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1. STUDY DESCRIPTION

The Toronto Transit Commission (TTC), under the auspices of the Toronto Waterfront, has
initiated an Environmental Assessment to identify the required transit infrastructure to support
planned approved future development in the West Don Lands precinct of Toronto’s Eastern
Waterfront. The process to select the preferred alternative for providing future transit service in
this area requires the completion of an Individual Environmental Assessment (EA). The TTC and
the TWRC have recently completed the Terms of Reference (ToR) as the first step of the
undertaking. The ToR was submitted to the Ministry of the Environment on July 14, 2006 and
approved by the Minister of the Environment on January 24, 2007,

The purpose of this EA study is to determine the transit facilities appropriate to serve the long-
term residential, employment, tourism, and waterfront access needs in the study area while
achieving the City’s and the TWRC’s objectives for land use, design, and environmental
excellence. Transit in the West Don Lands precinct will be interconnected with future transit
services in the neighbouring East Bayfront and Port Lands precincts. Together, these three
precincts will support an area-wide transit network linking the Eastern Waterfront with the
downtown core, the subway system, the existing TTC surface routes, the GO inter-regional
comnuter rail/bus network, and the VIA Rail inter-city rail system.

2.  CONSULTATION TO DATE

Terms of Reference (March 2006 to July 2006)

»  Four Community Liaison Committee {CLC) meetings
e Two public workshops
o First Nations and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) input

EA Study — Planning Alternatives Stage (September 2006 to date)

¢ Six CLC meetings
» One TAC meeting

3. PURPOSE OF THIS WORKSHOP

This workshop was the first of three public forums for this EA study. The purpose of this
workshop was to:

e Provide an update on the study progress since completion of the Terms of Reference
¢ Review planning alternatives analysis to date (corridor, transit technology/right-of-way)
e Review the alternatives recommended to be carried forward for additional analysis

URS Canada Inc. April 2007 -3-
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* Review design considerations during the next stage (Design Alternatives stage) of the EA
process

e Group discussions

4. DATE, TIME, LOCATION

This workshop was held as noted below:

Date: Wednesday, March 21, 2007
Time: 6:00 p.m. to 9:30 p.m.
Location: Enoch Turner Schoolhouse
106 Trinity Street,
Toronto, ON

5. PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

A notice of the workshop was advertised in the Toronto Star on March 7, 2007. Attachment A
provides a copy of the newspaper advertisement. Approximately 120 notices were also hand
delivered to residents/businesses located within a 200m radius of the King Street / Sumac Street
intersection, as indicated in Exhibit 5.1 below. In addition, notices were mailed to property
owners in the same area based on the addresses obtained from the City’s Assessment Roll (tax
records).

Approximately 45 people participated in this workshop.

Exhibit 5.1 — Hand Delivered and Mailed Notification

7
2y No
i, . .
and matled to properties
within this area.

URS Canada Inc. Aprii 2007 -4-
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6. PROJECT TEAM ATTENDANCE

The following representatives from the TWRC, TTC, City of Toronto, and the Consultant’s team
were in attendance at this workshop to answer questions and to discuss the study with the public:

Toronto Transit Commission

Department
Bill Dawson Superintendent of Route and System Planning Service Planning
Mike Ronson Senior Planner (System & Policy) Service Planning

Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation

Christopher Glaisek  Vice President Planning and Design
Tanya Bevington Manager Communications and Marketing
Andrea Kelemen Assistant Communications and Marketing

City of Toronto

John Kelly Manager of Infrastructure Planning Transportation Services

Consultant Team

Pino DiMascio TWRC Project Manager Urban Strategies
Dennis Callan Consuitant Project Manager McCormick Rankin Corporation
Mike Bricks Consultant Environmental Assessment  Ecoplans Limited
Coordinator
Alun Lioyd Traffic Analysis BA Group Consulting
Pranav Dave Consuitant Staff BA Group Consulting
Brent Raymond Urban Design du Toit Allsepp Hillier

URS Canada Inc. April 2007 -5-
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‘Organizatio
Hank Wang Consultant Staff McCormick Rankin Corporation
Scott Thorburn Consultant Staff URS Canada Inc.
Mark Nykoluk Consultant Staff URS Canada Inc.

7. PUBLIC WORKSHOP FORMAT

The workshop was held as an open house between 6:00 p.m. and 6:45 pm. during which those
who arrived could review the available display panels and discuss the study with Project Team
staff. Attendees were asked to sign-in at the front desk. A formal presentation was made by the
TWRC, the TTC, and the Consultant between 6:45 p.m. and 7:45 p.m., including a Question and
Answer session at the end. A copy of the presentation is included in Attachment B.
Approximately 45 people participated in this workshop.

The presentation was followed with a workshop group discussion session. The discussion
session provided an opportunity for the public to provide their views on the Study Team’s
recommendations on the Planning Alternatives proposed to be carried forward. Participants
were also asked to provide their comments and response to questions related to the Design
Altemative phase of the study. Attendees who stayed on for the discussion session were divided
into groups. Each group was provided with a workbook to document a summary of their group
discussions. The workshop workbook contained two questions related to the Study Team’s
recommendation on the Preferred Planning Alternative, and two questions related to key issues
in the Design Alternative phase of the study. A copy of the workbook is included in
Attachment C. In addition to participating in-group discussions, each attendee was also invited
to complete a workbook individually and provide any further comments by Wednesday, April 4,
2007 via email, mail, or fax.

A total of five (5} groups were formed. Copies of the completed group workbooks are included
in Appendix E and summarized in Section 11.

The discussion session ran from 7:45 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. The discussion session was followed
with a 30-minute summary where each group was invited to speak and share their response to
questions with other participants and the Study Team. The workshop adjourned at 9:30 p.n.

8. DISPLAY MATERIALS

The information provided at the workshop was presented to the public through a series of display
panels as well as through the Study Team’s PowerPoint presentation. A copy of the display
panels is included in Attachment D. The panels were presented in a manner which led the
public through the study process and study findings to date and included the following:

URS Canada Inc, April 2007 ~6-
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¢ LA Public Workshop 1 — Welcome
» Constraints Map

¢ Corridors

e Technologies

Analysis of Corridors

Evaluation of Corridors

Analysis of Technologies / ROW
Evaluation of Technologies / ROW
Considerations During the Development of Alternative Designs
Transit Travel Patterns

o Transit Ridership Forecasts

9. PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSIONS

Glenn Pothier, GLPI

G. Pothier introduced himself as the Independent Meeting Facilitator for the public workshops
and introduced members of the Study Team. He provided an overview of the session agenda and
confirmed the discussion items. He informed participants of the format for the evening’s
discussions and introduced a list of guiding principles to help facilitate a successful evening.

Christopher Glaisek, Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation (TWRC)

C. Glaisek welcomed participants to the first EA public workshop of this study. He noted that
the TWRC 1s 1n support of the initiative led by the Toronto Transit Commission and expressed
enthusiasm for the progress that has been made since the completion of the Terms of Reference
last summer. He reminded participants the importance of supporting the City’s Transit First
policy to help shape the future West Don Lands into a sustainable and environmentally-friendly
community,

Bill Davwson, Toronto Transit Commission (TTC)

B. Dawson welcomed participants and provided an overview of the study background, the EA
process, and the purpose of this study. He presented a summary of community consultation
accomplished to date and informed participants the Minister of the Environment’s approval of
the study’s Terms of Reference. He also reminded participants the purpose of this public
workshop and the next steps following the evening’s discussions.

Scott Thorburn, URS Canada Inc. (URS)

S. Thorbum provided an overview of the technical analysis completed to date and presented the
Study Team’s recommendations on the preferred transit corridor and transit technologies as well
as the preferred right-of-way treatment. He presented a summary of the analysis/evaluation
conducted at each step of the Planning Allernatives stage and reviewed the Study Team’s
findings that led to the selection of the preferred corridor and transit technologies.

URS Canada Inc. April 2007 -7-
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10.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

10

The Cork Town Residents Associated does
not wish to see Cherry Street closed to
vehicular traffic.

Is TTC replacing it’s streetcar fleet?, and if
so, who approves it’s budget

Can the neighbourhood be designed around
transit, to minimize auto use or even
eliminate it?

Can low-floor smaller electric rail cars be
considered.

Please provide capital costs and operating
costs.

The Central Waterfront Neighbourhood
Association (CWNA) is not unanimous in
advocating the streetcar technology as the
preferred technology.

Are representatives from the Study Team
willing to meet with representatives from
Hydrogen and Fuel Cells Canada?

Why isn’t a subway being considered?

H I’'m travelling on the King Streetcar, will
I be detoured into the West Don Lands?

Will the new transit service be built in the
middle of the street or at the curbs?

Comment noted.

TTC’s current streetcar fleet will be
replaced within the next 10 to 15 years; City

One goal of this transit environmental
assessment is to plan for transit
infrastructure in advance of development, to
encourage non-auto use; other design
considerations may include restricted on-
street parking and the provision of bike
lanes.

Although this environmental assessment is
considering two general types of
technology, specific technology types are
not being preciuded.

Comment noted.

Yes.

The forecasted ridership to / from the West
Don Lands Precinct doesn’t justify the costs
associated with a subway.

During the initial phases of development,
the West Don Lands could be serviced as a
branch of the King Streetcar. As ridership
grows, additional service would be
provided.

The configuration of the ransit service will
be developed, analysed and evaluated
during the next phase of the study.

URS Canada Inc.
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11. SUMMARY OF GROUP DISCUSSIONS

Following the Study Team’s presentation and the Questions & Answers session, attendees were
invited to participate in an hour-long small group discussion session. As described carlier,
participants formed groups of approximately 4 to 5 people to provide their views with respect to
the Study Team’s recommendations and key issues to be considered during the Design
Alternatives stage. A total of five (5) groups were formed. The following sub-sections contain
summaries of these group discussion comments as provided in the workbooks. Complete group
discussion comments can be found in Attachment E.

One (1) individual workbook was submitted at the workshop, and one (1) was emailed.
11.1 QUESTION 1

What are your views on ‘Cherry Street’ being recommended as the preferred corridor for
providing transit service to the West Don Lands? (Please identify perceived strengths,
weaknesses, and questions)?

Strengths

4 of 5 groups support Cherry Street as the preferred corridor.
General comments included:

e Centre of the neighbourhood — Serves most people

s Ability for future expansion

o Provides ROW width, most cost effective plan

Weaknesses

3 of 5 groups had concerns over closed traffic and traffic connections.
General concerns were as follows:

¢ Should not close Cherry Street

¢ Parliament connection may be a better choice

e Does not serve North/South traffic

Questions

2 of 5 groups asked how the population is to be served and what is the total population served.
Questions included:
o How will that impact people living at King & Sumach?
¢ A Parliament branch of Harbourfront LRT & Bloor/Danforth (mirror of Spadina LRT)
should be kept under consideration?
e What is the total population to be served? (Include those living in the distillery district
now)?

URS Canada Inc. April 2007 -9-
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11.2 QUESTION 2

What are your views on streetcars being recommended as the preferred technology for
providing transit service to the West Don Lands? (Please identify perceived strengths,
weaknesses, and questions)?

Strengths

3 of 5 groups stated streetcars are environmental friendly, 4 of 5 groups stated that streetcars
could provide the capacity required.

Strengths included:

¢ Ridership comfort

» (Carries more people

» Environmentally friendly, no emissions

e Dedicaled lane a good idea

¢ Allows for more landscaping

e Lower operating cost

¢ Connects well with existing network
Weaknesses

2 of 5 groups stated concerns regarding noise and vibration.
Some stated weakness included:

Current cars (slreefcars) are heavy and need to be replaced by lighter vehicles
Concemned about noise and vibration
Breakdowns can disrupt service

¢ Currently non-accessible

* No apparent innovative landscape

e Dedicated ROW requires wider road

e Energy sourced from the grid, therefore disadvantage

e Lxpensive rail & wire infrastructure

» Hydrogen powered buses provide a smooth ride
Questions

3 of 5 groups asked about alternative streetcars - ones that are more alternatively fuelled and
more environmentally friendly.

General comments included:

Where is the bus network? (a map of streetcar paths was presented — what about people
who need to transfer to a bus)

What are the costs of installation & maintenance of rail & electric wires compared to
operating costs of increased drivers with buses?

URS Canada Inc. Aprii 2007 -10-
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s Energy comparison between electricity & other alternative fuels

* (Can additional future E-W or N-S connections be considered?

¢ Is there a commitment to “green” power?

» Is there a different traction technology which would not require the use of sand?

11.3 QUESTION 3

There are various things to consider when designing the right-of-way along Cherry Street to
provide for streetcar service — these include 1) sidewalks and pedestrian connections, 2) bike
lanes, 3) strectscaping, 4) transit lanes, 5) transit stops, 6) traffic lanes / turning lanes, 7) parking
/ Loading, 8) emergency vehicle access, etc. Do you have suggestions for additional
considerations? Of all of these, which would you say are of greatest importance and should be
given primary emphasis in the design of the right-of-way?

Part A — Do vou have suggestions for additional right-of-wav considerations?

4 of 5 groups had additional suggestions while 2 of 5 groups had suggestions conceming
vehicular access.

General comments included:
* Provide adequate vehicle access for residents
¢ Curb to curb width should be minimized
e Support retail development through wider sidewalks and street furniture
* Pedestrians should have priorily
¢ Mixed Traffic
¢ Greenway — continuously green landscaping

Part B - Of the design considerations. which would vou say are of sreatest relative
importance?

3 of 5 groups provided general considerations, while 2 of 5 groups identified pedestrian realm as
an important consideration.

General comments included:
e Quality of street realm for pedestrians and business is very important — range of views as
to how much traffic access 1s required.
¢ All of the critera presented are important
* [Emergency vehicle access is NB but needs to be modified to fit the neighbourhood
* Move bike lane off road (like Martin Goodman Trail); safer for cyclists
e Street should be as ‘narrow’ as possible
¢ Discourage traffic by street design
¢ Sidewalk and pedestrian connections
e Green foliage

URS Canada Inc. April 2007 -1 -
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Part C — Do vou have anv other general comments about design considerations?

Only 2 of 5 groups had additional comments, which concerned streetcars track location.

General comments included:
¢ Interested in streetcars on side of road
¢ Have transit through the park (no cars)
e Cherry Street — have vehicular as well as transit
e Prefer to have a transit right of way on Cherry with streetcars down either side of street
e Cherry Street should not be too wide

11.4 QUESTION 4

Although the preferred solution to the ‘transit first’ approach for Cherry Street is to run
streetcars in a dedicated right-of-way (this would separate the streetcars from all other traffic),
the option of streetcars running in mixed traffic is also being carried forward for further
consideration. What are your views on the various options presented this evening in support of
the transit-{irst objective?

Part 1. Dedicated Transit Lanes

2 of 5 groups had identified that dedicated transit lanes would not result in travel reduced travel
times due to the short distance between King Street and the railway underpass.

General comments included:
*  Would also work for Buses
¢ ook at them for all new lands
o New arca, go in with new concepts
» Great idea but its only 800m! Saves a little time. The biggest factor is King Street
¢ Big waste of space for these 3 blocks
e Not necessary in the context - 3 block spur off King St. Mixed transit route
e Along | side of street best

Part 2. Transit Mall

2 of 5 groups opposed this option while 3 of 5 identified this option as pedestrian friendly.

General comments included:
» Most pedestrian friendly
e Laneways for cars

e Design buildings around transit mall
» Can share program and modal parking
e If one owns property in the West Don Lands, a free transit pass should be provided

e  Would aiso work for buses

URS Canada Inc. Aprii 2007 -12-
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+ Better because minimal barriers to pedestrians, however bad for retail businesses because

impedes deliveries

» Not appropriate for Cherry Street because it’s too close to Lakeshore, QEW & DVP,

Part 3. Separate Turn Lanes in Mixed Traffic

2 of 5 groups had no comment relating to this option while 3 of 5 had different opinions on lane

configurations.

General comments included:

¢ Good idea, as long as still dedicated ROW
+ No turn lane to Mill. St., East — West traffic can use Eastern and Front

Part 4. Transit Signal Priority in Mixed Traffic

3 of 5 groups support signal priority

General comments included:
e Supports transit priority

s Accommodates E-W traffic in Transit Mall
o Moves traffic quickly unless the signals are not working

e [mportant

12. SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL COMMENT FORMS (2 provided)

Question

Summary Response

1. What are your views on ‘Cherry
Street’ being recommended as the
preferred corridor for providing
transit service to the West Don
Lands? (Please identify perceived
sirengths, weaknesses, and questions)

Strengths: Serves West Donlands
Residence, Potential to expand.
Weaknesses: Does not serve North-South
traffic; area badly served for northward
connections.

Questions: Parliament branch of Harbour
Front to Bloor-Danforth must be left under
consideration. Must connect with EBF
LRT. Is demand underestimated?

2. What are your views on streetcars
being recommended as the
preferred technology for providing
transit service to the West Don
Lands? (Please identify percetved
strengths, weaknesses, and questions)

Strengths: Environmentally friendly, high
carrying capacity, lower opportunity costs,
connections, people prefer streetcars, betier
in bad weather, more fun — Toronto Icon.
Weaknesses: Power failure

Questions: Sustainable power source?

URS Canada Inc.
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3. There are various things to consider
when designing the right-of-way
along Cherry Street to provide for
strectcar service — these include 1)
sidewalks and pedestrian connections,
2) bike lanes, 3) streetscaping, 4)
transit lanes, 5) transit stops, 6) traffic
lanes / turning lanes, 7) parking /
Loading, 8) emergency vehicle
access, etc. Do you have suggestions
for additional considerations? Of all
of these, which would you say are of
greatest importance and should be
given primary emphasis in the design
of the right-of-way?

A: Suggestions: Pedestrian comfort should
have priority.

B: Greatest consideration: Narrowest
possible community friendly street,
discourages traffic, transit replaces cars

4. Although the preferred solution to the
‘transit {irst” approach for Cherry
Street is to run streetcars 1n a
dedicated right-of-way (this would
separate the streetcars from all other
traffic), the option of streetcars
running in mixed traffic is also being
carried forward for further
consideration. What are your views
on the various options presented this
evening in support of the transit-first
objective?

1. Dedicated Transit lanes: Street
too short to make a difference

2. Transit Mall: Preferred solution

3. Separate Turn lanes: No turn lane
to Mill — E/W traffic, can use Front
& Eastern & Lakeshore.

4. Transit priority signal: Always

Question

Summary Response

1. What are your views on ‘Cherry
Street’ being recommended as the
preferred corridor for providing
transit service to the West Don
Lands? (Please identify perceived
strengths, weaknesses, and questions)

Strengths: 1t is clearly a good central
location and will serve residents on both
sides of Cherry Street from King to the
Lake.

Weaknesses:

1. T think it very unfortunate that the
continuation of the Parliament Street
streetcar line from King to Lakeshore has
been eliminated. There is about to be a
'population explosion” in the Distillery
District and in Regents Park and it seems
very short-sighted not to build this short
stretch of line now. Having it built will
allow riders to go north. Having both
Cherry and Parliament connecting to the
proposed Queen's Quay LRT will allow
greater operational flexibility.

URS Canada Inc.
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2. The planned line does not seem to offer
convenient transit to the north. I suggest
that any line up Cherry needs to go to both
the Yonge subway at King and the
Danforth subway at Broadview.

2. What are your views on streetcars
being recommended as the
preferred technology for providing
transit service to the West Don
Lands? (Please identify perceived
strengths, weaknesses, and questions)

Strengths: Environmentally friendly,
lower operating costs, connects to existing
network, streetcars attract riders.
Weaknesses: Somewhat inflexible
Questions:

1. I assume that the link at King Street will
allow for streetcars to turn in both
directions East and West.

2. As the line will eventually go through
the railway bridge on Cherry to link with
the proposed LRT on Queen's
Quay/Portlands. I wonder why you intend
to install a loop North of the railway berm
now. Why not bring line through the
bridge right now and add loop
(temporary?) south of the railway berm
until the Queen's Quay East line is built.

3. Once there is a LRT on Queens Quay I
suspect it will be faster for many residents
to walk to catch it if they are going to the
Yonge Subway - it can be in its own right
of way for ahmost all the route. Isee the
Cherry/Parliament traffic being far more
useful for North-South traffic.

URS Canada Inc.
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3. There are various things to consider
when designing the right-of-way
along Cherry Street to provide for
streetcar service - these include 1)
sidewalks and pedestrian connections,
2) bike lanes, 3) streetscaping, 4)
transit lanes, 5) transit stops, 6) traffic
lanes / turning lanes, 7) parking /
Loading, 8) emergency vehicle
access, etc. Do you have suggestions
for additional considerations? Of all
of these, which would you say are of
greatest importance and should be
given primary emphasis in the design
of the right-of-way?

4.  Although the preferred solution to the
“ransit first” approach for Cherry
Street is to run sireetcars in a
dedicated right-of-way (this would
separate the streetcars from all other
traffic), the option of streetcars
running in mixed traffic is also being
carried forward for further
consideration. What are your views
on the various options presented this
evening in support of the transit-first

Comments

If the line is to go from King to Lakeshore
it will be about 900 metres long. Though I
realise having streetcars in their own right-
of-way is better I doubt that speeding
things up for this 900 metres will make
much difference to customers since once
the strectcar reaches King Street it will be
in mixed traffic. You should not make
Cherry too wide just to accommodate a
separatc ROW.

It will be important not to have Cherry
Street so wide that pedestrians are 'scared'
to cross it. Of course there needs to be
cycle lanes but do these need to be actually
on Cherry. Could they be one block east??
Hopefully these cycle routes will not mixed
with cars as cycle lanes in traffic are not
too good!

In theory I like the idea of a transit mall on
Cherry Street used only by streetcars,
cycles and pedestrians. [ hope you will
look very seriously at this idea and look
closely at how this could be arranged

objective? without causing too many problems for car
and truck traffic. (If Toronto is really a
"Transit City" then transit should surely get
priority!)
13. NEXT STEPS

The Study Team will respond to questions received from participants and address issues raised.
The participants’ input on design considerations will be incorporated into the Study Team’s
development and assessment of Design Alternatives. The Study Team will review preliminary
concepts and designs with the Community Liaison Committee as well as the Technical Advisory
Committee prior to the next public workshop. The second public workshop has been tentatively
scheduled for June 2007 to present the Study Team’s initial assessment of Design Alternatives.

URS Canada Inc. April 2007
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TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit EAs — West Don Lands

EA Public Workshop 1

March 21, 2007 ~ 6:00 p.m. to 9:30 p.m.
Enoch Turner Schoolhouse
106 Trinity Street, Toronto

MEETING AGENDA

6:00 — 6:45 p.m.
6:45 - 7:45 p.m.
7:45 - 9:00 p.m.
9:00-9:30 p.m.

Registration/Display Board Review

Welcome and Presentation

Glenn Pothier, GLPI
“Introduction, Study Guide, and Workbook™

Kristin Jenkins, Toronto Waterfront Revitalization Corporation
Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commission
“Welcome and Context Setting”

Scott Tharburn, URS Canada Inc.
“Presentation of Recommended Planning Alternatives”

Workshop Discussion Groups

Participants will be given time o go through questions in the workbook
about the recommended Planning Alternatives as well as key design
elements in the nexf phase of this EA study. At your table, please

discuss your responses and consolidate commeon themes and unique
or creative ideas in the workbock provided.

Summary of Discussions
Glenn Pothier, GLPI
Next Steps and Closing Remarks

Bill Dawson, Toronto Transit Commtission




Workshop Questions 1 and 2 Related to
the Current Phase of the EA Study
(Planning Alternatives)




QUESTION 1.

What are your viowes on Cherry Street” being recommended as the preferred corridor for
providing transit service o Ine Viast Don Lands? (Please identify perceived strengths,

weaknesses, and questions)




Question 1

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Questions:




QUESTION 2:

What aro your views on streetcars being recommended as the preferred technology for
providing transit senvice to the West Don Lands? (Please identily percewed strengths,
weaknesses, and guestions)
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Question 2

Strengths:

Weaknesses:

Questions:




Workshop Questions 3 and 4 Related to
the Next Phase of the EA Study
(Design Alternatives)




QUESTION 3:

There are various things to consider when designing the right-of-way along Cherry Street to
provide for streetcar service — these include 1) sidewalks and pedestrian connections, 2) bike
ianes, 3} streetscaping, 4) transit lanes, 5) transit stops, 8) traffic lanes / turning lanes, 7)
parking / L.oading, 8) emergency vehicle access, etc. Do you have suggestions for additional
considerations? Of all of these, which would you say are of greatest importance and should be
given primary emgphasis in the design of the right-of-way?

1. Sidewalk Width/Pedestrian 4. Location of Dedicated Transit 7. Parking & Loading Lanes
Connections Lanes (middle of road or side of
road)

e .- R

8. Emergency Vehicle Access

3. Urban Design & Landscape 6. Number of Traffic Lanes &
Fealures Turning Lanes




A. Do you have suggestions for additianal right-of-way considerations?

B. Of the design considerations, which would you say are of greatest relative
importance?




C. Do you have any other generat comments about design considerations?




COMMENT FORM

Please Print

Name:

Email:

Address:

Thank you for your paricipation. Comments and inforration regarding this siudy are being collected scleily for the purpose of
conducting the environmaental assessment. With the exception of personal infermation, all comments will become padt of the
public recotd.

Please return your workbook at the Andrea Kelemen

: N Communications and Marketing Depariment
end of tomght s Workshop Toranto Waterront Revilalization Corparation

20 Bay Street, Suita 1310

R , Toronte, Ontaro
You may also email, mail, or fax your M. 2NE

comments by Wednesday, April 4, 2007 to: Tel: (416) 214-1344 ext, 248
Fax: {416} 214-4591
E-mail: akglemen @ towalerdroni.ca
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QUESTION 1:

What are vour vizws o Cherry Street’ being recommended as the preferred corridor for
providing tansit serv s 1o the West Don Lands? {Please identify perceived strengths,

weaknesses, and guesiors)
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QUESTION 2:

What are your views on streetcars being recommended as the preferred technology o
providing transil service to the West Don Lands? (Please identify perceived sirengii
weaknesses, ang questions)
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QUESTION 3:

There are various things to consider when designing the right-of-way along Cherry Street to
provide for streetcar service — these include 1) sidewalks and pedestrian cannections, 2} bike
lanes, 3) streetscaping, 4) transit lanes, 5} transit stops, 6) traffic lanes / turning lanes, 7)
parking / Loading, 8) emergency vehicle access, efc. Ba you have suggestions for additional
considerations? Of all of these, which would you say are of greatest importance and should be
given primary emphasis in the design of the right-of-way?

1. Sidewalk Width/Pedestrian 4. Location of Dedicated Transit 7. Parking & Loading Lanes
Connections Lanes (middie of road or side of
road)

e f

2. Bike Lanes 8. Transit Stop Locatlons

S

6. Number of Traffic Lanes &
Tuming Lanes




R estior B2

A. Do you have suggestlons for additional right-of-way considerations?

— Pﬁdﬂ'fﬁ&j sAhwuld Bese LPratdy

B. Of the design considerations, which would you say are of greatest relative
Importance?
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C. Do you have any other general comments about design considerations?




Comments:




QUESTION 4:

Although the preferred solution to the transit first’ approach for Cherry Street is to run streetcars
in a dedicated right-of-way (this would separate the streetcars from all other traffic), the option of
streetcars running in mixed traffic is also being carried forward for further consideration. What
are your views on the various options presented this evening in support of the transit-first
objective?

3. Separate Turn Lanes in Mixed Traffic

1. Dedicated Transit Lanes
I ' Separate turn lanes

=y

2. Transit Mall




QRuestion 1

1. Dedicated Transit Lanes:
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2. Transit Mali:
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3. Separale Turn Lanes in Mixed Traffic:
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4. Transit Signal Priority in Mixed Traffic:




COMMENT FORM

Please Print

Name:

Email:

Address:

Thank you for your parlicipation. Comments and Information regarding this study are being cotlected solely for the purpose of
conducting the environmental assessment. With the exception of parsonal information, all comments wilt become pant of the
public record.

Please return your workbook at the end é:drig liﬁiem:dnwk ing Dep ¢
mmunications a eling armen
of tonig ht's WOTkShOp Toronto Waterfront Revitafization Corporation
20 Bay Street, Suite 1310
. - Torento, Ontasio M5J 2N8
You may also email, mail, or falx your Tel: (416} 214-1344 oxt. 248
comments by Wednesday, April 4, 2007 1o Fax: (416) 2144591

E-mail: fransit® lowaterfront ca
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QUESTION 1:

What are your vigv
Droviding ansi sary.

5 o 'Cherry Street” being recommended as the preferred corridor for
- West Don Lands? (Please identify perceived strengths,

weaknessas, and quesions:




Question 1

Strengths:

Notl o %ﬂﬂ/Q—_Q‘L{’ffﬂﬁfiL/-é < ?

Weaknesses: - A’ﬂ& -\..,_u) CL\,CA"T‘& T,

PossiVliv Wawic. et corndor

aledl, P& r b
_J

— 54;?(]‘"3 LSSt €%

—— L);J‘El.vmnd(__,% \

—botp people neZto Yark

(ad 4o hoor Vxi CarlQlarmens SC-
ST beins concidered as a_

N a:')or r}"-;rrteﬂ.@!"

Questions:




QUESTION 2:

What are your views on streetcars being recommended as the preferred technology i
providing transit service to the West Don tands? (Please identify perceved strengiis,
wezknesses. and quastions)
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Question 2

Strengths:
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QUESTION 3:

There are various things to consider when designing the right-of-way along Cherry Street to
provide for streetcar service — these include 1) sidewalks and pedestrian connections, 2) bike
lanes, 3) streetscaping, 4) transit tanes, 5) Iransit stops, 6) traffic lanes / turning lanes, 7)
parking / Loading, 8) emergency vehicle access, etc. Do you have suggestions for additional
considerations? Of all of these, which would you say are of greatest importance and should be
given primary emphasis in the design of the right-of-way?

1. Sldewalk Width/Pedestrian 4. Location of Dedicated Transit 7. Parking & LoadIng Lanes
Connections Lanes {mlddle of road or side of .
road)

5. Translt Step Locatlons B. Emergency Vehicle Access

o 3 v

3. Urban Design & Landscape 6. Number of Traffic Lanes &
Features Turning Lanes

Accom




Quasﬁon Ly

A. Do you have suggestions for additional right-of-way conslderations?

B. Of the deslgn conslderations, which would ydu say are of greatest relative
Importance?




C. Do you have any other general comments about design considerations?
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Comments:




QUESTION 4:

Although the preferred solution to the ‘transit first’ approach for Cherry Street is to run streetcars
in a dedicated right-of-way (this would separate the streetcars from all other traffic), the option of
Streelcars running in mixed traffic is also being carried forward for further consideration. What
are your views on the various options presented this evening in support of the transit-first
objective?

1. Dedicated Transit Lanes 3. Separate Turn Lanes in Mixed Traffic

‘Separate turn lané

o

2. Transit Mall

e f ORS3

4. Tranglt Slgnal Priarity in Mixed Traffic
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1. Dedlcated Translt Lanes:

- ,_a',f_’ 0&5 L <side. @{; <trcefl

2. Transit Mall:
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3. Separate Turn Lanes in Mixed Traffic:

4. Transit Signal Priority in Mixed Traffic:
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COMMENT FORM

Please Print

Name:

Emali:

Address:

Thank you for your participation. Comments and information regarding this study are being collected solety {or the purpose of
conducting the environmental assessment. Whh tha oxceptlon of personal Informatlon, all comments will becoma part of the
public record.

Please return your workbook at the end grmdrea Kt_eicamenMark _—
munications ang eting Department

of ton[g ht's WOI’kShOp Teranto Waterdront Revitalization Coporation

20 Bay Streat, Suite 1310
: ; Toronto, Ontario M5J 2N8

You may also email, mail, or fa.x your Tel: (416) 2141344 ext. P48

comments by Wednesday, April 4, 2007 to: Fax (416) 214-4591
E-mail: |ansit @ lowaleriiontea
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QUESTION 1:

What are your views on 'Cherry Street’” being recommended as the preferred corridor for
z West bon Lands? (Please identify perceived strengths,




Question 1

Strengths:
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Questions:




QUESTION 2:

What are your views on streetcars heing recommended as the preferred technolagy lor
providing transil service 10 the West Don Lurds? {Please identify perceived strengiis,
weaknesses, and questions)
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Question 2
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QUESTION 3:

There are various things to consider when designing the right-of-way along Cherry Street to
provide for streetcar service — these include 1) sidewalks and pedestrian connections, 2) bike
lanes, 3) streetscaping, 4) transit lanes, 5) transit stops, 6) traffic lanes / urning lanes, 7)
parking / Loading, 8) emergency vehicle access, etc. Do you have suggestions for additional
considerations? Of all of these, which would you say are of greatest imporlance and should be
given primary emphasis in the design of the right-of-way?

1. Sldewaslk Width/Pedestrian 4. Location of Dedicated Transit 7. Parking & Loading Lanes
Cannections Lanes (mlddle of road or side of

X [f

2. Bike Lanes

-1 = i

3. Urban Design & Landscape 6. Number of Traffic Lanes &
Features Turning Lanes




Glhestion 3+
A. Do you have suggestions for additional right-of-way considerations?
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B. Of the design considerations, which would you say are of greatest relative
importance?
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C. Do you have any other general comments about design considerations?







QUESTION 4:

Although the preferred solution to the transit firs!” approach for Cherry Street is to fun streefcars
in a dedicated right-of-way (this would separate the streetcars from all other traflic), the option of
Strestcars running in mixed traffic is also being carried forward for further consideration. What
are your views on the various options presented this evening in support of the transit-first
objective?

1. Dedicated Translt Lanes 3. Separate Tumn Lanes In Mixed Traffic
‘ Separate tuin lanes
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2. Transit Mall

ransit.l'anes.
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4. Transit Signal Priority tn Mixed Traffic:
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COMMENT FORM 4
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Please Print

Name:

Emall:

Address:

Thank you far your parlicipation. Comments and information regarding this study are being collected solely for the purpose of
conducting the environmenial assessment. With the exceptlon of personal Informatlan, all comments will become par of the
public recoid,

Please return your workbook at the end é;‘n?rea Kefemedﬂmk .
' munications an rketing Department

of tonight S WOI’kShOp Toronto Waterfron! Revitalization Corporation

20 Bay Street, Suite 1310
\ . Toronto, Ontario M5J 2N8B

You may also email, mail, or falx your Tal: (416) 214-1344 ext, 248

comments by Wednesday, April 4, 2007 to: Fax: {416) 214-4591
E-maif: [ransit@ towalediont ¢a




T%dléq,vs/

<0 (1| TORONTO

TORONTO WATERFRONT

REVITALIZATIONICORPORATION:

TTC-TWRC
Waterfront Transit Environmental
Assessments — West Don Lands

EA Public Workshop #1

Enoch Turner Schoolhouse
106 Trinity Street, Toronto

March 21, 2007

Workbook

What’s Inside...

Meeting Agenda
Worksheets
Comment Form



QUESTION 1:

oty 'Cherry Street” being recommended as the preferred corrldor for
P e West Do Lands? (Please identify perceived strengths,
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Question 1

Strengths:

I

Weaknesses: e Am/ M/ﬂ/y/‘ //Za/‘/{f///‘ﬁﬂ%f—
ﬁmﬁ/ e Yo

e

T e o e o€ (5=

‘ I 1 e pan ~ ~ Mo -
(ADI 3 508 QMmM_W—-

s Segine e oloweire Seck

_ covconn oldoo8 ba Fpeople co\lechrged

Ques’nons

~how votl b od \wpack eahlo (iuing —
— I —




QUESTION 2:

What are your views on streetcars being recommended as the preferred technology
providing transit service to the West Don Lands? (Please identity percewed stz
weaknesses. and questions)
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QUESTION 3:

There are various things to consider when designing the right-of-way along Cherry Street to
provide for streetcar service — these include 1) sidewalks and pedestrian connections, 2) bike
lanes, 3) streetscaping, 4) transit lanes, 5) transit staps, 8) trafic lanes / turning lanes, 7)
parking / Loading, 8) emergency vehicle access, elc. Do you have suggestions for additional
considerations? Of all of these, which would you say are of greatest importance and should be
given primary emphasis in the design of the right-of-way?

Y

" 1. Sldewalk Widih/Pedestrian 4. Locatlon of Dedlcated Transit 7. Parking & Loading Lanes
“Connections Lanes (middle of road or side of
road}

T ot

2. Bike Lanes &. Transit Stop Locations

-

{; 3. grban Design & Landscape 6. Number of Trafflc Lanes &
tures Turning Lanes




e revaesl ¢ Tre alale. s prcd ( ca Qe wo«,\&@(

dasee  D—rufn 1anes (nGek W‘I\Q /WC@J&;D AT
NOEC A é_uﬁfC{ el o, QgAY
_ A. Do you have stiggestion’ for additlonal right-of-way considerations? o eshon "

Q‘/*“OLMQQVU-OL&Q wehiele, acleso Qé’/'f reoetle 8%
Bl oo O Cixb lmdi')\ abhorCA e nudurod —
ot S DaﬁL

@FODDO‘W\Q 3O Seppey nee Q. fovelanas
oncth ebwre uee. 2 a um:ij}\. t+obreo?® Q/u‘s’\«-l'vmo

B. Of the design conslderations, which would you say are of greatest rétative
Importance?

‘&@a&hﬁ ﬁmfu@&m o Q}ﬁpoﬂQd QQQQ{:MMCM
Oq«OLM/MM O .;N\mﬂz&nﬂ

% |

\Ifn})n@@é\ NN T o M@%
VOKLLL( m,@ wn tooeolad Qes

——WM‘Q\
oA wm \ne, OL'de’q

OQQ:Q ﬁi{“ﬂ D/\,(Of ’b\ o W‘D\O_
| o (Mmd&o{.')ﬂ'hml\)

v BV:o7 T Copden herd (o010

ol e ch O, CK (€S cxr\q_uwxiop-&ead -
= QACNETCensiia veh o elo Wu@ NS .
\o“\}) mw@m o \ne oo fieg_ o
e oog lCl\}\fo— AN Ndw Nm?mq,
NS VAN l,mMm

Y VNSO SPAVAR L LS




C. Do you have any other general comments about deslgn considerations?
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Comments:




QUESTION 4:

Although the preferred solution to the "transit first’ approach for Cherry Street is to run streetcars
in a dedicated right-of-way (this would separate the streetcars from all other traffic), the option of
Streetcars running in mixed traffic is also being carried forward tar further consideration. What
are your views on the various options presented this evening in support of the transit-first
objactive?

1. Dedicated Transit Lanes 3. Separate Turn Lanes in Mixed Traffic
R Separate turnlanes
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3. Separate Turn Lanes in Mixed Traffic:
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COMMENT FORM

Pleasge Print

Name:

Emall:

Address:

Thank you for your participation. Comments and Information regarding this study are being collected solely for the purpose 6t
conducting the environmental assessment. WHh the exception of personal information, all comments will become part of the
public recerd.

Please return your workbook at the end &dreabl:uiﬁm:dﬂm et e
’ mun B8 rketing Department
of tonight’s workshop Toronts Watedront Revitalization Corporation
20 Bay Street, Sulle 1310
: ; Toronto, Ortario M5J 2N8
You ray also email, mail, or fa_x your Tel: (416) 214-1344 ext. 248
comments by Wednesday, April 4, 2007 (o Fax: (416) 2144591

E-mail: {ransil @ towaterfronl.ca
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QUESTION 1:

o 'Cherry Street” being recommended as the preferred corridor for
e e sl Doy Lands? (Please identify perceived strengths,

What are vour
providing ransit s
weaknesses, aro o
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QUESTION 2:

What are your views on streetcars being recommended as the preferred technology i~
praviding transit service to the West Don Lands? (Please identily percarved siangis,
weaknessas. and Questions)
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QUESTION 3:

There are various things to consider when designing the right-of-way along Cherry Street to
provide for streetcar service — these include 1) sidewalks and pedestrian connections, 2) bike
lanes, 3) streetscaping, 4) transit lanes, 5) transit stops, 6) traffic lanes / turning fanes, 7)
parking / Loading, 8) emergency vehicle access, etc. Do you have suggestions for additional
considerations? Of all of these, which would you say are of greatest importance and should be
given primary ernphasis in the design of the right-of-way?

1. Sidewalk Width/Pedestrian 4. Location of Dedicated Transit 7. Parking & Loading Lanes
Connections Lanes (middle of road or side of
road)

2. Bike Lanes

3. Urban Deslgn & Landscape 6. Number of Traffic Lanes &
Features Turning Lanes
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A. Do you have suggestions for additional r /ght-of—way conslderations?
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B. Of the design conslderations, which would you say are of greatest relative
Importance?




C. Do you have any other general comments about design considerations?
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QUESTION 4:

Although the preferred solution to the ‘transit firs!’ approach for Cherry Street is to run streetcars
in a dedicated right-of-way (this would separate the streetcars from all other traffic), the option of
streetears running in mixed traffic s also being carried forward for further consideration. What
are your views on the various options presented this evening in support of the transit-first
objective?

1. Dedlcated Translt Lanes 3. Separate Turn Lanes in Mixed Traffic

2. Transit Mall 4, Transit Slgnal Priority In Mixad Traffic
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4. Transit Signal Priority in Mixed Traffic:
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COMMENT FORM

Please Print

Name:

Emall:

Address:

Thank you for your participation. Comments and information regarding this study are being collected solely for the purpose of
canducting the environmental assessment. With the exception of personal information, ail comments will becoma part of the
public recom.

Please return your workbook at the end Andrea Kelemen

) Communications and Marketing Department
of tonlght S workshop Totonto Waterdront Revitalizaton Corporation

20 Bay Street, Suile 1310

; ; Toronto, Ontasio M5J 2N8
You may alsoc email, mail, or fax your Tel: (416) 214-1344 ext, 248

comments by Wednesday, April 4, 2007 {o: Fax: (416) 2144591
E-mall: fransit @ lowatedrom.ca
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QUESTION 2:

What are your views cn streetcars being recommended as the preferred technology for
providing transit service to the West Don Lands? (Please identify perceived strengins,
weaknesses, and questions)
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Question 2
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QUESTION 3:

There are various things to consider when designing the right-of-way along Cherry Strest to
provide for streetcar service — these include 1) sidewalks and pedesirian connections, 2) bike
lanes, 3) streetscaping, 4) transit lanes, 5) transit stops, 6) traffic lanes / turning lanes, 7)
parking / Loading, 8) emergency vehicle access, etc. Do you have suggestions for additional
considerations? Of all of these, which would you say are of greatest importance and should be
given primary emphasis in the design of the right-of-way?

1. Sldewalk Width/Pedestrian 4. Location of Dedicated Transit 7. Parking & Loading Lanes
Connections Lanes {(middle of road or side of
road)

s . -8

3. Urban Design & Landscape 6. Number of Traffic Lanes &
Turning Lanes
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A. Do you have suggestions for additionai right-of-way conslderations?

QM'AM (,omjé—hﬁ Mid‘ oo

an/ut.

J

B. Of the design considerations, which would you say are of greatest relative
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C. Do you have any other general comments about design considerations?




Comments:




QUESTION 4:

Although the preferred solution 10 the ‘transit first’ approach for Cherry Street is to run streeicars
in a dedicated right-of-way (this would separate the streetcars from all other traffic), the option of
streelcars running in mixed raffic is also being carried forward for further consideration. What
are your views on the various options presented this evening in support of the transit-first
objective?

1. Dedicated Transit Lanes 3. Separata Turn Lanes in Mixed Tratfic
e W . . - Separate {urn lanes
- Dedicated Transif Lanes

4. Transit Signal Priority in Mixed Trafﬂc
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COMMENT FORM

Please Print

Name:

Emall: -

Address:

Thank you for your parikcipation. Comments and information regarding this siudy are being collected solaly for the purpose of
conducling the environmental assessment. With the exception of personal Information, all comments will become part of the
public recocd,

Please return your workbook at the end Andrea Kﬁem;nmm ine Dot
Communications a eling Deparment

of tonight’s WOkahOp Toronte Walerfront Revitafization Corporation
20 Bay Streat, .Suite 1310

You may also email, mail, or fax your T e Ao o 248

comments by Wednesday, Aprit 4, 2007 to: Fax: (416) 214-4591
E-mail: yransit €towaterdiontea
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“Andrea Kelemen® To <Mark_Nykoluk@URSCorp.com>
<akalamen@@iowaterfrant.ca>
cC "Wang, Hank™ <HWang@mrc.ca>

11/04/2007 G1:53 PM bee
Subject FW: Comments of West Don Lands transit EA

History: 2 This message has been forwarded,

Mark and Hank:

Please find attached sign in sheets from both public workshops. Below is the only comment that
1 reccived on WDL. The ad was in the Toronto Star on March 7 {please sce attached).

Thanks,
Andrea

Sent: Friday, April 6, 2007 9:33 AM

To! Transit

Subject: Comments of West Don Ltands transit £A
Good moming:

| attach my comments on the Questions and Comments on the West Don Lands
Transit EA. Unfortunately it is not possible to complete the question pdf form online so |
hope this e-mail is OK.

QUESTION 1. Selection of Cherry Street as preferred corridor:
Strengths:

1. it is clearly a good centrai location and wiii serve residents on both sides of Cherry
Street from King to the Lake.

Weakness:

1. Ithink it very unforfunate that the continuation of the Parliament Street streetcar line
from King to Lakeshore has been eliminated. There is about to be a 'population
explosion” in the Distillery District and in Regents Park and it seems very short-sighted
not to build this short stretch of line NOW. Having it built will allow riders to go north.
Having both Cherry and Parliament connecting to the proposed Queen's Quay LRT will
allow greater operational flexibility.

2. The planned line does not seem to offer convenient transit to the NORTH. | suggest
that any line up Cherry needs to go to BOTH the Yonge subway at King AND the
Danforth subway at Broadview. SEE ALSO QUESTION/COMMENT ABOUT
EAST-WEST TRAFFIC BELOW.



Question 2. Streetcars are recommended as preferred technology.
Strengths:

1. Environmentally friendly, lower operating costs, connects to existing network,
streetcars attract riders.

Weaknesses:
1. Somewhat inflexible.
Question

1. | assume that the link at King Street will allow for streetcars to turn in BOTH
directions East AND West.

2. As the line wil! eventually go through the railway bridge on Cherry to link with the
proposed LRT on Queen's Quay/Portlands | wander why you intend to install a loop
North of the railway berm now. Why not bring line through the bridge right now and
add, temporary?, loop south of the rallway berm untit the Queen’s Quay East line is
built.

3. Once there is a LRT on Queens Quay | suspect it will be faster for many residents to
walk to catich it if they are going to the Yonge Subway - it can be in its own right of way
for almost all the route. | see the Cherry/Parliament {raffic being far more useful for
Narth-South traffic.

Question 3 and 4: Right of way

QUESTIONS: [ the line is to go from King to Lakeshore if will be about 900 metres
long. Though | realise having streetcars in their own right-of-way is better [ doubt that
speeding things up for this 900 metres will make much difference to customers since
once the streetcar reaches King Street it will be in mixed traffic. You should not make
Cherry too wide just to accommodate a separate ROW.

it will be important not to have Cherry Street so wide that pedestrians are 'scared’ to
cross it. Of course thaere needs to be cycle lanes but do these need to be actually ON
Cherry. Could they be one block east?? Hopefully these cycle routes will not mixed
with cars as cycle lanes in traffic are not too good!

In theory | like the idea of a transit mall on Cherry Street used only by streetcars, cycles
and pedestrians. | hope you will look very sericusly at this idea and ook closely at how
this could be arranged without causing TOO many problems for car and truck traffic. (If
Toronto is REALLY a "Transit City" then transit should surely get priority!)

Good luck!
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Sign in Sheet - WDL Transd EA public warkshop - March 21 2007.PDF  Toronto Star proo! - Combined Meeting Notice.pd!
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Phase Two: Design Alternatives

Public Drop In Centre
July 2007




=G~ NiToronto

WATERFRONToronto

TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit
Environmental Assessments
— West Don Lands

Summary Report on
EA PUBLIC
DROP-IN-CENTRE

August 16, 2607

O:M-33015532 TTC EA East Waterfront\Documentsi03-Public Consuliatien\Drop In Centre\WDL, EA Public Drop In Centre
Summary - With Appendix.doc



TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessment Summary of EA Public Drop In Centre
West Don Lands 211212008
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TTC-TWRC Walerfront Transit Environmental Assessment Summary of EA Public Drop In Centre
West Don Lands 2/12/2008

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The West Don Lands Transit Class EA Public Drop [n Centre was held on Thursday, July 26,
2007. The Drop-in centre was held between 4:00 to 8:00 p.m. The meeting was held in the
Waterfront Toronto, 20 Bay Street, Suite 1310, in the City of Toronto.

The purpose of the meeting was the following:
= Introduce the Study to the Public;
* Present the short list of alternative, and,;
= Obtain public comments.
A copy of the display material has been provided in Attachment “B".

Representatives from TTC and Consulting team were on hand to respond to questions.

The following members of the Project Team were in attendance:

City of Toronto John Kelly, Manager of Infrastructure Planning
Nigel Tahair, Infrastructure Planning

Toronto Transit Bill Dawson
Commission (TTC)

Consulting Team. Mark Nykoluk, URS Canada inc.
Scott Thorburn, URS Canada Inc.
Matt Slazyk, URS Canada Inc.
Shima Rezazadeh, URS Canada Inc.
Brent Raymond, dTAH
Roger du Toit, dTAH
Alun Lloyd, BA Group

Toronto Waterfront Pina Mallozzi
Antonio Medeiros
Pino Dimascio

2.0 ATTENDANCE AND COMMENTS

Upon arriving, people were asked to sign the meeting register. Forty (40) people signed in.
Eighteen (18) comment sheets were filled out and have been received as of August 09, 2007.

These Comment Sheets have been provided in Attachment "C".
The following is a summary of the comments:

e 6 outof 18 comments received from attendees preferred Option 8 (Dedicated Transit on
Both Side), 4 preferred Option 5 (Dedicated Transit in Middle) and 3 out of 18 preferred
Option 3 (Dedicated Transit on East Side),

URS Canada Inc. -3-



TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessment Summary of EA Public Drop In Centre
West Don Lands 2/12/2008

* 9outof 18 comments received were concerned about the safety of cyclists in both
Option 3 and 8 regarding crossing tracks {o be able to get to the bike lanes, Crossover of
traffic into the bike lanes and the right and left turn restrictions for cyclists.

« Should consider impacts to Heritage Buildings; and
» Include on Street Parking to avoid illegal Drop off/Pick ups;

URS Canada inc. -4
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Toronto Transit
Commission

[P

WATERFRGMToronto

West Don Lands Public Drop-in Centre - July 26, 2007

Warterfront Toronte and the Tarento Transit Commission {TTC) would like to invite you to attend a
drop-in centre with displays on the short-list of alternatives for the design of Cherry Street in the West
Don Lands. The event will take place on:

Thursday, july 26, 2007
4:00 pm to 8:00 pm
Waterfront Toronto
20 Bay Street, Suite 1310

We would fike to hear your views and preferences for the design for Cherry Street through the West
Don Lands area.

The TTC and Waterfront Teronto are undertaking an Environmental Assessment (EA) study of the
transit services required to support develepment of the West Don Lands. A number of public
workshops have been held over the past 18 months. Based on this input and a technical assessment of a
wide range of options, the project team has developed a short-list of three options all of which involve
the construction of streetear tracks on Cherry Street between King Streer and Lake Shore Boulevard
ultimately to connect with new streetcar lines on Queens Quay East and into the Port Lands area. A
complete description of the project and the assessments undertaken to date can be found on the
project web site listed below.

A final public information centre will be held in the fall to present the recommended aliernative before
it 1s submitted for approval by City Councif and the Ministry of the Enviranment. If you wish to receive
information, become invelved in the study, or have additional questions about the study, please see cur
web site at www. waterfrontorontg.ca and go to “Current Projects”. You can also contact either of the
following:

Bill Dawsan

Project Manager

TTC/TWRC Transit EA Projects
Toronto Transit Commission
ransit@waterfrontoron1o.ca
416-393-44%90

Andrea Kelemen

Communications and Marketing Depariment
Wateriront Teronto
transit@waserfrontorento.ca

416-214-1344

We fook forward to sceing you on July 269!
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12 Mixed Traftic (with FTransit Priority)
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Screening Criteria #3 — Righr of Way
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Tell Us What You Think

Please sign in so we can keep you
updated on this project

Mease provide your comments on the
thiree short-listed aliernatives
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Next Steps

« Finalize Alternative Design
Analysis

» Sclect Preferred Design

* Present Technical
Recommendation at PIC #2 1n
September 2007
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Questions Related to the Short-Listed
Design Alternatives
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QUESTION 1:

Whalt are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 3: Dedicated Transit East Side? (Please
identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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QUESTION 2:

2 lanes?

Whal are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 5: Dedicated Transit in Median ~

(Piease identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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QUESTION 2
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Question 3:

What are your views on "the Short Listed Alternative 8: Dedicated Transit Qutside Lane
(Dedicated Throughout)? (Please identify perceived sirengths, weakness and provide

comments).
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Thank you for your participation. Commments and information regarding this study are being coltected solely for the purpose of
conducting the environmental assessment. With the exception of personal information, all comments vall become part of the

public record.

Please return your workbook at the Andrea Kelemif; Varkotna b 1
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end of tonight’s workshop Waterront Toromo

20 Bay Street, Suite 1310
. . Toronto, Ontaric MSJ 2N8
You may also email, mail, or fax your Tel; (46} 2141244 ext. 248
comments by Wednesday, August 9, 2007 to:  Fax: (416} 214-4591
E-mail: transit&waterfrontioronto.ca
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Questions Related to the Short-Listed
Design Alternatives



QUESTION 1:

What are your views on 'the Short Listed Alternative 3: Dedicated Transit East Side? {Please
identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide commenis).
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QUESTION 2

Whal are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 5: Dedicated Transit in Median — 2 lanes?

{Piease identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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QUESTION 2
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Question 3:

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternalive 8: Dedicated Transit Ouiside Lane
{Dedicated Throughout)? {Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide

comments).
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COMMENT FORM

Please Print
Name:
Emali:
Address:
Thank you for your [ e being collected solely for the purpose of
conducting the envir mation, ali comments will become pad of the
public record.
Please return your workbook at the Andrea Kelemen
. ' Communicallons and Marketing Department
end of tonight’s workshop Walerdront Toronto

20 Bay Sireet, Suite 1310
You may also email, mail, or fax your E,’:"{‘;;’é?z"fif’fyﬁiifgfa
comments by Wednesday, August 9, 2007 10:  Fax: (416) 214-4591

E-mail: transit@waterdronitoronto.ca
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Questions Related to the Short-Listed
Design Alternatives
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QUESTION 1:

What are your views on
identify perceived streng

‘the Short Listed Alternative
ths, weakness and provide

3: Dedicated Transit East Side? (Please
commentis).
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QUESTION 2:

What are your views on 'the Short Listed Alternative 5: Dedicated Transit in Median — 2 lanes?
(Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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Question 3:

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 8: Dedicated Transit Quiside Lane
(Dedicated Throughout)? (Please identify perceived sirengths, weakness and provide
comments).
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Thank you t 5 sludy are being collected solely for the purpose of
conducting the environmenlal assessment. With the exception of personal informatlon, ali comments will become part of the
pubic record.

Please return your workbook at the é?drea,Kélemer; Marketine
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20 Bay Street, Suite 1310
; : Tarento, Onlaric M5J 2N8
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comments by Wednesday, August 9, 200710.  fax (416} 214-4591
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Questions Related to the Short-Listed
Design Alternatives



QUESTION 1:

What are your views on 'the Short Listed Alternative 3: Dedicated Transit East Side? {Please
identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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2 lanes?

-

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 5: Dedicated Transit in Median

(Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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Question 3:

What are your views on ‘'the Short Listed Alternative 8: Dedicated Transit Cutside Lane

{Dedicated Throughout}? (Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide
cemments).
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COMMENT FORM

Please Print

Name:

Emaik

Address:

Thank you fer your participation. Commenis and information regasding this study are bemg collected solely for the purpose of
conducting the environmenial assessment. With the exceptlon of personal information, all comments will become par of the
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Questions Related to the Short-Listed
Design Alternatives



QUESTION 1:

What are your views on 'the Short Listed Alternative 3: Dedicated Transit East Side? (Please

identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).

. ::1\ r-; L _n“u:% 1.:"5 ~\L ‘_5-;5;;
i "ﬁ“'ﬁa""} o Tt
i
Cross-Section at Cherry/Eastern Intersection
i (1 HERITAGE
It Ji BUILDING
dn ) bl
u i .
al UJ : FRONT ST. E.
11 N B
111
W = T
i E — —
Rl
Wik -
w‘l] T
il HERITAGE
i RUILDING
i (CANARY
i RESTAURANT)
IR .
it i L

Cross-Section at Cherry/Mill Intersection




Question 1

Strengths: - O = K ; P g Ceo
engths ‘Qmﬂagz ’h:ﬁ,q_LFCu 2

Weaknesses: . =3 3 Ye @(GW m}_a Mﬁm
e
right tur over 2 4ols ol tracks con ke daﬂm
Capre /Wm) o _den) or m\@&ﬂL dvetean Oﬁ@—/m
L cl Ao ){T v anOCZm) L ey

Dolerinl_obgl wolionfom MMW/

Comments: ( Qﬂ M

n,m)rt\er)

5




QUESTION 2

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 5: Dedicated Transit in Median - 2 lanes?

{Please identily perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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Question 3:

Whal are your views on ihe Short Listed Alternative 8: Dedicated Transit Cutside Lane
{Dedicated Throughout)? (Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide

comments).
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QUESTION 1:

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 3: Dedicated Transit East Side? (Please
identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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QUESTION 2:

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 5: Dedicated Transit in Median — 2 lanes?
(Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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Question 3:

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 8: Dedicated Transit Qutside Lane
(Dedicated Throughout)? (Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide

comments).
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QUESTION 1:

What are your views on 'the Short Listed Alternative 3: Dedicated Transit East Side? (Please

identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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QUESTION 2:

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Aliernative 5: Dedicated Transit in Median — 2 lanes?

(Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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Question 3:

What are your views on ‘the Shor Listed Alternative 8: Dedicated Transit Quiside 1.ane

(Dedicated Throughout)? (Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide
commenis).
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QUESTION 1:

What are your views on 'the Short Listed Alternative 3: Dedicaled Transit East Side? (Please
identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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QUESTION 2:

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 5: Dedicated Transit in Median - 2 lanes?

(Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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Question 3:

What are your views on ‘the Shor Listed Allernative 8: Dedicated Transit Qutside Lane
(Dedicated Throughout)? (Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide
comments).
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QUESTION 1:

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Aliernative 3: Dedicated Transit East Side? (Piease
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QUESTION 2

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 5: Dedicated Transit in Median - 2 lanes?

(Please idenlify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments
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Question 3:

What are your views on ‘the Short Lisied Alternative 8: Dedicated Transit Qutside Lane
{Dedicated Throughout)? (Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide

comments).
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QUESTION 1:

What are your views on 'the Short Listed Alternative 3: Dedicated Transit East Side? (Please
identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).

! T HERITAGE
| BUILDING

i

1

i

i

!

i R
1

I e ——

il - i e
; D HERITAGE

; BUILDING

E - {CANARY

;’ l RESTAURANT)

'! .

Y {

LT T TN

o baa- -
pm oo

Cross-Section at Cherry/Mill Intersection

.
ST

{
ot

|
.
;
S

i



_Strengths: /t,g,d;,

[T

;T

Question 1

DAk . Copae S 5
4 ‘5 7 / f 1’// - / r}7/] ¢ raadl
TS i C e T
..... e C CRI ™
I.
L
~ /&/;’
o
(3 _ / .
Weaknesses: /..., c{"ﬂr s b/, '>/* / ( CB )
‘j}‘/" S Tam vy sa € '-/i'a = / //’/,/ ~ - //// 0,/-‘(/\ _) w-./_S :
. B p ;/?. 7// ';', . g AR
—_— / ! 7 -~ gy o P S S S S-S <, 11, o ‘-/ o j"”(_’ PN 1 RO

‘“/ s of/_‘

J L. :/ f/r"'{ o

- a4 L
fae e o 7T 4 e i 4 i / / /;,, A8 e S /
/{3 o (7 0w "‘(L* L F S AP /Cl_ - .7
A -
; - ¥ Z ,/ // . .
r s
Comments: /D S S o 2o sl b Se T e
/ R« Oy -':/'\/ s /} [~ B i
.,,- N a’ P :;/" P I 7 P V4 - K '4;?, J . /;i
Wi/ Bl G g L e (A i pedsTy
\ & Z Ea 7

(o

: WA . . )
y - L7 7
:/5 e /7::'/ o R ( ,/0 Do e 16’ L - S /f,/ e

%

R LR (7 S S RSN S S
O -

&1



QUESTION 2:

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Allernative 5: Dedicated Transit in Median ~ 2 lanes?
(Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).

HERITAGE
BUILDING

! FRONT ST. E.

T O

) =
1 -
] 5 HEBTAGE &

-

gUIEDING
(CANARY

[:jil:_mfFSTAURANT)
1

Plan view of Cherry/Front Intersection




Strengths:

QUESTION 2

- 1

e

. T R i 4
Weaknesses: . wh el o / // o ttf%

7

/_/"LA_ T n

7

£

” e
'fr:!»-g /‘//xf;--"".r._.,

S T AT / R / T
}éf:{; g A A L /" ,/ e :x
& o d

. 7
L~ g

R T A S NSO B SO -

13

L4 -

85 g

Q.

Comments:




Question 3:

What are your views on ‘the Shorl Listed Alternative 8: Dedicated Transit Outside Lane

(Dedicated Throughout}? (Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide
comments).
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comments by Wednesday, August 8, 2007 to:
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wrnation, all comments will become part of the
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ceemnees - .. k0 MBS 2NB
Tel: (416) 214-1344 ext 248
Fax: {416) 214-4591
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Questions Related to the Short-Listed
Design Alternatives



QUESTION 1:

What are your views on 'the Short Listed Alternative 3: Dedicated Transit East Side? (Please
identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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QUESTION 2:

What are your views on the Short Listed Alternalive 6: Dedicated Transit in Median - 2 lanes?
{Please identity perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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Question 3:

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Allernative 8: Dedicated Transit Qutside Lane
{Dedicaled Throughout)? (Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide

comments).
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Andrea Kelemen

Commurications and Marketing Department
Waterfront Toronto

20 Bay Streel, Suite 1310

Toronto, Ontario  M5J 2N8

Tel: (416) 214-1344 ext. 248

Fax: (416) 2144591

£-mail: transit @ waterfronttoronto.ca
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Questions Related to the Short-Listed
Design Alternatives



QUESTION 1:

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 3: Dedicated Transit East Side? {Pleass

identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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Question 1
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Comments:




QUESTION 2:

What are your views on 'the Short Listed Allernative 5: Dedicated Transit in Median ~ 2 lanes?
(Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments),
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QUESTION 2
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Question 3:

What are your views on 'the Short Listed Alternative 8: Dedicated Transit Qutside Lane
(Dedicated Throughout)? (Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide

comments).
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Questions Related to the Short-Listed
Design Alternatives



QUESTION 1:

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 3: Dedicated Transit East Side? (Please
identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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QUESTION 2

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 5: Dedicated Transit in Median — 2 lanes?

{Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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QUESTION 2
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Question 3:

What are your views on ‘the Short Listed Alternative 8: Dedicated Transit Ouiside Lane
(Dedicated Throughout}? (Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide

comments).
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Questions Related to the Short-Listed
Design Alternatives



QUESTION 1:

What are your views on ‘the Shon Listed Alternative 3: Dedicated Transit East Side? (Please
identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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QUESTION 2:

What are your views on 'the Short Listed Alternative 5: Dedicated Transit in Median — 2 lanes?
{Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide comments).
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Question 3;

What are your views on 'the Shori Listed Alternative 8: Dedicated Transit Qulside Lane
(Dedicated Throughout)? (Please identify perceived strengths, weakness and provide

commenis).
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————— Original Message-----

From: Michael Gregyg [mailto:michael.greggfutorontc.cal
Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2007 5:30 AM

To: Transit

Cec: laisek@towaterfront.ca; Andrea Kelemen; John Campbell
Subject: Archaeological rescurces & TTC walerfront corridor

Dear Mr. Dawson

Please include the preservation and commemoration of archasological
remains inte the next stage of the planning and design process For the
proposed TTC waterfront corridor . T T T T

I believe Toronto’s waterfront will only truly come alive if there is
some sense thab 1t is saturated with the past. Here are a few idecas on
how the traces of Toronto's proud maritime, rail, commercial,industrial,
and First Nations heritage could bé incorporated inve the fabric of bath
public and private redevelopment

projects:

Demarcation of the former Lake Ontario shoreline (such as in the colored
cobbles of the Quebec City waterfront); Conl
(o

Haming of transit stops based on the former activiries at nearby
locations;
! Lo

Public art projects at transit stops and public parks that incorporate
recovered archaeoclogical materials celebrating these aclivities . These
materials could include rail lines, cobbled surfaces,buried wharfis,
ship's hulls, and industrial machinery. (;10\

The last idea would probably be the most difficult to cxecute .
However, from what we know of the state of preservation of the Queen’s
Wharf at the foot of Bathurst Street, many archaeoclogical significant
resources may remain intact and are worthy of consideration in the
planning and design process.

Besl regards,

Michael Gregg

P.A.S.T. Coalition
Preserve Archaeological Sites of Toronto

PhD Candidate
Department of Anthropology, University of Toronto



Instructor
Intreoduction to Archaeology, 01d World Prehistory Department of
Anthropology, Trent University

Lab:416.971.1371, Res:416.485,0205
Email: michael .gregg@utoronto.ca
Website: http://individual .utoronto.casvirilibri 1/
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Fram: Martin ter Woort [mailto:mterwoert@rogers.com]

Sent: Friday, July 27, 2007 11:27 PM

To: Transit

Cc: rdt@dtah.com

Subject: west don lands - july 26 drop-in comments

I did not have time to fill out your comment form but like now to make the following comments.

1. Context. None was provided. It would have been very useful to provide an exhibit shawing in general
lines the vision/concept for the transit/ransportation systems for ALL the areas under study. Instead we
are presented with a micro-sectjon, without showing how this section fits into the overall transportation

conceptual syslem plans for the area from Spadina to the Portlands and points north. Lack of workshop
conlext receives an F. If an integrated transit system exhibil exists, | would appreciale receiving a copy.

Thank you. ‘ )

2. Cherry Street Streetears. The Sumach/Cherry street streetcar will presumably end up ina Y
interchange, with one leg going to the Portlands, and one leg westwards along Queens Quay, then lo

Union Station. Just guessing (see 1). Z Cio3
[l attended the east bay area transportation workshop, where a streatcar fine to at least Parliament St was
proposed/favoured. However the section Parliament to Cherry was still an emply sheet It would be nice to

have some conceptual ideas how this section, that now seems to be falling belween the EA cracks, will be
incorporated.]

The Cherry Street corridor makes sense. it can provide for an almost loop from downtown along King,
south on Cherry, east on Queens Quay, and north on Bay to Union Station As well, it allows to divert
some King Cars coming frorm the east southwards, but eventually ending up at Union. Do the future
ridership numbers support these alternatives ?

The very light 135 degree turn coming from eastwards on King , then tuminrg onta Sumach/Cherry, would
have to be receive design atiention.

How is the streetcar line getting across the railway lands, over or under ? Either way this could be a very
expensive and technically challenging issue. It was not adequately adressed at the drop-in exhibits.

3. Alternative 8. The idea of effectively banning on street parking by placing the streetcar lines
directlyalongside the east and west sidewalks is innovative and as such deserves continued close
attention. There is an opportunity here 1o bréak new ground. As a Cherry Street experiment, and perhaps
along the East Bayfront as well {why not ?) this allernative should be taken into the next phase of the FA.~* Cm!,t
This will then force the issue of finding alternative solutions for delivery vehicles including taxies that would
y make use of street-side parking. The key feature of this alternative is the safest and most

C norm ifest anc
oS “'c%r;.fgtient 1romjt3g_pedes!ria_n/slreetcar-passgn_gc:rr point of view, including the less mobile. Car traffic can

& 1045



continue without having to wait behind stopped streetcars. -» C 2

With best wishes,

Martin ter Woort

13 Channel Ave
Toronto M5J 1Y8

416 2030811
mierwoot @ rogers.com




TIC - TWRC West Don Lands
Waterfront Transit Environmental Assesments

Alternative 3: Dedicaled Transit £ast Side

Strengths
This is an improvement on Alternative 5: Question # 2. It makes sense (o put ransit close to the pedesirian zone where it
is safe and convenient to access it. Transit should be accessible to people of all ages and abilities.

:Localing transit at the sidewalk provides a buller for people on the east sidewalk from traftic. There is an opportunity to
"provide genercus amenities for people wailing for the streelcar.

Weaknesses

Unfortunately, the beneiits are only for those travetling north and the people using the casl sidewalk. U's a shame nol lo
provide the same benefits 1o the West-side sidewalk and those wailing 1o fravel sowih, The transil 'safely’ platforms (on
1he west side for soulh-bound strectcars) are hostile and uniriendly environments, espociatly for vulnerable geople.

Toronto Pedestrian Commiftee
arto . ON . MSA 414
_9@sympatico.ca




TTC - TWRG West Don Lands
Waterfront Transit Environmental Assesments

Alternative 5: Dedicalted Transit in Median - 2 Lanes

Strengths
None.
Weaknesses

This is a great opportunity to improve the environment for all users. Unfartunately, the current plan to put transit in the
median using TTC 'safely’ islands is in conflict with this goat.

TTC traffic islands are more about speeding traffic up than they are aboul pedestrian convenience or safely. The whole
point of them is to ensure thal traflic doesn’'t have to stop when a sireetcar stops. That means whether you're lrying to get
to the island, waiting on the island while traffic speeds past on either side or trying to get back to the sidewalk the
pedeslrian is put al great risk and hugely inconvenienced.

The problem with the TTC traffic islands is...

Those arriving and deparling a TTC tralficisland are presented with a dangerous and functionally inefficient traffic
median oui of step with pedestrian safety and TTC baflic efficiencies. The slands eslablish a strange exleriorfisolated
zone within the total space of the street and amplify differenlials rather than establish friendly and sate pedestrian
thresholds.

Getting to the traffic island:

Crossing from the sidewalk to the island, whether iU's a signalized intersection or not, you must take your chances
wilh traffic to get there and then wait either for the arrival of the streelcar, or for an ‘interval’ in lraffic in which you can
salely cross over to the island. Anyone with a disability of any kind is pul a2l great risk in irying lo access the island. but
none mare 50 than a blind person. How is a blind individual supposed to navigate their way from sidewalk lo island?

The problem is that the tralfic island is separaled by lanes of fast-moving traffic, that is either trying to beat the light or get
past the streetcar. Entry is allowed at the head and taif of the island but prohibiled along ils flanking side.

Waiting at the traffic island:
People have lo organize themselves along a thin and crowded tralfic zone.

The widlh of the median allows for no lolerances or mistakes on the part of the pedestnan. There is essentially no
proteclion in case of a collision.

Getting on or off of the streetcar:
The boarding and deboarding of the sireel car at both the front and back doors allows little discretion or space for
those getting off to 'stand’ and wait (simultaneously as the streetcar stops, car traffic is still propeliing along).

Mothers with baby straflers and children disrupt the flow as do peopte with a fot of shopping or with walking devices. The
car traffic is not required to stop white the streelcar is loading, due to the presence of the median. These leaving the
streetcar are left on the island and have (o delermine a safe moment to cross between merging traffic. This takes longer
where thete is no crossing signat.

We need to increase access and safety for all ages and abilities,

oronto Pedestrian Commitiee
o . ON . MSA 4R4
I@sympatico.ca




TTC - TWRG West Don Lands
Waterfront Transit Environmental Assesments

Alternative 8: Dedicated Transit OQuiside Lane (Dedicated throughout)

Strengths

This scheme does the mast to ensure sale cenvenient independent mobility for people of difierent ages and abilities. If
you're a blind or frail person, or a parent traveliing with children, it is much safer and comferiable to access transit from the
sidewaik (like Portiand, Oregon and Freiberg, Germany have done with their transit system, to mention just two
examples).

As well, this is the most efficient use of public space, for when the sidewalk isn't being used as a ‘waiting platform’, it's still
accessiblc for other users of the sidewalk in a way a platiorm out in the middie of the streel will never be.

This scheime provides a nice bufier for both sidewalks from traftic. In Geneva the trams run along the sidewalk, meaning
you don't get splashed by cars when il rains. Very civilised.

II's at the sidewalk where we can take advantage of the gencrous space potentially avaitable there tor all the amenities
necessary for people of the downtown who alsc use transit; a place lo park your bike, your packages {and whatever you
carry them in), a place for you to rest (under a ree, hopelully), for your children o run around whilp you wait for the next
streetcar.

We have 10 look to serving cur future needs. The TTC is proposing buying low-faor streetears - having nwvited the public
to a viewing just fast month - as a further step towards full accassihility for people of all ages and abilities . In cities like
Poriland, Oregan, and Freiberg, Germany, people in wheelchairs already can access streelcars rigivt frain the platform at
the sidewalk.

Transit in the median has been done 1o death and its benefits negatory. Transit located an one side of the street has
already been proposed for Queen's Quay.

This is the perfect apportunity to lest a different approach with the potential ta bring such precious benelits, We're anly
talking about a shont distance, and it provides us an opportunity i learn something valuable from the experience.

Weaknesses
None.

e . Toronte Pedestrian Commiltee
foronto . ON . M5A 484
ks 9@ sympalico.ca




1VES

Alternat

Design

=}

5
fa]
1
[e]

APPENDIX A-3

Public Information Centre
October 2007

=4

Phase two




0l ToRaNTD

WATERFRONToronte

TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit
Environmental Assessments
— West Don Lands

Summary Report on
EA
Final Public Information Centre

December 13, 2007

0:1-33015532 TTC EA East Waterfront\Decumentsi06 ReportsiESR\West Don Lands-Class EA Report APPENDICES FOR
PRINTINGV\APPENDIX A\WDL EA PIC #3 Summary - With Appendix.doc



TTC-TWRC Waterfrant Transit Environmental Assessmeny Summary of EA Final Public Information Centre
West Don Lands 12/2772007

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1.0 INTRODUCTION ittt e sssssssssesssssssonstssssstsssssassssnerssssssanssssnsssess ssssssnesssassinse D, 3
2.0 ATTENDANCE AND COMMENTS L.oorvorirmsrmrimimmsriosmssornsermsis st smermassssssssssssssssass s rasss 3
ATTACHMENTS

A — Notice of Meeting
B - Digplay Panels
C — Public Comments

URS Canada Inc. L2.



TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Asscssment Summary of EA Final Public Information Centre
West Don Lands 12/27/2007

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The West Don Lands Transit Class EA Final Public Information Centre was held on Thursday,
October 11, 2007. The Final Public drop in Centre was held between 4:00 to 8:00 p.m. The
meeting was held in the Enoch Turner Schoolhouse, 106 Trinity Street, in the City of Toronto.

The purpose of the meeting was the following:
= Introduce the Study process and findings to the Public;
»  Present the Recommended Alternative, and;
»  Obtain public comments.

A copy of the display material has been provided in Attachment “B".

Representatives from TTC and Consulting team were on hand to respond to questions.
The following members of the Project Team were in attendance:

City of Toronto John Kelly, Manager of Infrastructure Planning
Nigel Tahair, Infrastructure Planning

Toronto Transit Bill Dawson
Commission {TTC)

Consulting Team. Scott Thorburn, URS Canada Inc.
Shima Rezazadeh, URS Canada Inc.
Brent Raymond, dTAH
Roger du Toit, dTAH
Alun Lloyd, BA Group

Toronto Waterfront Pina Mallozzi
Antonio Medeiros
Pino Dimascio

2.0 ATTENDANCE AND COMMENTS

Upon arriving, people were asked to sign the meeting register. Fifty (50) people signed in.
Eighteen (18) comment sheets were filled out and have been received as of October 25, 2007.

These Comment Sheets have been provided in Attachment “C”.

URS Canada Inc, -3.



TTC-TWRC Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessment Summary of EA Final Public Information Centre
West Don Lands 12/27/2007

The following is @ summary of the comments:

+ All comments received from attendees agreed with the recommended design

+ 5outof 18 comments received were concerned about the safety of cyclists (Crossover
of traffic into the bike lanes) and also pedestrians safety on the east side

+» Some commented to plant Cherry trees on Cherry Street.
» Add seating benches for pedestrians

» Some were concerned about the high load of traffic on King and Parliament Street when
construction period starts

URS Canada Inc. -4-
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ATTACHMENT A
Notice of Meeting

URS Canada Inc. .5.
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TJoronto Transit
WATERFRONToronto Commission

Notice of Final Public Information Centre
TTC-TWRC Wateriront Transit
Environmental Assessment
West Don Lands (October 11, 2007)

The Toronto Transit Commission (TTC) and Waterfront Toronto invite the
public to attend the final public information centre for the TTC-TWRC
Waterfront Transit Environmental Assessment - West Don Lands. The pur-
pose of this study is to identity the required transit infrastructure to serve
future waterfront development in the West Don Lands area.

The first public workshop of the study was held on March 21, 2007 which
resulted in the selection of streetcar along Cherry Street between Lake
Shore Boulevard and King Street as the preferred option for providing tran-
sit service in the West Don Lands area. A drop-in ¢centre was held on July
26, 2007 where three short-list options for Cherry Street were presented to
the public. Subsequently, based on a technical assessment with input from
the community and staff from the City, the TTC, and Waterfront Toronto, a
recommended alternative for Cherry Street has been identified. As part of
the environmental assessment process, the final public information centre
is being held on October 11, 2007 to present the recommended alternative
before it is submitied for approval by City Council.

o

Date: Thursday, October 11, 2007
Location: Enoch Turner Schoolhouse

(106 Trinity Street, Toronto, Ontario)
Time: 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.

The meeting will be held as a drop-in centre where you can review display
material. Members of the Project Team will be present to answer questions
and respond {o comments.

The study is being undertaken to meet the requirements of the Ontario
Environmental Assessment Act. As a result of recently-approved amend-
ments to the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment process, the study
will be completed under the newly-approved process for transit projects.
For more information on this transition process please contact the study
Project Manager.

We encourage your participation at this final public information centre and
look forward to your attendance. If you wish to receive additional infor-
mation about the study, be included on the project mailing list, or provide
comments to the Project Team, please contact either of the following:

Bill Dawson Andrea Kelemen

Project Manager Communications & Marketing Department
TTC-TWRC Transit EA Projects  Waterfront Toronto

Toronto Transit Commission transit@waterfrontoronto.ca

transit@waterfrontoronto.ca 416-214-1344
416-393-4490

Please visit our Website at hitp://www.waterfrontoronto.ca under "Current Projects.”

S OO00E
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ATTACHMENT B
Display Panels

URS Canada Inc. ~6-
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- Summarize alternative designs that were
considered
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. Seek input on the preferred design
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45 allendees

Corridor Results:

“Cherry Street"was sclected
because it:

+ Is in Centre of the neighbourhood —
senves most people;

+ Has the Ability for fulure expansion,

» Minimizes potential conflicts with
Cullural Herilage Resources
(Parliament Building Site);

» |Is lhe mast cosl effeclive solution,

Technology Results:

“Streetcars” were selected
because they:

» Provide transil priority

» Are environmentally Iriendly;

« Mimimize operating costs,

« Connecl well with the existing
nelwork.

i TomanTO




The Project Team presented information on:

« The long tist of alternative designs considered, Transit Mall:

+ The screening process, and
+ The short lisl of alternatives te be evaluated in greater delail.

i 3 Chetry Slteats a iansd mall, ciosod to
traffic belween A4l Strect and Bastem
. Avenue

Public Feedback in July 2007:

» Consider safely of cyclists in designs,
+ Consider impacts to heritage building. and
« Include on street parking to aveid illegal drop olffpick ups.

Transit Mixed with Traffic
MISSED THE JULY 26TH, 2007 PUBLIC INFORMATION {with transit priority):
CENTRE?
Both ransil tracks are localed in
Information can be found on the project web site al he centre of atsur lane Chery
Street, and operate inmixed
teafliz. Cne general-purposa lane
far aft vehicles is provided m cach
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Of the eight alternatives considered, the three
that were carried forward include:

- Dedicated Transit East Side
- Dedicated Transit in Median-2 lane
- Dedicated Transit Outside Lane (Dedicated Through out)

All three alternatives were carried forward
because, they:

Meel important Official and Secondary Plan objectives,

Provide tigher order transit consistent wilh the long term
Iransit nebwork planned for the waterlranl,

Minimize impacls 1o the cultural and natural environmenl, and

|

Are roughly the same cost lo implement.
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As illustrated in the plan, a number of design
refinements are proposed to:

- Further reduce adverse effects
- Improve operationat flexibility

- Enhance the quality of public space

We would like your input on the design elements
being considered along the corridor, including:

- Fiexible roadway elements
- Expanded pedeslirian zone
- South end nelwork connections

- Naorth end design considerations

5
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A continuaus 12.8m roadway Provades Hexibilly and meets the funchional
needs for Cherry Strect Future Modifications can be made without having
10 reconstiuct the road
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ATTACHMENT C
Public Comments

URS Canada Inc. -7-



“Andrea Kelemen " To <8hima_Rezazadeh@URSCorp.com>
<AKelemen @waterfronloronto .ca>

12/04/2007 11:48 AM

cc
bce

Subject WDL Comments

Shima,

I'm sorry for the delay in getting these 10 you. Please find attached comments from the Oct PIC. Please
let me know if you have questions.

Thank you,
Andrea

sndrea hefenien | communivations+ marketing 3 FAN20 bay street] toronta ON m3j 2ok [ 1316 214 L3I W8

ahelemuend waterfrantoranlogs fwww o naterfrotoranioe

WATERFRONTurvntio
TN

DOCO3Z.POF
----- Message {rom ™. on £ri, 12 Cc1 2007 09:07:12 -0500 -----
To: <tdavids2 @toronto.ca>
ce: "Transit” <transit@waterfrontoronto.ca>
Subject: RE: REMINDER: Notice of Final Public Information Centre - Oct 11 Presentation

Dear Tom

As much as [ appreciate receiving this somewhat last
minute notice T want 1o let you know that T was not

the only one attending who was not appropriately
notified. Another business owner wha is south of King
and Sumach also expressed his disappointment to Mr.
Bill Dawson of TTC.

This project may involve King and Sumach but as [
pointed out o Mr. Dawson. .. when construction begins it
will atfect King Street businesses east of Parliament.

Because,
I know there will most likely be ‘Construction’ signs

posted on Partiament and King.

The Result OF This Means -



That raffic will re-direct at King and Parliament for
the duration of the construction peried.

Thus,
Qur husiness deliveries will be affected and clients
who come down may not bother driving past King and

Parliament.

What this area needs is:
1. The implementation of a vision plan for Historic
Corktown to be part of this process.

2. King Street businesses need to know where TTC
Construction Notices will be placed and what these
signs will say in order to mitigate business stow
down. Knowing this in advance will greatly help
affccied businesses plan appropriately their public

relations agnouscements.

3. Arca residents east of Parlimment and along King
Street will also need to be appropriately nformed
advance regarding this future construction as aur own
visitors [family members and friends] will appreciate

knowing what area street parking wiil be available.

|Note: that at the moment when the Distillery has an
evenl area visitors have mentiened that they have

found it difficult to find nearby parking.]

4. That the councilor appropriately addresses this and
any other issues with affected area stakeholders and

not just King / Sumach area.

Councilor McConnell is well aware that we already went
through three years of having King St stakeholders
[many who are also residents and businesses)
inconvenienced during the last TTC Streetcar Tracks
upgrades followed by the King / Queea, Riverside
Bridge upgrades.

King Street Business and Resident
416-368-6890



Building a website is a picce of cake. Yahoo! Small Business aives you all the als 1o get ontine,

htp:fsmallbusiness. yahoo.com/webhasting
----- Message from - ct 2007 17:01:08 -0500 -----

Ta: <lloyd@bagroup.com>
cc: "Transit" <transit@waterfrontoronto.ca>
Subject: TTC West Don Lands
Alun S, LLoyd P.Eng

Senior Associate

BA Group Transportation Consultants
&

Bill Dawson
Project Manager
TTC/YWRC TRansit EA Projects

Toronte Transit Commission

Re: TTC-YWRC Waterfront Transit Enviroamental Assessment
West Don Lands
Public Meeting - Enoch Tumner Schooikouse - 11 Oct. 2007

Y1 The writer attended the above mecting. as well as the

meeting at 20 Bay Street - 26 July, 2007

At the July meeting 1 suggested using the present Cherry St
as a one-way street southbound for aue and ransit tradfic.
The lirst adjacent sireet to the east would be for nerthbound traffic -

let us catlit: Cherry Blvd. East.

] also sugpested that all road intersection ransit stops be [ocated at
the far side of the intersection, far immediate "takeof™ after loading
but more importantly

for reasons ol improved public safety.

N.B. Twice in the last 2 weeks | have seen cars slide along

the side of a bus which was stopped for loading passengers

and proceed to turn right across the (ront of the bus whose

passengers were crossing legally to get on the bus.

I spoke with Mark Nykoluk of URS Consultants and with
Mr. Roger Du Toit Allsopp Hillier, akbough 1 did not identify mysell,



(Heh, 1 am just a citizen : -}

It is apparent that that idea did not fy.
1 still believe that the most impartant idea is o locae
trinsit steps at the FAR SIDE of the intersection,

At the Enoch Turner meeting on F1 October, | spoke with
Mr. Alan Lloyd in some detail and left him with crudely drawn schematics
of my new proposals.

My understanding is that Cherry St. now has 4 lunes -
two for moving traffic and two for parking and service vehictes.

PURPOSE OF INTERVENTION:
To maintain the original straight line configuration of Cherry St.

as il passes the historic buildings located there,

while secking to accommedate mevitable increase in all traffic
artsing from the planned West Don Lands and Port Lands residential development.
Caoncern from area residents about increased traffic is entirety justified but, |

think. totally unrealistic. The city grows.
PROPOSALS:

Cherry St. would become 2 lanes one-way southhourd for auo tralfic -
atlowing for delivery on the west side of Cherry Su

with the east side carrying northbound streetcars and buses

at the east-side curb. A cement barvier could restrict cars.

Passengers would step directly from the sidewalk onto transit.

Cherry Blvd East (as described above) would carry auto traffic northbound
in: the 2 east-side lanes allowing for delivery at the curb and

ease of right hand turns.

Streetcars and buses would travel southbound at the west side

of Cherry Blvd. East, again with passengers stepping directly

onie ransit vehicies.

REQUIRED:
Sone fancy G.P.S. st

Cherry Blvd. East would have to swing westerly at Eastern Ave.
1o cannect with the present Cherry St



The auto body repair shop at Cherry 1. and Eastern Ave.
would probably need to be relocated.

- or pensioned ot at a price :-)} This area is now more residential.

Connection o Cherry Blvd. East. across the present right of way

for transit turnaround, at the north exit from the rail twnnek.
NOT DISCUSSED at the “Enoch Tumer” meeting -~

Maintenance / Sanitation / Moving / Parking / Passenper access for
residential buildings * between Cherry St. and Cherry Blvd. East
— this access would be from Mill 81 and Front St

* Mid-rise buitdings would make a better visual transition from high-rise

on the west side of Cherry St. 1o low-rise to the east.

BENEFITS / COSTS

- Traffic would move faster but also more smoothly resulting

in Jess starting and stopping and less pollution.

We are 1alking about 3 blocks only - not from the Don R, to Etobicoke

as on Adetande Stoc )

- Safety increase for pedestrians with far-side transit stops
- Wider sidewalks and more greenery - the median platform

for passengers would noet be required.

Just i few thouphts, usetul or not.

I wish 1o thank Mr. Alun Lloyd of BA Group for listening
50 patiently to my rather off-beat ideas.

----- Message nutin wiwew. Jlave’ <corave@lotal.net> on Mon, 15 Ocl 2007 14:14:22 -0500 -----
To: "Andrea Kelemen” <AKelemen@waterfrontoronto.ca>
Subject: TTC-TWRC West Don Lands public meeting

Hello Andrea

] atiended this public meeting last Thursday but was unable to leave my
wrilten comments.,

I'm pleased to comment pow,

thanks

Charles Braive



Ql

Do you agree with the recommended design?

NO.

1 think the cast side only transit plan creates an inequity for everyone on
the west side. The cast side public realin will be much wider physically and
will benefin dispraporiionally from having this extra space 10 become the
sunmier side of the street. Let's face i, the west side of Cherry {which

runs north-south) is already the shady side of the street. Imagine the

street in February, twenty years from now, lined with §- 10 storey buildings
and realize how dreary and shady the west side would be. We know in Toronlo
that sunlight is at a premium for many months of the year, Favouring the
east side of Cherry with a big empty transit corridor is simply unfair. This
is also a public health issue; we should not be planning narth-south
corridors without taking into consideration the health benefits of sunlight.

The provision of a west side sidewalk of only 5 meters Jor less) will mean
that the west side will torever remain the shady side of the street. If the
ransit goes on the east side onky, all buildings built on the west side
should be severely Hmited in height. so as 10 deny the creation of a canyon

of shadows.,

1 this east side plan 2oes ahead the west side should be given sidewalks
double the widih of the east side so as o compensate for the shadows cast

from noon oawards by the sun in the west.

The transit should be in the median so as to ensure the properties on the
cast side aren't piven a permancnt infair advantage of unrestricted access
1o sunlight,

Transit on one side only is simply goefy, it should be i the median like

clsewhere in the city.

Q.2

Are there any refinements we should consider?

YIS,

You should be able to wm left and right at the Cherry and Front
intersection, Currently four way wns are possible here and that should he
matintained in the plan. Lepically, this will become the neighbourhoods main

comner. Every neighbourhoed has a signature corner that defines i, and



Cherry and Front is already that corner. | think it's shortsighted. silly
and passibly selfish that your plan doesn't allow for this essential city

building element.

These type of vehicle restrictions are better subted tor suburban
developments: you are building a street for all the people of Toronto. not
just a few Corktowners. [t makes no logical sense that this imporiant comer
{Front & Cherry) is being pianned in such 2 way that its basic vehicular
functionality is heing compromised by short sighted planning.

Making this corner (Front & Cherry) truly functional might require a slight
widening of the ROW at this point - no big deal really and a good investment
for the future of the city.

Q3

What are the key issues ...

The first issue should be public safety - ensuring a sufficient physical
separation between moving transit vehicles and the public o guaraniee

public safety.

The second priority should be disguising visually all the ugly overheud

cables required by streelcars.

Other Comments:

1 think you are missing a lot of potential for neighbourhood creation by not
maximizing the possibilities available at the Front and Cherry intersection.
This intersection is already the main hub of local streets and possesses
fine heritage buildings. B is visible as you travel east on Frant from

yuite a distance. Your plan treats i just like the other intersections on

the planned rawte. but it is different. Your plan would be better if it

accentuated and celebrated this fact.

There is abundant open space on the northwest and also some an the southwest
carner. This intersection is the spot where the designers should consider
creating a 'moment’. Some at this open space could become a small park
facing the intersection (think Danforth/Logan) with benches and public art.

It could be the heart of a new neighbourhood. a place to pick up a latie and

a meet your neighbours.

Likewise. the southwest corner should be opened up with the acquisition of
some available tand tor a complememtary public square. The combination of

these two public spaces would create a beautiful new open public cormer. The



cist side currently features severat fine heritage buildings that would

ereatly benetit from the open sight lines.

Toronto should seize these opporiunities as they oceur and your current plan
does nol envision anything for this street except for efficient transit when

it could become so much more,

----- Message from n Thu, 25 Oct 2007 13:02:15 -0500

To: "Andrea Kelemen” <AKelemen@waterfronioronto.ca>
ce: “Jamie Kirkpaurick” <ontariochapter@siemraclub.ca>
Subject: TTC-TWRC West Don Lands Transit EA Comments

Dear Ms Kelemen,

Please find anached the comments from Sierra Club -
Ontario Chapter, regarding the October 11 2007 Public
Information Centre presentation.

Shauld you have any questions, please do not hesitate
10 contact me at this email.

Repards.

Sicrra Club of Canada
Ontario Chapter
Transit Camnpaigner

Le tout nouvean Yahoo! Courriel. Consultez vos fils RSS depuis votre boite de réception,
=

hupsfus.rd. vahoo.com/evi=d0705/ bt mrd.mail. yahoo.comtry_beta? int=cf Chery Stieet LRT £4 Comments.doc
----- Message from "David 3. Crawford” <david.crawford@mcgil.ca> on Fri, 12 Oct 2007 18:056:59 -0500

Tou: "Andrea Kelemen" <AKelemen@waterfrontoronto.ca>



Subject: West Don Lands transit EA
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Andrea Kelemen

Communications and Marketing Department
Waterfront Toronto

20 Bay Street, Suite 1310 Toronto, Ontario M5J 2N§
Tel: (416) 214-1344 ext. 248

Fax: (416) 214-4591]

E-mail: akclemen@waterfrontoronto.ca

Re: Cherry Street LRT Environmental Assessment Comments on Final Public
Information Centre, Thursday October 11 2007.

Dear Waterfront Toronto Team,

Sierra Club Ontario Chapter supports the recommendations, and more importantly the
inclusive public process that resulted in a much improved transit and pedestrian
strectscape.

Positive Points

o The design integrates the transit zone into the pedestrian zone to visually expand the
street segment without automobiles.

s Near-side stops, which give more efficient passenger boarding and alighting than far-
side stops as on the Spadina LRT, under the current transit priority regime.

» Gives a 504 King short tum loop close te downtown, gquicker and less costly/more
efficient than routing short-tumed streetcars up to Queen Street,

o Excellent transit service to the burgeoning Distillery District, which is currently 400
m from frequent transit.
Detailed Design Censiderations and Suggestions

Sierra Club recommends careful consideration of the following suggestions, (o avoid the
negative public reaction and poor transit results experienced by the Spadina and St Clair
LRT designs:

o Side poles, for narrower streetcar lanes and to allow buses and emergency vehicles to
use the streetcar nght-of-way when necessary.



e Grow a resilient grass or plant on the streetear lanes , for a green, more pedestrian
friendly surface, as shown in some of the European LRT examples. This also serves
to reduce the urban heat 1sland cffect from extensive concrete.

» Well designed passenger stop shelters, as proposed for the St Clair LRT.

« Transit priority installed and activated, to reinforce the priority of transit in this new
neighbourhood from day one.

+ Were Toronto ever to implement transit priority the way most other cities in Europe
and North America have, the advantage of far side stops would allow TTC vehicles to
pass through traffic lights unimpeded, as the phase would be triggered as the vehicle
approaches the intersection. This can not happen when a streetcar 1s stopped to pick
up passengers. With the TTC's almost complete lack of authority to utilize transit
priority, it doesn't make any difference at the moment, but I think it will likely happen
in the future.

o The current proposal of allowing the TTC to use transit priority when vehicles are
significantly late, which assumcs that 100+ people on a streetcar should have priority
over 1.2 people in a car only in exceptional circumstances, is ludicrous. This must be
changed, and the ideal time to change this is right now, on this project.

In conclusion, Sierra Club believes that this EA public consultation process and resulting
design arc a positive change and must be used as the design basis for the rest of the
Waterfront LRT lines. This must be the approach taken for Transit City as well, and it 1s
gratifying and encouraging to see that the mistakes in the process and design of the St
Clair LRT have been improved upon.

Sincerely,

Sierra Club of Canada
Ontario Chapler
Transit Campaigner



Comment Form

1. Do E&]Lygree with our recommended design?
Yes

] No

State reasons:
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Comment Form

2. Our preferred design uses a flexible approach to the read for vehicles and cyclists. Are
there Winements to this approach that we should consider;
es

[] No

If yes, what are they?
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Comment Form

3. Our design integrates the transit zone into the pedestrian zone to visually expand the
street segment without automobiles. What de you think are the key issues with this
approach that the design team shouid consider when selecting treatments.
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Comment Form

Do you have any other comments:
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Please Print : 2

< _ )
Name:
Ermail: o - a

- L1
T N o - . oD
. L IS R 4

address: | L . , . Lo nEy

Thank you for your participation. Comments and intormation regarding this sludy are being cellected sofely for the puspase of
conducting the environmental assessment. With the exceptien of personal informatien, all comments will become parl of the
public record.

Andrea Kelemen
Please return your workbook at the end of Communications and Marketing Department

tonight's workshop Waterirent Toronta
20 Bay Street, Suite 1310 Toronto, Ontario M5J 2N8

. . Tel: (416) 214-1344 ext, 248
You may also email, mail, or fax your comments by Fax: (416) 214-4591

G
Thursday, October 257 to: E-mail; akelemen@waterfrontoronto.ca



Comment Form

1. Do you agree with our recommended design?
Yes
(3 No

State reasons:




Comment Form

2. Our preferred design uses a flexible approach to the road for vehicles and cyclists. Are
there any refinements to this approach that we should consider;

] Yes

X No

if yes, what are they?




Comment Form

3. Our design integrates the transit zone into the pedestrian zone lo visually expand the
street segment without automobiles. What do you think are the key issues with this
approach that the design team should consider when selecting treatments.
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Comment Form

Do you have any other comments:
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Please Print

Name:
-
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Thank you for your participation. Comments and information regarding this study are being collecied sofely for the purpose of
conducting the environmental assessmenl. With the exception of personal information, a’t comments will become part of the
public record.

Andrea Kelemen
Please return your workbook at the end of Communications and Marketing Cepartment

tonight's workshop Walerrant Toronto
20 Bay Street, Suite 1310 Toronto, Ontario M5J 2N8

) ) Tel: (416) 214-1344 exi. 248
You may also email, mail, or fax your comments by Fax: {418) 214-4591

bl .
Thursday, Cclober 257 to: E-mail: akelemen@waledrontoranto.ca




Comment Form

2. Our preferred design uses a flexible approach ta the road for vehicles and cyclists. Are
there any refinements to this approach that we should consider;

i Yes
O No

If yes, what are they?
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Comment Form

1. Do you agree with our recommended design?
@ Yes

(1 No

State reasons:
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Comment Form

3. Cur design integrates the transit zone into the pedestrian zone to visually expand the
street segment without automobiles. What do you think are the key issues with this
approach that the design team should consider when selecting treatments.
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Comment Form

Do you have any other comments:
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Please Print

Name: i
2

Emall: - o lo ity

Address:

Thank you for your paricipation. Comments and information regarding this study are being collected solely for the purpose of
conducting the enviranmental assessmenl. With the exception of personal infermation, all comments will become par of the

public record.

Andrea Kelemen

Communications and Markeling Department
Waterftont Toronto

20 Bay Street, Suite 1310 Toronto, Onlaric M5J 2N8
) . Teh (416) 214-1344 ext. 248

You may also email, r?‘all. or fax your comments by Fax: (416) 214-4591

Thursday, October 257 o: E-mail: akelemen@waterfrontoronto.ca

Please return your workbook at the end of
tonight's workshop




Comment Form

1. Do youy agree with our recommended design?
Yes

] No

State reasons:
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Comment Form

2. Our preferred design uses a flexible approach to the road for vehicles and cyclists. Are
there any refinements to this approach that we should consider;

] Yes o)

{1 No .
If yes, what are they?
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Comment Form

3. Our design integrates the transit zone into the pedestrian zone to visually expand the
street segment without automobiles. What do you think are the key issues with this
approach that the design team should consider when selecting treatments.
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Comment Form

Do you have any other comments:
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Please Print

Name:

Email:

Address: h ’ -

—

Thank you lor your participation. Comments and information regarding this study are being collected solely for the purpose of
conducting the environmental assessment. With the exception of personal information, all comments will bacome parl of the

public record.

Andrea Kelemen
Please return your warkbook at the end of Communications and Marketing Deparniment

tonight's workshop Waterfront Toronlo
20 Bay Street, Suite 1310 Torondo, Ontaric M5J 2N8

‘ ) Tel: (416) 214-1344 ext. 248
You may also email, mail, or fax your comments by Fax: {416) 214-4591

e
Thursday, Octaber 257 to: E-mail: akelemen@waterrentoranig.ca



Comment Form

1. Do you agree with our recommended design?
Yes

[] No

State reasons:
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Comment Form

2. Our preferred design uses a flexible approach to the road for vehicles and cyclists. Are
there any refinements to this approach that we should consider;

[0 Yes

[} No

If yes, what are they?




Comment Form

3. Our design integrates the transi zone into the pedestrian zone to visually expand the
street segment without automobiles. What do you think are the key issues with this
approach that the design team should consider when selecting treatments.




Comment Form

Do you have any other comments:

Please Print

Name:

Email: o - o

Address: ' BEEREC Thne -

Thank you for your parlicipation. Comments and informalion regarding this study are being coliecled solely for the purpose of
conducting the environmental assessment. With the exception of personal information, alt comments will become part of the

public record.

Andrea Kelemen
Communications and Marketing Depariment

Please return your workbook at the and of
Waterfront Toranto

tonight's worksho
s P 20 Bay Street, Suite 1310 Toronto, Ontario M5J 2N8
. . Tel: (416) 214-1344 ext. 248
You may alse email, mail, or fax your comments by Fax: (416) 214-4551

o
Thursday, Octeber 257 fo: E-mail; akelemen@waterfrontoronto.ca




Comment Form

1. Do you agree with our recommended design?

Yes
CJ No

State reasons:
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Comment Form

2. Our preferred design uses a flexible approach to the road for vehicles and cyclists. Are
there any refinements to this approach that we should consider;

Yes

No

?
If yes, what are they? P W[w
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Comment Form

3. Our design integrates the transit zone into the pedestrian zone to visually expand the
street segment without automobiles. What do you think are the key issues with this
approach that the design team should consider when selecting treatments.
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Comment Form

Do you have any other comments:

Piease Print

T~
Name:
[4
Email: ~ - . {
Address: o o “ - — W N

o .
Thank you for your parlicipation. Commenls and information regarding this siudy are being collected sclely for the purpose of
conducting Ihe envirenmental assessment. With the exception of personal informatlion, all comments will become part of the

public record.

Andrea Kelemen
Please return your workbook at the end of Communications and Marketing Depariment

tonight's warkshop Waterfront Toronle
20 Bay Street, Suite 1310 Toronto, Ontario M5J 2N8

. ) Tel: (416} 214-1344 ext, 248
You may also email, mail, or fax your comments by Fax: (416) 214-4591

o
Thursday, Octaber 257 to: E-mail: akelemen@watedrontoronto.ca




Comment Form

1. Do you,agree with our recommended design?
Yes
] No

State reasons:
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Comment Form

2. Our preferred design uses a flexible approach to the road for vehicles and cyclists. Are
there any refinements to this approach that we should consider;

1 Yes

[ 1 No

If yes, what are they?
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Comment Form

3. Our design integrates the transit zone into the pedestrian zone to visually expand the
street segment without automobiles. What do you think are the key issues with this
approach that the design team should consider when selecting treatments.
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Comment Form

Do you have any other comments:
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Name: Sz oy
7
Emall: e / /
Address: Z T / .
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, £ —_—
/
Thank you fof your participation. Comments and infermalion regarding this y are being collecled solely for the purpose of

conducting the environmental assessment. With the exception of pefsonal information, all comments will become part of the
public recerd.

Andrea Kelemen
Please return your workbook at the end of Communications and Marketing Department

tonight's workshop Waterfront Toronto
20 Bay Street, Suite 1310 Toronto, Ontario M5J 2N8

Tel: (418) 214-1344 ex1. 248
You may also email, mail, or fax your comments by Fax: (416) 214-4591

th
Thursday, October 257 to; E-maif; akelemen@watedfrentoronto.ca




Comment Form

1. Do you agree with our recommended design?
[} Yes
[} No

State reasons:
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Comment Form

2. Our preferred design uses a flexible approach to the road for vehictes and cyclists. Are

there any refinements to this approach that we should consider;

Yes
No

if yes, what are they?
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Comment Form

3. Our deslgn integrates the transit zone into the pedestrian zone to visually expand the
street segment without automobiles. What do you think are the key issues with this
approach that the design team should consider when selecting treatments.
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Comment Form

Do you have any other comments:
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Please Print
Name: b Y - ~ Ny
Emall: P ~ ”, b
5 .
T‘” S . . _«.}ﬂ.— -
Address: - Wl - RN

‘Thank you for your paricipation. Comments and informatian regarding this study are being collected solely for the purpose of
conducting the environmental assessment. With the exception of personal informatton, ail commants will became part of the
public record, :

Andrea Kelemen
Piease return your workbook at the end of Communications and Marketing Department

tonight's workshop Walerfrent Torento '
20 Bay Street, Suite 1310 Toronto, Ontario M5J 2N8
. ) Tel: (416) 214-1344 ext. 248
You may also email, mail, or fax your camments by Fax: (416) 2144591

By
Thursday, Oclober 257 to: E-mail: akelemen@waterfrontoronto.ca




Cominent Ferm

1. Do you agree with our recommended design?
Yes

(] No

State reasons:
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Comment Form

2. Our preferred design uses a flexible approach to the road for vehicles and cyclists. Are
there any refinements to this approach that we should consider;
es
g

7
If yes, what are they?
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Commenl Form

3. Our design integrates the transit zone into the pedestrian zone to visually expand the
street segment without automobiles. What do you think are the key issues with this

apyor?ach that the design team should consider when selecting treatments. “\
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Comment Form

Do you have any other comments:
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Please Print

r

Name: | = - g

Email:

Address: * ‘ . -

- ES

Thank you for your participation. Comments and information regarding this study are being coliected solely for the purpose of
condugcting the environmental assessment. With the exception of personal informatian, all comments will become part of the
public record.

Andrea Kelemen
Please return your workbook at the end of Communications and Marketing Oepariment
tonight's workshop Walerfront Toronto
20 Bay Street, Suite 1310 Toronto, Ontario M5J 2N8

. . Tel: {416) 214-1344 ext. 248
You may alse email, mail, or fax your comments by Fax: {416) 214-4531

T .
Thursday, October 257 to: E-mail: akelemen@waterfroniorenio.ca




Comment Form

1. Do you agree with our recommended design?
M Yes
{1 No

State reasons:
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Comment Form

2. Our preferred design uses a flexible approach to the road for vehicles and cyclists. Are
there any refinements to this approach that we shouid consider;
Yes

[J No
If yes, what are they?
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Comment Form

3. Our design integrates the transit zone into the pedestrian zone to visually expand the
street segment without automobiles. What do you think are the key issues with this
approach that the design team should consider when selecting treatments.
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Comment Form

Do you have any other comments:
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Please Print

Name:

Email: "y

= - -

Address: : ) :

Thank you for your participation. Comments and informalion regarding this sludy are being coltected sclely for the purpose of
conducting the environmental assessment. With the exception of personal informatien, all comments will become part of the
public record.

Andrea Kelemen
Please return your workbook at the end of Communications and Marketing Department

tonight’s workshop Waterfront Torcnto
20 Bay Street, Suite 1310 Toronte, Ontario M5J 2N8

i . Tel: (416) 214-1344 ext. 248
You may aiso email, mail, or fax your camments by Fax: (416) 2144581

thy
Thursday, Oclober 25 to: E-mail; akelemen@waterfrontoronto.ca




Comment Form

1. Do you agree with our recommended design?
X Yes
[T No

State reasons:
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Comment Form

2. Our preferred design uses a flexible approach to the road for vehicles and cyclists. Are
there any refinements to this approach that we should consider;

[ Yes

[J No

If yes, what are they?
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Comment Form

3. Our design integrates the transit zone into the pedestrian zone to visually expand the
street segment without automobiles. What do you think are the key issues with this
approach that the design team should consider when selecting treatments.
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Comment Form

Do you have any other comments:

Please Print ’ﬂﬂ,

Nam... . (N S
e MM = e
- ! \
Email: V. S -
L, I s
Address: P

Thank you for your participation. Comments and informalion regarding this study are being collected solely far the purpose of
conducting the environmenlal assessment. With the exception of personal informatlon, 2il comments will become parl of the
public record.

Andrea Kelemen
Please return your workbook at the end of Communications and Marketing Department

tonight's workshop Waterfront Toronto
20 Bay Street, Suite 1310 Toronto, Ontario M5J 2N8

. . Tel: (416) 214-1344 ex1. 248
You may aiso email, T».a"' or fax your comments by Fax: (416) 2144591
Thursday, Oclober 257 to: E-mail: akelemen@waterfrontaronto.ca






