints

+ Stays neutral

+ Keeps the discussion on topic, organized and fdcuse

+ Provides guidance and support for the CWG

She discussed expectations of the CWG membersngel&ir commitment to the
following:

« Everyone is equal

+ All members need to feel comfortable to participate

« We don't have to agree, but will respect each &theswpoints

« Bring your ideas to the meetings - not your agenda

+ If you don’t understand, just ask what is meant

« One speaker at a time, do not interrupt, be réfspettime

+ Ensure opinions outside of the CWG meetings reptgsgsonal viewpoints

versus those of the Group

Sue Cumming conveyed that significant agenda tira# mneetings would be devoted
roundtable discussion. Presentations by the Progsash when warranted would be
short, and, where feasible, information would lre set in advance of meetings with t
meeting agenda.

\Y )

to

An important role of the CWG was to liaise with ni®rs in the community. She
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advised that in doing so, should members communibatr opinions, they need to do
in a manner that is reflective of their own views aot speak on behalf of other CWG
members.

3.2

All correspondence between CWG members andrtject Team should be forwarde
to Asha Saddi and copied to all members. Meetitgsnwill be taken at each future
meeting to record the ideas and key messagese Wilkbe provided in draft for the
CWG’s confirmation with a request for any changéhiwtwo weeks of distribution
after which time the notes would be posted on #gidt of Peel web site.

3.3

If a CWG member was not able to attend, amalte could attend on their behalf and
the name of the individual should be provided weade to Asha Saddi.

3.4

SO

o

The timing for future CWG meetings was agredokt appropriate with a 6:30 p.m. start.

A light supper will continue to be provided at fitumeetings.

4.0

Project Background

4.1

Hitesh Topiwala and Stephen Keen reviewed ¢hreeFPoint presentation with the
CWG.

4.2

An overview of the Environmental Assessment)(f#cess and Schedule “C” projec
was provided. It was explained that the creaticth@Community Working Group and
the scheduled Public Open House for October 3@ 2@te not mandated by the EA
process. The Region of Peel had included these @gportunity for community
engagement in this project.

4.3

It was noted that no changes had been malde trdinage system since the 2009 stu
was initiated. It was explained that the RegioR&é| could not proceed with any
drainage recommendations until the EA study waspteted and the necessary permi
approvals were in place.

4.4

It was noted that the Rockfort Quarry applwatielayed the study expansion.

4.5

Winston Churchill Boulevard is part of the gthjurisdiction between Wellington
County and Region of Peel. Wellington County isdigipant through the Technical
Advisory Committee.

5.0

Group discussion on transportation issues, the needsand vision for theroads

5.1

Questions/comments about why the study is being undertaken (again)
Why isthe study being undertaken? It was noted that the study had started twice
before and the community will want to know why &is\being started again.

{s

dy

t

What will the outcome be? Discussion ensued on who makes decisions onutig, st
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the role of senior Regional staff and Council, dhd,impact of the community is voice
in influencing outcomes.
5.2 Irrportant to convey to the community - what the study is not about:
Not about the widening of roads

= Not about improvements that do not respect thealadnd rural character of the
area and the roads

= Not about safety improvements at any cost

5.3 | Overriding theme of balance and respect for rural and village character

»= Opposed to having an urbanized treatment of roatieiStudy Area.

= Want to see a “made in the community” solution eetipg the rural character of
the area and the roads.

» Do not want to see Mississauga Road and Winstonc@iiwrbanized. Do not
want to see the roads become a “King Street”.

5.4 | Must have focus on improvements for pedestrian and cycling that enhance the
community character

» |t was noted that 100% of school children (180)argsed to the Belfountain
School. This is determined by the District ScHaoérd's policy respecting road
classification. A Grade 4 class had written toNtag/or requesting bike lanes
and sidewalks be built around the school and icdimemunity. The Mayor had
attended the school to talk with the school childre

»  Would like to see safe pedestrian and cycling dors to/from the school.
Would like to improve safety for school childrenliwag along Old Base Line
Road to the Conservation Area for field trips wheere was no wide shoulder
or sidewalks.

= A question was raised about whether there was myothe shoulders for cycling
infrastructure, given the soft shoulders, narroacs@and steep grades. A
reference was also made about concerns of drivit@a pond on an owner’s
property.

* In some areas it may be practical to separatdrcanspeople while in other
areas the topography would preclude this and otimovements need to be
explored. Rumble strips along the shoulder coalddnsidered.

» |t was acknowledged that safety considerations wetgllenge given the
existing grades. The issue of guard rails was sl

= Unsafe cycling practices were occurring on Old Base Road with cyclists
travelling in the center of the road.

» Vehicle sight lines were an issue with cycling safeCWG members were not
supportive of flattening out the road. They fettds should be on cycling
behaviour.

» Members supported a sidewalk or pathway being thmdugh the Village from
Caledon Mountain Drive to Bush Street and to Beifain School. It was noted
that presently there was no safe way to walk td/ithege.
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5.5

Not supportive of road improvements that would result in anincreasein truck traffic
= The Community was concerned about the potentigrfmwth in truck traffic.
Constraints on existing roads do not allow trueKit. The CWG felt that road
improvements should not accommodate truck traffic.

5.6

Need to balance improvements so that traffic is not shifted from one road to another

» |t was acknowledged that there was more traffier&hvere more people
travelling to the stores in the Belfountain Villaged Erin which brought in mor
commuter traffic.

= People will travel the path of least resistanceaniders did not want to see ong
route improved over another in order to rediregfit. Achieving a balance wa:
important to the community members.

= Speeding was an issue along Winston Churchill teeige sight lines. The roac
improvements along Winston Churchill have resutetiore racing and
speeding in the area. Noise is also an issuedeettvhose homes are closer tc
the road. There are marsh and pond areas neattgheof the road along
Winston Churchill.

» The community members would like to see traffiawmoe and speed addresse
especially commuter traffic going south along WansChurchill in the morning

» [tis important to working group members not tanect the problem from one
route to another. There was a lot of traffic mguwinrough Belfountain Village.
New planters and gardens were put in to help reclutcigrough traffic.

=  Community members underscored the importance o¥earall solution that did
not impact the Village, Winston Churchill or otlteads in area.

» Volume was also a factor to be considered. Theseaveeed to determine how
to manage volume from motorcyclists, tourists ammuters in a way that
maintained the character of the roads and the area.

5.7

Ideas about community character

» There was a strong environmental and natural ctegiriacthe area which was
why many chose to live in the area. All agreedtthia was extremely importar
and that the outcomes of this study could not fetysat any cost.
Improvements need to respect the environment.

» People in the community were very passionate aheutatural and rural
character of the area and supported preservirftgheing the area. This would
be a strong factor in assessing the benefits ofafeyy improvements that carr
forward in this Study.

» Not looking for a lot of change. Many in the comrityido not support the
building of sidewalks and curbs along the roader@lis an interest in traffic
calming / slowing people down. Roads as they atle same potholes are quite
acceptable. Community members were not looking feerfect road. They did
not want to see a highway type of road conditicinéarea. People like
Mississauga Road as it is.

Ui
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5.8

Other information communicated to the Project Team

» Members have previously requested collision daddtaere is not much data
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available.

» |t was noted that a proposal for 72 lots off Woadl&ourt, from Mississauga
Road to Bush Street, was being considered agdinaxibtential application for
the preparation of a draft plan. The community mermkvanted to ensure the
study team was aware of the pending applicatiomadt noted that this
application had been debated for at least 30 y&hesProject Consultant
advised that a development in this area wouldusbify road widening.

= Water issues in Belfountain.

» Winter ponding was not being experienced on théwags.

5.9

Suggestions for outreach

»  The community members were supportive of expanaliiggach through
networks. Notices could be forwarded to CWG memisas would distribute
them through the Belfountain Village Associatiooh&ols and other networks.

» The community members confirmed that notices pastédte community hall,
coffee shop and community space would be effecBeeme community
members felt that only a few residents may seelaerisement in the
newspapers and supported a mail out (Canada Pibslrapg along the streets i
the Study Area, including River Road and Caledomiivain Drive.

6.0

October 300pen House Outreach

=}

6.1

[nput for Open House

= Astarttime of 6:30 p.m. was felt to be early. il@gentation start time after 7:0
p.m. was good and would provide residents witmé&ormal opportunity to learr
about the study and discuss what was importaheto.t

» Draft Workbook was good for use at the Open House.

» |t was felt that a representative from the Credilidy Conservation Authority
should also be present at the Open House to aasweappropriate questions.

» The community members wanted to see key messagesigtcated:

0 The study was not about widening roads.

o0 It was important to learn about the community ctigreto ensure the
right balance is achieved between making the mo@davements and
enhancing the community character.

o Focus on engagement with community through CWGnGfmise and
other means.

7.0

Next Steps

7.1

Open House — October 30, 2012

Technical Studies

Community Working Group Meeting — Winter 2013
Public Information Centre — Winter 2013

8.0

Closing Remarks
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8.1 = Steve Ganesh reiterated that the Region of#Regtl like to actively engage the
community and if the CWG members knew of other wiggions (e.g. ski clubs, schoo
students, etc.) that would appreciate additioneibaah, to please advise the study team.
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