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Item

1.0

Welcome, Introductions and Purpose of Meeting

11

Sue Cumming introduced the project team frarRiegion of Peel and the
Consultant, and explained the purpose of the ngedimef roundtable introductions
were made by all CWG members and observers.

It was noted that all CWG members received the graéentation ahead of the
meeting, and although there was a lot of backgranfiedmation in the slides, the
focus of the meeting would be the recommended iesidne project team plans to
present the road profile, cross-sections and taresach of the roads. The goal of
the meeting is to receive feedback on the recomeatkddsigns along with
alternatives considered.

This information will be reviewed with the publitthe Public Information Centre
(PIC) scheduled for November 20, 2013. Sue Cumunivised that the format of
this meeting has been designed to allow maximurortyomity for residents and
stakeholders to look at large plans and understencecommended design for eac
area. It will be an Open House format allowinggedo drop in anytime between
4:30 p.m. - 8:30 p.m. to view the plans and dis@ess and concerns with the
project team. This is an excellent format for jiong the level of detailed
information that is being presented and ensuriagrésidents and stakeholders ca
have one on one review of the information. CWG lpermwere encouraged to
provide advice on any of the materials and largagpbeing reviewed today and ott
information that would be helpful to have availaioiethe PIC.

It was further noted that this would be the last@Weeting for the study and the
upcoming Public Information Centre (PIC) is the &heduled.

2.0

Truck Routes

=

er

21

A continuing concern of CWG members is the icagibn of the Strategic Goods
Movement Networks Study and use of area roadsuolgdr Before presenting the
recommended designs, truck routes were discus¥e@. @embers asked if the
proposed design recommendations being presentay wamlild bring the roads up t
“truck route standards”. The project team claritieat the designs would bring the
roads up to Regional standards and provide safis foaall modes. It was reiterate
that the Strategic Goods Movement Network Studpgsed roads as potential futu
routes, and would require further investigatiorobefiny given road can be
designated as a truck route and its truck resmstare modified.

(@]

3.0

Project Recap, Alternative Solutions, Evaluatin Results and What is Being
Recommended

3.1

Key design principles to guide the design optionsere presented The preferred
designs aim to accommodate the existing mix did¢raile maintaining the rolling
terrain, retaining the rural character of the aaed, minimizing impact to adjacent

properties and landscapes. The project team reasizghl the importance of the
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design principles that have been developed withiqimput and that these
contributed to the how the recommended designs desreoped.

3.2 Speed Reductions proposed throughout the study are&peed reductions are
proposed throughout the study area to addressesfefstopping sight distance and
driveway sightlines while minimizing changes to éxgsting vertical profiles.
Proposed posted speeds are as follows (designsspeetiOkm/h higher than poste
speeds):

* Village: keep at 40km/h with 50km/h transition tad&Bush Street and Olg
Main Street

o

» Mississauga Road: keep at 60km/h between Caledomtsio Drive and
The Grange, and lower from 70km/h to 60km h frore Grange to Olde
Base Line Road

* Bush Street: lower from 80km/h to 70km/h betweenaidéin Churchill
Boulevard and just west of Shaws Creek

* Winston Churchill Boulevard: keep at 60km/h betwBesh Street and
Sideroad 10; lower from 70km/h to 60km/h from Sadet 10 to Olde Base
Line Road (also consistent with 60km/h posted sf@ed/inston Churchill
Boulevard south of Olde Base Line Road as per &ppr&nvironmental
Study Report)

* Olde Base Line Road: lower from 60km/h to 50kmdmfriwinston Churchill
Boulevard to Mississauga Road

These speed reductions would improve safety faoal users, including motorists
cyclists and pedestrians, and are expected toeedacumber and severity of
collisions involving wildlife. In general, CWG mermis are supportive of the
proposed speed reductions. Several members coeuirteat although the speed
reduction is good, enforcement will continue tahassue and wondered whether
stop signs at intersections are being considerkd.project team advised that the
traffic volumes do not warrant stop signs. CWG riers would like to see more
enforcement on the roads.

It was suggested that the public information maleshould show the changes in
travel times associated with the proposed reducifigpeed limits for different
segments of the study area.

4.0 Recommended Designs for each of the roads

The project team presented the recommended ddsigeach of the roads and othe
alternatives that were considered. The group discligotential modifications to the
preferred options.

=

4.1 Bush Street (Winston Churchill Boulevard to Shavs Creek)

41.1 Profile
In general, there are no profile changes propdsed ¢his segment of the study area.

October 16, 2013 3of11 HDR

Project # 6776



[F Reg

jon o Peel

Working fox you

A CWG member asked what this meant with respeesirfacing. The project team
advised that full reconstruction is recommended.

41.2

Cross-section

Cross-section options for Bush Street west of Sizmesk were presented. In
general, the wider right-of-way (ROW) at this laoatallows for a rural option. The
preferred option is the 11.4m platform rural optwrth two 3.5m wide lanes, 1.7m
paved shoulders to accommodate active transporttio adequate ditches on both
sides. The buffer between the travel lane and psivedlder would be pavement line
markings, and the shoulders would be signed aslmgyoute through the use of
signed posts (pavement would not be marked spabyfior cyclists). Pavement
markings would also be used at the edge of thddowarious CWG opinions
were shared about views on the effectiveness fibisty of buffers vs. white strips. It
was noted by some members that a buffer woulddeetaihave but not essential. A
further question was noted about whether the rodthwould be reduced to 3.3
metres. The project team advised that the TAC atdsdire 3.5m. for a posted speed
of 60k/hr.

413

_Plan

A plan showing the extent of the grading impactsesponding to the recommended
design was presented. In general, all impacts #éinegvthe existing ROW, and
localized improvements will be considered at tlwations where impacts extend
beyond the existing ROW.

4.2

Winston Churchill Boulevard (Bush Streetto Olde Base Line Road)

42.1

Profile

The proposed profile for this segment includeslsubtanges to the existing vertica
profile in order to minimize impacts to the rollitegrain while maintaining a
reasonable design speed. Proposed profile chamgiede raising the profile at The
Grange. A CWG member asked if a retaining wall ecassidered with natural stone
instead of a cut. The project team indicatedtthatwill be considered and
reemphasized the subtle change with a 60k/hr peptset.

4.2.2

Cross-section

Cross-section options for Winston Churchill Boulelaere presented. The preferred
option is the 11.4m platform rural option, with t&®m wide lanes, 1.7m paved
shoulders, and adequate ditches on both sides.\udowiee existing ROW along
Winston Churchill Boulevard is relatively narrowdaa rural cross-section would
result in significant impacts to adjacent propsréiad natural/culturally significant
landscapes. Where the landscape is constrainddgtoyes such as trees and fences,
for example), an 11.4m platform, semi-rural crasstien (with two 3.5m wide lanes,
1.7m mountable curbs and underground drainagestniiciure) would be preferred.
Both options would accommodate active transportatio

CWG members asked what percentage of the road Wweulgral and what
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percentage would be semi-rural with a mountablb.ctine project team was still in
the process of assessing the corridors and wikptehis level of detail at the
upcoming PIC. It was suggested to show pictur@esartable curbs at the PIC for

the public to visualize what the design will lodkel Some CWG members are not i

favour of mountable curbs and don't like the lobkhem. Most agree, however, th
a semi-rural cross-section would be a good comp®iyetween providing an
adequate road design for all users and minimizmgacts.

423

_Plan

A plan showing the extent of the grading impactsasponding to both cross-section

options was presented. The project team will furvaluate both options and
determine the location where each cross-sectioorogtrecommended, and the

recommended design (likely a combination of runal semi-rural) will be presented

at the upcoming PIC. Localized improvements wilbdbe considered where impac
extend beyond the existing ROW.

4.3

Mississauga Road (Olde Base Line Road to nortt Caledon Mountain Drive)

4.3.1

Profile

The proposed profile for this segment includesleudbianges to the existing vertica
profile in order to minimize impacts to the rollitegrain while maintaining a
reasonable design speed. Proposed profile chamdede raising /lowering
driveways at some locations, but these changewadastic.

43.2

Cross-section

Cross-section options for Mississauga Road wesepted. The preferred option is
the 11.4m platform rural option, with two 3.5m widees, 1.7m paved shoulders,
and adequate ditches on both sides. However, istngg@ROW along Mississauga
Road is relatively narrow (around 20m, with a deaigd 30m ROW in the Official
Plan), and a rural cross-section would resultgnicant impacts to adjacent
properties and natural/culturally significant lacejses. Where the landscape is
constrained (by features such as cemeteries anekfences, for example), an 11.4

platform semi-rural cross-section (with two 3.5nd&lanes, 1.7m mountable curbs

and underground drainage infrastructure) wouldrbfeped, similar to Winston
Churchill Boulevard. Both options would accommodattve transportation.

It was noted that due to the narrower, constraR@#lV, Mississauga Road is more
likely to have longer segments of semi-rural csesstion (and shorter rural cross-
section segments) compared to Winston Churchill®@ud. More details will be
presented at the upcoming PIC.

Some CWG members suggested designing rural crossrsewith narrower lanes
(to reduce footprint and avoid the need for a gemail option) and post at lower
speeds than currently being proposed.

5

at

m

4.3.3

_Plan

A plan showing the extent of the grading impactsasponding to both cross-sectic
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options was presented. The project team will furvaluate both options and
determine the location where each cross-sectiooristrecommended, and the
recommended design (likely a combination of runal semi-rural) will be presentec
at the upcoming PIC. Localized improvements wilbdbe considered where impac
extend beyond the existing ROW. For example, gbdimel north of The Grange,
special design considerations will be taken intmant and a semi-rural cross-sect
at this location could allow the mountable curldi@n water away from the pond,
while a rural cross-section on the other side @stheet would provide a ditch.
Concerns were noted about how the design woul@belaped to take in to accoun
for ponds and other features close to the roae. pfbject team confirmed that this
would be the approach taken and that options wmeiletviewed with property
owners.

4.4,

Olde Base Line Road (Winston Churchill Bouleva to Mississauga Road)

44.1

Profile
The proposed profile for this segment includes ssigr@ficant changes to the

existing vertical profile. The project team hasdrio minimize elevation changes at

all driveways, while also minimizing impacts toacknt landscapes and providing
safe road for all users. The proposed profilepmigination with a reduction in the
posted speed limit, attempts to balance all impautistrade-offs.

It was suggested to produce cross-sections fatidoseof deep cutsffills. It was note
that a lot of the cuts occur in bedrock areadlldfdre minimized and cuts are
increased, it would create an interesting landstageve through.

It was noted that the rolling profile along OldesBd.ine Road results in conflicts
with cyclists as they slowly move up the hill, ¢neg a greater speed differential wi
motorists and making it dangerous to share the laisetherefore important to
provide a bike lane or shoulder. This is refledteithe cross-section options
presented.

CWG members asked if the Niagara Escarpment Comemisad been consulted
about cut and fill. The project team confirmed tha NEC was involved through
the Technical Advisory Committee and their inpuiésg sought.

A further question was noted as to how individuaperty owners would be able to
provide input and whether the project team would=septive to changes to
accommodate fences and trees. It was noted tleedagygerated profile will be
shown at the PIC on November 20 to illustrate whptoposed and to discuss fenc
and trees with property owners. The project tedwisad that meetings could also
occur with property owners when the design is 680 complete to review the
design, options to accommodate specific conditamakto discuss mitigation.

a
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442

Cross-section

Cross-section options for Olde Base Line Road wessented. The preferred optio
is the 11.4m platform rural option, with two 3.5rdevlanes, 1.7m paved shoulder

=)

"2

and adequate ditches on both sides. However, ising@®ROW along Winston
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Churchill Boulevard is relatively narrow, and aallsross-section would result in
significant impacts to adjacent properties andrabitwlturally significant landscape
Where the landscape is constrained (by featurésagitees and fences, for
example), an 11.4m platform semi-rural cross-se¢tth two 3.5m wide lanes,
1.7m mountable curbs and underground drainagestniicure) would be preferred.
Both options would accommodate active transportatio

2

Similarly to Mississauga Road, it was noted that d.the narrower, constrained
ROW, Olde Base Line Road is more likely to havey@arsegments of semi-rural
cross-section (and shorter rural cross-section setgpncompared to Winston
Churchill Boulevard. More details will be presentdhe upcoming PIC.

443 @ Plan

A plan showing the extent of the grading impactsesponding to both cross-section
options was presented. The plan also illustratettesshifts to the road centreline to
centre the road within the existing ROW. This waulaximize utilization of the
existing ROW and minimize impacts on either sidéhefroad.

The study team will further evaluate both crossiseoptions and determine the
location where each cross-section option is recamded and the recommended
design (likely a combination of rural and semi-fuvéll be presented at the
upcoming PIC. Localized improvements will also basidered where impacts
extend beyond the existing ROW.

Questions about roundabouts were noted and why #reshot being recommended.
This discussion is referenced in section 5.0 oG meeting notes.

4.5 Belfountain Village

45.1 Profile
In general, there are no profile changes propalsed) this segment.

45.2 @ Cross-section

Due to the uniqueness of the village area, cradseseoptions for various locations
along Bush Street and Mississauga Road/Old MageStnrough the village were
presented. In general, the existing ROW is narmavcanstrained compared to the
rest of the study area. All options presented deBL.3m wide travel lanes. The
project team welcomed suggestions for modificattortke cross-sections that were
presented, that would further accommodate all usads through this area. The
project team will look at these options more clpseld revise the designs through
this area.

Ay %

Bush Street approx. 300 m east of Shaws Creek

The available ROW at this location is approx. 1Zhree options were presented:
sidewalks on either side; shoulders on either sidearrow buffer on one side and
parking on the other side. A sidewalk with a raioeurb was suggested, but the
project team pointed out safety concerns. It wasiipned whether
sidewalks/shoulders are required on both siddseddtreet. In order to better
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accommodate active transportation through thegrodi the study area experiencing

the highest volume of cyclists and pedestrians récommended to have
shoulders/sidewalks on both side of the streets€&hend option, with shoulders on
either side, more closely matches existing conmitio

Bush Street approx. 200 m west of Mississauga Roédld Main Street

The available ROW at this location is approx. 10.5'wo options were presented:
sidewalk on one side and no Active Transporta#or) facility on the other side; or
narrower buffer/shoulder on both sides. The seoptidn, with buffer/shoulders on
either side, more closely matches existing combtitt was pointed out that due to
the school zone on the south side, it might makeest® have a full sidewalk on the
south side of the street. CWG members asked whaghgrhas been received from
the community regarding their preference for sidksva hrough consultation to
date, there are mixed opinions. From a policypsstsve, it makes sense to

accommodate pedestrians through the village, wherkighest pedestrian volumes

occur. The project team noted that the sidewaligdekwok, and material are open
suggestions.

Bush Street approx. 60 m west of Mississauga Roadld Main Street

The available ROW at this location is approx. 9.0rmo options were presented:
narrow buffer on one side and no AT facility on ttleer side; or narrower

buffer/shoulder on both sides. The second optidth, uffer/shoulders on either sid
more closely matches existing conditions.

Mississauga Road /Old Main Street approx. 85 m sduiof Bush Street

The available ROW at this location is approx. 18.3nly one option was
presented: 2.25 m paved shoulder on either side shbulder would provide space
for active transportation, and might accommodatkipg. CWG members suggeste
modifying this design to provide adequate parkingoe side, and a sidewalk or
multi-use trail on the other. Having parking astlucation is important, but so is
having safe, separate space to accommodate padgstnd cyclists through this
segment of the village. Sidewalks in this areanated to be very important. Multi-
use pathways are also considered to be very atgdot all users and for connectio
to the village.

Mississauga Road /Old Main Street approx. 275 m stiuof Bush Street (east of
the community centre)

The available ROW at this location is approx. 8.@mly one option was presentec
narrow paved shoulder on either side. In ordectommodate an adequate sidews
widening to the south (but still within the exigtiROW) would be required. It was
suggested to bury hydro lines along this segmemitamize the available space

available, or move the hydro poles onto peopl&s$athrough the pinch point area.

It was also suggested to hang the sidewalk astidewanover the existing retaining
wall, but this creates a safety issue as pedestnanld be on the inner curve and
sightlines are not adequate. It was further sugddstconnect the sidewalk on eith

(0]
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side of the pinch point with a trail behind thestixig buildings; this might be a
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challenge because of the marsh area at that Inchtib could be further investigate
It was noted that there is a tree buffer betweemdhd and hydro corridor north of
Caledon Mountain Drive. CWG members recommendedtibae options be
considered and noted the importance of sidewalttsrariti-use trails along the roac
in this location. Conflicts with cyclists were @alsighlighted as needed more revie
in the development of designs.

5.0

Roundabouts

Although roundabouts are no longer being consitiienethe study area, roundabou
concepts for Mississauga Road /Olde Base Line R&adston Churchill
Boulevard/Olde Base Line Road, and Winston ChurmBbililevard /Bush Street we
discussed.

CWG members asked why roundabouts are no longay pepposed, as they woul
slow down motorists and have the potential to redie number of collisions. The
project team recognizes the safety benefits ofdalbauts, but there are significant
impacts associated with them. In addition to tlaege footprint and impact to

adjacent properties/landscapes, they would requifde adjustments beyond those

currently being proposed by the team. Roundabootsdralso result in a safety
concern for cyclists, as it is difficult to accomuiate them through a roundabout in
rural settings. An off-street cycle path was sutggkdut cyclists in this area tend tc
stay on or closer to the street. CWG members steghesnsulting with local cyclist
groups and the project team noted that there lesdmnsultation with several grou
in the area.

There are other safety mitigation measures thabeamplemented in the study are
such as reducing speed limits, and removing/retagabstacles like overgrown
vegetation and guiderail at some locations.

CWG members noted that roundabouts might encotralfje to divert. This study
is not looking to divert traffic or change traffiatterns in the area. Policies to
encourage roundabouts as a means of creating aerketfroundabouts throughout
the Region of Peel are also not a guiding prindigi¢his study.

For the Mississauga Road /Olde Base Line Roadetton, it was suggested to
have the posted speed transition from 60 to 70kaith of Olde Base Line Road,
rather than at the intersection. It was also sugdes consider 4-way stops at this
intersection, as this would force motorists to stbwas pointed out that some
motorists already stop at this intersection dumiginterpretation of the yellow
beacon.

e

o

a,

6.0

Other Design Details

6.1

Lane Widths

CWG members asked why the lanes outside the vidlegy8.5m wide instead of 3.2
3.3m, as narrower lanes would reduce impacts tedf properties at constrained
locations, in addition to encourage lower speels.groject team referred to

Transportation Association of Canada (TAC) starglasthich stipulate a minimum
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lane width for a specific posted speed and rangr@ibit volumes.

6.2

Paved Shoulder Design

It was asked if there was any evidence of the @ffatess of a wider buffer
compared to pavement line markings. The Consudtgriained that a buffer is nice
to have, but it would not be required due to tleppsed speed reductions.

6.3

Pavement Design

CWG members asked if the proposed designs wouldresigll depth reconstructior
or resurfacing only. The design recommends a caatibmof the two, based on the
geotechnical assessment recommendations, propasgiel ghanges, and type of
cross-section.

)

6.4

Drainage

It was questioned whether a mountable curb odftdh are really required. The team

explained these are required to provide adequaieadye. Existing conditions do na
allow to adequately drain the road. Although treerdrge details are still being
looked at, there is no proposed storm water managigoond.

=

6.5

Cut and Fill

CWG members asked if natural stone retaining wale considered instead of cut
The Consultant explained that where significandigigaimpacts exist as a result of
the proposed cross-section and profile adjustmist&sning walls will be considere
as an alternative.

6.6

Design Level of Detail

CWG members asked what level of detail would beigea in the designs though
the EA. The project project team explained thaBAevould complete the design t
30%. Then, during the detailed design phase, aittanswould be retained to
complete a peer review of the preliminary resigaluding the geotechnical
recommendations, and determine if additional bdeshend other studies are
required to move forward with the detailed design.

(&)

6.7

Localized Improvements

The proposed design will identify areas where Iaedlimprovements would be
required to minimize/mitigate impacts. Designs wideg developed through
consultation with individual property owners. Afigperty owners are therefore
encouraged to attend the upcoming PIC for thesesigns to start taking place.

6.8

Land Acquisition

CWG members asked if the decision between rurasamitrural cross-section
where there is a constrained ROW would depend wnwilting land owners are to
negotiate property acquisition. The project teapiagmed the decision would be
based on a variety of constraints, including baifineted to, encroachment on
private property. Lori-Ann Thomsen from the RegidPeel explained the property

acquisition process and noted that there wouldbbgegotiations at this stage.
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Consultation with land owners (such as at the upogflC) would encourage the

discussions to start taking place, but land owwerdd be contacted individually at a

later stage once more of the design details af@w@d. Negotiations for land
acquisition do not typically take place until tregadl design stage (60-90% design)
At that stage, there would be meetings with theviddal land owners to discuss the
impacts and options, and there are opportunitredesign modifications and
mitigation strategies before the design is finalize

6.7

Cost

CWG members asked about the construction cogtégorbject. Since some design

elements need to be confirmed and finalized, @astaot be reasonably estimated
this stage. More details will be available at theaming PIC.

6.8

Recent Construction in Close Proximity to thed$ Area

The group asked about the cross-section for théyrenstructed portion of

Mississauga Road between King Street and Olde IBasdroad. The project team
agreed to have details of that design (cross-seelaments, dimensions) at the PIC
as the team did not have this information at hand.

7.0

Public Information Centre #2 — November 20, 2L

PIC #2 is scheduled for Wednesday, November g@afaledon Country Club.

As noted, the format will be different from the M&yIC, with no formal
presentation. There will be an Open House from g:80 — 8:30 p.m. The public
will be able to arrive anytime between those hangtalk to the different project
team members about the specific concerns or intdites material will be displayed
by “themes”, and the recommended designs (crosisisgalan, and profile) will be
organized by corridor. CWG members agreed thattthssa good format for holding
the meeting.

Feedback forms will be provided for people to pdeviheir comments.

8.0

Next Steps

\v

at

\\\}

Public Information Centre #2 — November 20, 2013
Confirmation of Preferred Designs — Winter 2013/201
Environmental Study Report — Spring 2014

Study Completion and Filing with MOE — Spring/Sunnrg@14

9.0

Closing Remarks

Gino reiterated that the Region of Peel would tikactively engage the community
and once again thanked the CWG members for theticipation and encouraged

them to attend the upcoming PIC.
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