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Waterdown/Aldershot TMP 

Preliminary East/West Routes Comparative Evaluation  

Table A1: East/West Evaluation  - Data Standardization Method 1
1

 

Criteria Group

Criteria Group 

Weight Criteria

Criteria 

Weight Indicators Indicator Weight2
Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data

Area of provincially significant wetland removed (ha) 6 2.11 0.69 4.16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.93 0 1.84

Area of core ANSIs removed (not including provincially 

significant wetland) (ha) 
 - 0   0   0   0   

Area of edge ANSIs removed (not including provincially 

significant wetland) (ha) 
3 0.64 0.31 0.94 0.78 0.38 1.13 0 0 0 0.64 0.31 0.94

Area of core ESAs removed (not including provincially 

significant wetland) (ha)
2 0.051 0.50 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.051 0.50 1.00

Area of edge ESAs removed (not including provincially 

significant wetland)  (ha)
2 2.24 0.72 1.44 0.37 0.12 0.24 0.12 0.04 0.08 0.38 0.12 0.24

Length of corridor adjacent to ESAs & ANSIs (on both sides 

of new road corridor) (m)
2 2244.70 0.51 1.02 446.27 0.10 0.20 606.00 0.14 0.27 1122.90 0.25 0.51

Area of other woodlots removed (non ESA/ANSI) (ha) 1 2.01 0.42 0.42 1.56 0.32 0.32 0.02 0.004 0.004 1.25 0.26 0.26

Area of wetland removed  (ha)  - 0   0   0   0   

Area of other natural habitat removed  (ha) 1 0.82 0.35 0.35 0.71 0.30 0.30 0 0 0 0.82 0.35 0.35

Number of new Niagara Escarpment crossings  - 0   0   0   0   
Potential for impact on aquatic features 10 Number of watercourses crossed 10 21 0.40 3.96 13 0.2 2.5 5 0.1 0.9 14 0.3 2.6

 13.28  4.65  1.30  7.77
Number of residences displaced 7 4 0.15 1.04 3 0.1 0.8 17 0.6 4.4 3 0.1 0.8

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
3 0 0.00 0.00 206 0.5 1.4 194 0.4 1.3 53 0.1 0.4

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
5 8 0.29 1.43 9 0.3 1.6 0 0.0 0.0 11 0.4 2.0

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (widening 

of existing road)
1.5 0 0.00 0.00 279 0.6 1.0 88 0.2 0.3 73 0.2 0.2

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (new 

road corridor)
1.5 20 0.34 0.52 12 0.2 0.3 0 0.0 0.0 26 0.4 0.7

Number of residential properties required3  - 3   139   37   46   

Area of residential properties required (ha) 1 1.039 0.19 0.19 2.64 0.5 0.5 0.34 0.1 0.1 1.39 0.3 0.3

Potential for community character impacts 5
Length of route through existing residential communities (km)

5 0.300 0.04 0.19 3.700 0.48 2.40 2.70 0.35 1.75 1.000 0.13 0.65

Number of community/recreation features displaced (e.g. 

schools, churches, parks, etc.)
 - 2   0   0   2   

Number of community/recreation features within 25 m of the 

corridor
3 1 0.07 0.21 8 0.57 1.71 4 0.3 0.9 1 0.07 0.21

Number of community/recreation features within 25-50 m of 

the corridor
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1.00 0 0 0

Number of cultural features removed 2 1 0.13 0.25 1 0.13 0.25 5 1 1 1 0.13 0.25

Number of cultural features within 25 m of the corridor 2 2 0.11 0.22 2 0.11 0.22 12 1 1 2 0.11 0.22

 4.06  10.09  12.25  5.61
Number of businesses displaced 3 2 0.11 0.33 2 0.11 0.33 12 0.67 2.00 2 0.11 0.33

Number of businesses within 25 m of the corridor 2 2 0.02 0.05 6 0.07 0.14 73 0.88 1.76 2 0.02 0.05

Number of businesses within 25-50 m of the corridor 0.5 2 0.17 0.08 8 0.67 0.33 0 0 0 2 0.17 0.08

Number of commercial properties required3  - 1   6   48   2   

Area of commercial properties required  (ha) 0.5 0.18 0.15 0.07 0.31 0.26 0.13 0.54 0.44 0.22 0.18 0.15 0.07

Potential for impact on downtown core business area 5
Length of route through downtown core business areas (m)

5 0 0 0 0 0 0 895 1.00 5.00 0 0 0

Potential for impact on future land use 3 Area of land designated for development removed  (ha) 3 4.90 0.41 1.23 1.86 0.16 0.47 0.002 0.0002 0.0005 5.21 0.44 1.31

Potential for impact on agricultural land 4
Area of agricultural land designated for agriculture/ rural 

removed (ha)
4 24.70 0.42 1.67 14.20 0.24 0.96 0.34 0.01 0.02 20.06 0.34 1.35

 3.43  2.36  9.00  3.20

Cost 10 Capital Cost (million $) 10 Estimated capital cost 10 $14.9 0.17 1.73 $25.0 0.29 2.90 $28.0 0.33 3.25 $18.2 0.21 2.11
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 11 1.5 0.33 0.20 0.31 0.43 0.27 0.40 0.52 0.32 0.48 0.34 0.21 0.31

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 12 1.5 0.73 0.25 0.38 0.79 0.27 0.41 0.71 0.24 0.36 0.69 0.24 0.35

Mean network speed  - 56   57   57   56   

Average network volume/capacity ratio 3.5 0.56 0.24 0.85 0.61 0.27 0.93 0.57 0.25 0.87 0.56 0.24 0.85

Number of residential property access points 3 0 0.0 0.00 156 0.58 1.75 71 0.26 0.79 41 0.15 0.46

Number of commercial property access points 2 0 0.0 0.00 11 0.12 0.25 78 0.88 1.75 0 0.00 0.00

Number of roadway access points 1.5 13 0.1 0.22 20 0.23 0.34 40 0.46 0.69 14 0.16 0.24

 1.76  4.07  4.95  2.22

Total 100 100 100 24.26 24.07 30.75 20.91
 

Note:
1 Standardized data = data / sum of data values for all options

27

Potential for impact on community/ recreation features

Option 4: New North Road Hybrid

17

19

4

Option 2: Parkside -  4 lanes Option 3: Dundas 

Natural Environment Total

Option 1: New North Road

Potential for impact on cultural features

Economic 

Environment

Transportation Service Total

13

Potential for impact on terrestrial features

Economic Environment Total

4

6

Natural 

Environment

Social Environment

Potential for impact on residents

Social Environment Total

18

32

3 For information only. Effect was measured through the area of residential/commercial property required.

6.5

6.5

Potential for impact on business enterprises

Transportation 

Service

Change in Level of Transportation Service

Change in Safety Levels

2 No weight was assigned to indicators where no features are present, or where all options have the same level of effect.
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Waterdown/Aldershot TMP 

Preliminary East/West Routes Comparative Evaluation

Table A2: East/West Evaluation Data Standardization Method 2
1

 

Criteria Group

Criteria Group 

Weight Criteria Criteria Weight Indicators Indicator Weight
2

Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data

Area of provincially significant wetland removed (ha) 6 2.11 1.00 6.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.93 0 2.65

Area of core ANSIs removed (not including provincially 

significant wetland) (ha) 
 - 0   0   0   0   

Area of edge ANSIs removed (not including provincially 

significant wetland) (ha) 
3 0.64 0.83 2.48 0.78 1.00 3.00 0 0 0 0.64 0.83 2.48

Area of core ESAs removed (not including provincially 

significant wetland) (ha)
2 0.051 1.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00 0.051 1.00 2.00

Area of edge ESAs removed (not including provincially 

significant wetland)  (ha)
2 2.24 1.00 2.00 0.37 0.17 0.33 0.12 0.05 0.11 0.38 0.17 0.34

Length of corridor adjacent to ESAs & ANSIs (on both sides 

of new road corridor) (m)
2 2244.70 1.00 2.00 446.27 0.20 0.40 606.00 0.27 0.54 1122.90 0.50 1.00

Area of other woodlots removed (non ESA/ANSI) (ha) 1 2.01 1.00 1.00 1.56 0.78 0.78 0.02 0.01 0.01 1.25 0.62 0.62

Area of wetland removed  (ha)  - 0   0   0   0   

Area of other natural habitat removed  (ha) 1 0.82 1.00 1.00 0.71 0.87 0.87 0 0 0 0.82 1.00 1.00

Number of new Niagara Escarpment crossings  - 0   0   0   0   
Potential for impact on 

aquatic features 10
Number of watercourses crossed

10 21 1.00 10.00 13 0.6 6.2 5 0.2 2.4 14 0.7 6.7

 26.48  11.56  3.04  16.76
Number of residences displaced 7 4 0.24 1.65 3 0.2 1.2 17 1.0 7.0 3 0.2 1.2

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
3 0 0.00 0.00 206 1.0 3.0 194 0.9 2.8 53 0.3 0.8

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
5 8 0.73 3.64 9 0.8 4.1 0 0.0 0.0 11 1.0 5.0

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (widening 

of existing road)
1.5 0 0.00 0.00 279 1.0 1.5 88 0.3 0.5 73 0.3 0.4

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (new 

road corridor)
1.5 20 0.77 1.15 12 0.5 0.7 0 0.0 0.0 26 1.0 1.5

Number of residential properties required
3  - 3   139   37   46   

Area of residential properties required (ha) 1 1.039 0.39 0.39 2.64 1.0 1.0 0.34 0.1 0.1 1.39 0.5 0.5

Potential for community 

character impacts
5

Length of route through existing residential communities (km)

5 0.300 0.08 0.41 3.700 1.00 5.00 2.70 0.73 3.65 1.000 0.27 1.35

Number of community/recreation features displaced (e.g. 

schools, churches, parks, etc.)
 - 2   0   0   2   

Number of community/recreation features within 25 m of the 

corridor
3 1 0.13 0.38 8 1.0 3.0 4 0.5 1.5 1 0.13 0.38

Number of community/recreation features within 25-50 m of 

the corridor
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 1.00 0 0 0

Number of cultural features removed 2 1 0.20 0.40 1 0.20 0.40 5 1 2 1 0.20 0.40

Number of cultural features within 25 m of the corridor 2 2 0.17 0.33 2 0.17 0.33 12 1 2 2 0.17 0.33

 8.34  20.25  20.58  11.88
Number of businesses displaced 3 2 0.17 0.50 2 0.17 0.50 12 1.00 3.00 2 0.17 0.50

Number of businesses within 25 m of the corridor 2 2 0.03 0.05 6 0.08 0.16 73 1.00 2.00 2 0.03 0.05

Number of businesses within 25-50 m of the corridor 0.5 2 0.25 0.13 8 1.00 0.50 0 0 0 2 0.25 0.13

Number of commercial properties required
3  - 1   6   48   2   

Area of commercial properties required  (ha) 0.5 0.18 0.33 0.17 0.31 0.58 0.29 0.54 1.00 0.50 0.18 0.34 0.17

Potential for impact on 

downtown core business 

area

5

Length of route through downtown core business areas (m)

5 0 0 0 0 0 0 895.00 1.00 5.00 0 0 0

Potential for impact on 

future land use
3

Area of land designated for development removed  (ha)
3 4.90 0.94 2.82 1.86 0.36 1.07 0.002 0.0003 0.001 5.21 1.00 3.00

Potential for impact on 

agricultural land
4

Area of agricultural land designated for agriculture/ rural 

removed (ha)
4 24.70 1.00 4.00 14.20 0.57 2.30 0.34 0.01 0.05 20.06 0.81 3.25

 7.67  4.82  10.56  7.10

Cost 10 Capital Cost (million $) 10 Estimated capital cost 10 $14.9 0.53 5.32 $25.0 0.89 8.93 $28.0 1.00 10.00 $18.2 0.65 6.50
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 11 1.5 0.33 0.63 0.95 0.43 0.83 1.24 0.52 1.00 1.50 0.34 0.65 0.98

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 12 1.5 0.73 0.92 1.39 0.79 1.00 1.50 0.71 0.90 1.35 0.69 0.87 1.31

Mean network speed  - 56   57   57   56   

Average network volume/capacity ratio 3.5 0.56 0.92 3.21 0.61 1.00 3.50 0.57 0.93 3.27 0.56 0.92 3.21

Number of residential property access points 3 0 0.0 0.00 156 1.00 3.00 71 0.46 1.37 41 0.26 0.79

Number of commercial property access points 2 0 0.0 0.00 11 0.14 0.28 78 1.00 2.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of roadway access points 1.5 13 0.3 0.49 20 0.50 0.75 40 1.00 1.50 14 0.35 0.53

 6.04  10.27  10.98  6.82

Total 100 100 100 53.85 55.84 55.15 49.05
 

Note:
1
 Standardized data = data / sum of data values for all options

Economic Environment Total

Change in Level of 

Transportation Service

Social Environment Total

18

13

Option 1: New North Road

Economic 

Environment

Potential for impact on 

terrestrial features

4

6

Potential for impact on 

community/ recreation 

features

Natural 

Environment

Potential for impact on 

cultural features

Potential for impact on 

business enterprises

Social 

Environment

2
 No weight was assigned to indicators where no features are present, or where all options have the same level of effect.

3
 For information only. Effect was measured through the area of residential/commercial property 

Transportation Service Total

6.5

6.5

Transportation 

Service

Change in Safety Levels

Option 4: New North Road Hybrid

17

19

4

Option 2: Parkside -  4 lanes Option 3: Dundas 

Natural Environment Total

Potential for impact on 

residents

27

32
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Waterdown/Aldershot TMP 
Preliminary Hybrid Option - Eastern Connection Routes Comparative Evaluation

Table A3: Hybrid Option - Eastern Connection Routes Evaluation - Data Standardization Method 1
1

 

Criteria Group

Criteria Group 

Weight Criteria Criteria Weight Indicators Indicator Weight
2

Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data

Area of provincially significant wetland removed (ha)  - 0   0   0   0   0   

Area of core ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha) 
 - 0   0   0   0   0   

Area of edge ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha) 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.64 1.00 7.00

Area of core ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha)
 - 0   0   0   0   0   

Area of edge ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland)  (ha)
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.263 0.43 1.72 0.35 0.57 2.28

Length of corridor adjacent to ESAs & ANSIs (on both sides of new 

road corridor) (m)
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 446.27 1.00 3.00

Area of other woodlots removed (non ESA/ANSI) (ha) 3 0.005 0.002 0.01 0.64 0.22 0.67 0.58 0 0.61 0.60 0.21 0.63 1.02 0.36 1.07

Area of wetland removed  (ha)  - 0   0   0   0   0   

Area of other natural habitat removed  (ha)  - 0   0   0   0   0   

Number of new Niagara Escarpment crossings  - 0   0   0   0   0   
Potential for impact on 

aquatic features 10
Number of watercourses crossed

10 2 0.12 1.18 3 0.2 1.8 7 0.4 4.1 3 0.2 1.8 2 0.1 1.2

  1.18  2.44  4.73  4.12  14.53

Number of residences displaced 7 0 0 0 2 0.2 1.6 6 0.7 4.7 0 0.0 0.0 1 0.1 0.8

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
3 45 0.16 0.47 48 0.2 0.5 90 0.3 0.9 53 0.2 0.6 53 0.2 0.6

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
5 5 0.31 1.56 3 0.2 0.9 0 0 0 4 0.3 1.3 4 0.3 1.3

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
1.5 39 0.13 0.19 46 0.2 0.2 70 0.2 0.3 73 0.2 0.4 73 0.2 0.4

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
1.5 4 0.22 0.33 1 0.1 0.1 0 0.0 0.0 6 0.3 0.5 7 0.4 0.6

Number of residential properties required
3  - 27   30   62   44   44   

Area of residential properties required (ha) 1 0.193 0.03 0.03 1.13 0.2 0.2 3.06 0.5 0.5 1.07 0.2 0.2 1.07 0.2 0.2
Potential for 

community character 

impacts

5
Length of route through existing residential communities (km)

5 0.70 0.26 1.29 0.70 0.26 1.29 1.31 0.48 2.42 0 0 0 0 0 0.00

Number of community/recreation features displaced (e.g. schools, 

churches, parks, etc.)
 - 0   0   0   0   0   

Number of community/recreation features within 25 m of the corridor
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1.00 4.00 0 0 0

Number of community/recreation features within 25-50 m of the 

corridor
 - 0   0   0   0   0   

Number of cultural features removed 2 1 0.50 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.50 1.00

Number of cultural features within 25 m of the corridor 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1.00 2.00

 4.88  4.77  8.84  6.83  6.69

Number of businesses displaced  - 0  0   0   0   0   

Number of businesses within 25 m of the corridor 3 3 0.50 1.50 2 0.33 1.00 1 0.17 0.50 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of businesses within 25-50 m of the corridor  - 0   0   0   0   0   

Number of commercial properties required
3  - 1   1   2   1   1   

Area of commercial properties required  (ha) 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.00 0.996 2.99 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Potential for impact on 

downtown core 

business area

5
Length of route through downtown core business areas (m)

 - 0  0   0   0   0   

Potential for impact on 

future land use
3

Area of land designated for development removed  (ha)
6 2.65 0.68 4.07 0.31 0.08 0.48 0 0 0 0.31 0.08 0.48 0.31 0.08 0.48

Potential for impact on 

agricultural land
4

Area of agricultural land designated for agriculture/ rural removed 

(ha)
6 2.94 0.17 1.01 2.21 0.13 0.76 0.85 0.05 0.29 5.47 0.31 1.87 6.05 0.35 2.07

 6.58  2.24  4.26  2.36  2.56

Cost 10 Capital Cost (million $) 10 Estimated capital cost 10 $6.1 0.13 1.30 $10.9 0.23 2.31 $11.8 0.25 2.49 $9.8 0.21 2.07 $8.7 0.18 1.84

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 11  - 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 12  - 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69

Mean network speed  - 56 56 56 56 56

Average network volume/capacity ratio  - 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56

Number of residential property access points 3 35 0.2 0.48 39 0.2 0.54 64 0.3 0.88 40 0.2 0.55 39 0.2 0.54

Number of commercial property access points 2 4 0.4 0.73 5 0.5 0.91 1 0.1 0.18 1 0.1 0.18 0 0.0 0.00

Number of roadway access points 1.5 6 0.2 0.26 8 0.2 0.34 8 0.2 0.34 7 0.2 0.30 6 0.2 0.26

 1.47  1.79  1.41  1.03  0.80

Total 100 100 93.5 15.41 13.55 21.73 16.41 26.40
 

Note:
1
 Standardized data = data / max data value for all options

4
 The Level of Transportation Service is not affected when comparing these two routes. Both options have equal scores for each indicator therefore, a weight has not been allocated to these indicators. Total score is now out of 93.5 instead of 100.

Option 5

Transportation Service Total

6.5

6.5

Potential for impact on 

cultural features

Potential for impact on 

business enterprises

4

6

Option 4

17

Transportation 

Service

27

32

18

13

Social Environment Total

Economic Environment Total

19

Option 3

Natural Environment Total

3
 For information only. Effect was measured through the area of residential/commercial property required.

Change in Level of 

Transportation Service

Change in Safety 

Levels

Natural 

Environment

Social 

Environment

Potential for impact on 

terrestrial features

Potential for impact on 

residents

2
 No weight was assigned to indicators where no features are present, or where all options have the same level of effect.

Option 2

Potential for impact on 

community/ recreation 

features

Option 1

Economic 

Environment

4
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Waterdown/Aldershot TMP 
Preliminary Hybrid Option - Eastern Connection Routes Comparative Evaluation

Table A4: Hybrid Option - Eastern Connection Routes Evaluation - Data Standardization Method 2
1

 

Criteria Group

Criteria Group 

Weight Criteria Criteria Weight Indicators Indicator Weight
2

Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data

Area of provincially significant wetland removed (ha)  - 0   0   0   0   0   

Area of core ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha) 
 - 0   0   0   0   0   

Area of edge ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha) 
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.64 1.00 7.00

Area of core ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha)
 - 0   0   0   0   0   

Area of edge ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland)  (ha)
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.263 0.76 3.02 0.35 1.00 4.00

Length of corridor adjacent to ESAs & ANSIs (on both sides of new 

road corridor) (m)
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 446.27 1.00 3.00

Area of other woodlots removed (non ESA/ANSI) (ha) 3 0.005 0.005 0.01 0.64 0.63 1.89 0.58 0.57 1.72 0.60 0.59 1.77 1.02 1.00 3.00

Area of wetland removed  (ha)  - 0   0   0   0   0   

Area of other natural habitat removed  (ha)  - 0   0   0   0   0   

Number of new Niagara Escarpment crossings  - 0   0   0   0   0   
Potential for impact on 

aquatic features 10
Number of watercourses crossed

10 2 0.29 2.86 3 0.43 4.3 7 1.00 10.0 3 0.43 4.3 2 0.29 2.9

  2.87 0.00 6.17  11.72  9.08  19.86

Number of residences displaced 7 0 0.00 0.00 2 0.33 2.3 6 1.00 7.0 0 0 0 1 0.17 1.2

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
3 45 0.50 1.50 48 0.53 1.6 90 1.00 3.0 53 0.59 1.8 53 0.59 1.8

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
5 5 1.00 5.00 3 0.60 3.0 0 0 0 4 0.80 4.0 4 0.80 4.0

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
1.5 39 0.53 0.80 46 0.63 0.9 70 0.96 1.4 73 1.00 1.5 73 1.00 1.5

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
1.5 4 0.57 0.86 1 0.14 0.2 0 0 0 6 0.86 1.3 7 1.00 1.5

Number of residential properties required
3  - 27   30   62   44   44   

Area of residential properties required (ha) 1 0.193 0.06 0.06 1.13 0.37 0.4 3.06 1.00 1.0 1.07 0.35 0.3 1.07 0.35 0.3
Potential for 

community character 

impacts

5
Length of route through existing residential communities (km)

5 0.700 0.53 2.67 0.700 0.53 2.67 1.31 1.00 5.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0 0

Number of community/recreation features displaced (e.g. schools, 

churches, parks, etc.)
 - 0   0   0   0   0   

Number of community/recreation features within 25 m of the corridor
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1.00 4.00 0 0 0

Number of community/recreation features within 25-50 m of the 

corridor
 - 0   0   0   0   0   

Number of cultural features removed 2 1 1.00 2.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1.00 2.00

Number of cultural features within 25 m of the corridor 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1.00 2.00

 12.89  11.14  17.44  12.90  14.28

Number of businesses displaced  - 0  0   0   0   0   

Number of businesses within 25 m of the corridor 3 3 1.00 3.00 2 0.67 2.00 1 0.33 1.00 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of businesses within 25-50 m of the corridor  - 0   0   0   0   0   

Number of commercial properties required
3  - 1   1   2   1   1   

Area of commercial properties required  (ha) 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.00 1.00 3.00 0 0 0 0 0 0
Potential for impact on 

downtown core 

business area

5
Length of route through downtown core business areas (m)

 - 0  0   0   0   0   

Potential for impact on 

future land use
3

Area of land designated for development removed  (ha)
6 2.65 1.00 6.00 0.31 0.12 0.71 0.31 0.12 1 0.31 0.12 0.71 0.31 0.12 0.71

Potential for impact on 

agricultural land
4

Area of agricultural land designated for agriculture/ rural removed 

(ha)
6 2.94 0.49 2.92 2.21 0.37 2.19 0.85 0.14 0.84 5.47 0.91 5.43 6.05 1.00 6.00

 11.92  4.91  5.55  6.15  6.71

Cost 10 Capital Cost (million $) 10 Estimated capital cost 10 $6.1 0.52 5.22 $10.9 0.93 9.28 $11.8 1.00 10.00 $9.8 0.83 8.31 $8.7 0.74 7.38

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 11  - 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 12  - 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69

Mean network speed  - 56 56 56 56 56

Average network volume/capacity ratio  - 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.56

Number of residential property access points 3 35 0.55 1.64 39 0.61 1.83 64 1.00 3.00 40 0.63 1.88 39 0.61 1.83

Number of commercial property access points 2 4 0.80 1.60 5 1.00 2.00 1 0.20 0.40 1 0.20 0.40 0 0.00 0.00

Number of roadway access points 1.5 6 0.75 1.13 8 1.00 1.50 8 1.0 1.50 7 0.88 1.31 6 0.75 1.13

 4.37  5.33  4.90  3.59  2.95

Total 100 100 93.5 37.27 36.83 49.61 40.03 51.19
 

Note:
1
 Standardized data = data / maximum data value for all options

4
 The Level of Transportation Service is not affected when comparing these two routes. Both options have equal scores for each indicator therefore, a weight has not been allocated to these indicators. Total score is now out of 93.5 instead of 100.

Option 5

Transportation Service Total

6.5

6.5

Potential for impact on 

cultural features

Potential for impact on 

business enterprises

4

6

Option 4

17

Transportation 

Service

27

32

18

13

Social Environment Total

Economic Environment Total

19

Option 3

Natural Environment Total

3
 For information only. Effect was measured through the area of residential/commercial property required.

Change in Level of 

Transportation Service

Change in Safety 

Levels

Natural 

Environment

Social 

Environment

Potential for impact on 

terrestrial features

Potential for impact on 

residents

2
 No weight was assigned to indicators where no features are present, or where all options have the same level of effect.

Option 2

Potential for impact on 

community/ recreation 

features

Option 1

Economic 

Environment

4
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Waterdown/Aldershot TMP 

Preliminary North/South Routes Comparative Evaluation

Table A5:  Waterdown/King Evaluation Matrix Data Standardization Method 1
1

 

Criteria Group

Criteria Group 

Weight Criteria Criteria Weight Indicators Indicator Weight
2

Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data

Area of provincially significant wetland removed (ha)  - 0 0 0

Area of core ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha) 
6.5 3.72 0.58 3.76 0.49 0.08 0.49 2.22 0.35 2.25

Area of edge ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha) 
3.5 1.55 0.31 1.08 2.08 0.41 1.45 1.39 0.28 0.97

Area of core ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha)
4 3.93 0.50 2.00 0 0 0 3.93 0.50 2.00

Area of edge ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland)  (ha)
2 2.44 0.44 0.89 1.008 0.18 0.37 2.03 0.37 0.74

Length of corridor adjacent to ESAs & ANSIs (on both sides of 

new road corridor) (m)
1.5 4578 0.41 0.61 2142 0.19 0.28 4578 0.41 0.61

Area of other woodlots removed (non ESA/ANSI) (ha) 1.5 4.42 0.42 0.63 2.41 0.23 0.34 3.78 0.36 0.53

Area of wetland removed  (ha)  - 0   0   0   

Area of other natural habitat removed  (ha) 1 0.44 0.50 0.50 0 0 0 0.44 0.50 0.50

Number of new Niagara Escarpment crossings 2 2 0.40 0.80 1 0.20 0.40 2 0.40 0.80
Potential for impact on 

aquatic features 10
Number of watercourses crossed

10 18 0.46 4.62 3 0.08 0.77 18 0.46 4.62

 14.88  4.10  13.02

Number of residences displaced 10 15 0.34 3.41 19 0.43 4.32 10 0.23 2.27

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
7 67 0.35 2.46 62 0.32 2.27 62 0.32 2.27

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
4 12 0.34 1.37 11 0.31 1.26 12 0.34 1.37

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
 - 15   15   15   

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
 - 9   9   9   

Number of residential properties required
3  - 75   75   75   

Area of residential properties required (ha) 5 9.92 0.35 1.76 9.22 0.33 1.64 9.04 0.32 1.60

Potential for community 

character impacts
 

Length of route through existing residential communities (km)
 - 2.35   2.35   2.35   

Number of community/recreation features displaced (e.g. schools, 

churches, parks, etc.)
2.5 8 0.47 1.18 1 0.06 0.15 8 0.47 1.18

Number of community/recreation features within 25 m of the 

corridor
2.5 6 0.46 1.15 1 0.08 0.19 6 0.46 1.15

Number of community/recreation features within 25-50 m of the 

corridor
 - 1   1   1   

Number of cultural features removed  - 1   1   1   

Number of cultural features within 25 m of the corridor  - 7   7   7   

  11.33  9.82  9.85

Number of businesses displaced  - 0   0   0   

Number of businesses within 25 m of the corridor 1.5 2 0.50 0.75 0 0 0 2 0.50 0.75

Number of businesses within 25-50 m of the corridor 0.5 2 0.40 0.20 1 0.20 0.10 2 0.40 0.20

Number of commercial properties required
3  - 1   0   1   

Area of commercial properties required  (ha) 1 0.01 0.50 0.50 0 0 0 0.01 0.50 0.50

Potential for impact on 

downtown core business 

area

 

Length of route through downtown core business areas (m)

 - 0   0   0   

Potential for impact on future 

land use
4

Area of land designated for development removed  (ha)
4 10.62 0.39 1.56 6.95 0.26 1.02 9.58 0.35 1.41

Potential for impact on 

agricultural land
3

Area of agricultural land designated for agriculture/ rural removed 

(ha)
3 0.77 0.36 1.08 0.72 0.34 1.02 0.63 0.30 0.90

 4.10  2.14  3.76

Cost 13 Capital Cost (millions) 13 Estimated capital cost 13 $23.6 0.38 4.99 $14.0 0.23 2.96 $24.0 0.39 5.06

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 3  - 0.71   0.71   0.71   

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 4 1.67 0.57 0.40 0.67 0.47 0.33 0.55 0.39 0.27 0.46

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 5 1.67 0.70 0.43 0.71 0.51 0.31 0.52 0.43 0.26 0.44

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 7 1.67 0.85 0.38 0.63 0.64 0.29 0.48 0.75 0.33 0.56

Mean network speed  - 56   56   56   

Average network volume/capacity ratio 2 0.58 0.36 0.71 0.56 0.34 0.69 0.49 0.30 0.60

Number of residential property access points 1 55 0.34 0.34 52 0.32 0.32 55 0.34 0.34

Number of commercial property access point 3.5 15 0.42 1.46 6 0.17 0.58 15 0.42 1.46

Number of roadway access points 2.5 13 0.38 0.96 8 0.24 0.59 13 0.38 0.96

 5.48  3.73  4.81

Total 100 100 100  40.77  22.75  36.49

Note:
1
 Standardized data = data / max data value for all options

3
 For information only. Effect was measured through the area of residential/commercial property required.

2
 No weight was assigned to indicators where no features are present, or where all options have the same level of effect.

Option 2: 4 lane Waterdown Option 3: 4 lane Waterdown with 2 lane King

Potential for impact on 

terrestrial features

Potential for impact on 

residents

22

26

Change in Level of 

Transportation Service

Change in Safety Levels

Potential for impact on 

business enterprises

Economic 

Environment

Transportation 

Service

10

14

Potential for impact on 

cultural features

Option 1: 2 lane Waterdown & King

Natural Environment

Social Environment

32

31

Transportation Service Total

Natural Environment Total

Social Environment Total

Economic Environment Total

7

5

 

3

7

Potential for impact on 

community/ recreation 

features
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Waterdown/Aldershot TMP 

Preliminary North/South Routes Comparative Evaluation

Table A6:  Waterdown/King Evaluation Matrix Data Standardization Method 2
1

 

Criteria Group

Criteria Group 

Weight Criteria Criteria Weight Indicators Indicator Weight
2

Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data

Area of provincially significant wetland removed (ha)  - 0 0 0

Area of core ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha) 
6.5 3.72 1.00 6.50 0.49 0.13 0.85 2.22 0.60 3.88

Area of edge ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha) 
3.5 1.55 0.75 2.61 2.08 1.00 3.50 1.39 0.67 2.35

Area of core ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha)
4 3.93 1.00 4.00 0 0 0 3.93 1.00 4.00

Area of edge ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland)  (ha)
2 2.44 1.00 2.00 1.008 0.41 0.83 2.03 0.83 1.67

Length of corridor adjacent to ESAs & ANSIs (on both sides of 

new road corridor) (m)
1.5 4578 1.00 1.50 2142 0.47 0.70 4578 1.00 1.50

Area of other woodlots removed (non ESA/ANSI) (ha) 1.5 4.42 1.00 1.50 2.41 0.54 0.82 3.78 0.85 1.28

Area of wetland removed  (ha)  - 0   0   0   

Area of other natural habitat removed  (ha) 1 0.44 1.00 1.00 0 0 0 0.44 1.00 1.00

Number of new Niagara Escarpment crossings 2 2 1.00 2.00 1 0.50 1.00 2 1.00 2.00
Potential for impact on 

aquatic features 10
Number of watercourses crossed

10 18 1.00 10.00 3 0.2 1.7 18 1.00 10.00

 31.11  9.36  27.67

Number of residences displaced 10 15 0.79 7.89 19 1.00 10.00 10 0.53 5.26

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
7 67 1.00 7.00 62 0.93 6.48 62 0.93 6.48

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
4 12 1.00 4.00 11 0.92 3.67 12 1.00 4.00

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
 - 15   15   15   

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
 - 9   9   9   

Number of residential properties required
3  - 75   75   75   

Area of residential properties required (ha) 5 9.92 1.00 5.00 9.22 0.93 4.65 9.04 0.91 4.56

Potential for community 

character impacts
 

Length of route through existing residential communities (km)
 - 2.35   2.35   2.35   

Number of community/recreation features displaced (e.g. schools, 

churches, parks, etc.)
2.5 8 1.00 2.50 1 0.13 0.31 8 1.00 2.50

Number of community/recreation features within 25 m of the 

corridor
2.5 6 1.00 2.50 1 0.17 0.42 6 1.00 2.50

Number of community/recreation features within 25-50 m of the 

corridor
 - 1   1   1   

Number of cultural features removed  - 1   1   1   

Number of cultural features within 25 m of the corridor  - 7   7   7   

  28.89  25.52  25.30

Number of businesses displaced  - 0   0   0   

Number of businesses within 25 m of the corridor 1.5 2 1.00 1.50 0 0 0 2 1.00 1.50

Number of businesses within 25-50 m of the corridor 0.5 2 1.00 0.50 1 1 0 2 1.00 0.50

Number of commercial properties required
3  - 1   0   1   

Area of commercial properties required  (ha) 1 0.01 1.00 1.00 0 0 0 0.01 1.00 1.00

Potential for impact on 

downtown core business 

area

 

Length of route through downtown core business areas (m)

 - 0   0   0   

Potential for impact on future 

land use
4

Area of land designated for development removed  (ha)

4 10.62 1.00 4.00 6.95 0.65 3 9.58 0.90 3.61

Potential for impact on 

agricultural land
3

Area of agricultural land designated for agriculture/ rural removed 

(ha)
3 0.77 1.00 3.00 0.72 0.94 2.82 0.63 0.83 2.48

 10.00  5.69  9.09

Cost 13 Capital Cost (millions) 13 Estimated capital cost 13 $23.6 0.99 12.82 $14.0 0.58 7.60 $24.0 1.00 13.00

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 3  - 0.71   0.71   0.71   

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 4 1.67 0.57 1.00 1.67 0.47 0.82 1.38 0.39 0.68 1.14

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 5 1.67 0.70 1.00 1.67 0.51 0.73 1.22 0.43 0.61 1.03

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 7 1.67 0.85 1.00 1.67 0.64 0.75 1.26 0.75 0.88 1.47

Mean network speed  - 56   56   56   

Average network volume/capacity ratio 2 0.58 1.00 2.00 0.56 0.97 1.93 0.49 0.84 1.69

Number of residential property access points 1 55 1.00 1.00 52 0.95 0.95 55 1.00 1.00

Number of commercial property access point 3.5 15 1.00 3.50 6 0.40 1.40 15 1.00 3.50

Number of roadway access points 2.5 13 1.00 2.50 8 0.62 1.54 13 1.00 2.50

 14.01  9.67  12.33

Total 100 100 100  96.83  57.84  87.39

Note:
1
 Standardized data = data / maximum data value for all options

Transportation Service Total

Natural Environment Total

Social Environment Total

Economic Environment Total

7

5

 

3

7

Potential for impact on 

community/ recreation 

features

Potential for impact on 

cultural features

Option 1: 2 lane Waterdown & King

Natural Environment

Social Environment

32

31

Potential for impact on 

business enterprises

Economic Environment

Transportation Service

10

14

3
 For information only. Effect was measured through the area of residential/commercial property required.

2
 No weight was assigned to indicators where no features are present, or where all options have the same level of effect.

Option 2: 4 lane Waterdown Option 3: 4 lane Waterdown with 2 lane King

Potential for impact on 

terrestrial features

Potential for impact on 

residents

22

26

Change in Level of 

Transportation Service

Change in Safety Levels
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Waterdown/Aldershot TMP 

Preliminary North Waterdown Routes Comparative Evaluation

Table A7: North Waterdown Route Comparison Standardization Method 1
1

 

Criteria Group

Criteria Group 

Weight Criteria Criteria Weight Indicators Indicator Weight
2

Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data

Area of provincially significant wetland removed (ha)  - 0 0

Area of core ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha) 
8 0.49 1.00 8.00 0.00 0 0

Area of edge ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha) 
6 1.82 0.94 5.66 0.11 0.06 0.34

Area of core ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha)
 - 0.0   0   

Area of edge ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland)  (ha)
3 0.09 1.00 3.00 0.000 0 0

Length of corridor adjacent to ESAs & ANSIs (on both sides of 

new road corridor) (m)
3 684.00 1.00 3.00 0.00 0 0

Area of other woodlots removed (non ESA/ANSI) (ha) 2 1.93 0.91 1.83 0.18 0.09 0.17

Area of wetland removed  (ha)  - 0   0   

Area of other natural habitat removed  (ha)  - 0   0   

Number of new Niagara Escarpment crossings  - 1.00   1.00   
Potential for impact on 

aquatic features 10
Number of watercourses crossed

10 1 0.25 2.50 3.00 0.75 7.50

  23.99  8.01

Number of residences displaced 10 3 0.60 6.00 2 0.40 4.00

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
7 9 0.35 2.42 17 0.65 4.58

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
 - 9   0   

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
4 4 0.36 1.45 7.0 0.64 2.55

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
4 7 1.00 4.00 0 0 0

Number of residential properties required
3  - 23   13   

Area of residential properties required (ha) 6 6.78 0.92 5.51 0.60 0.08 0.49

Potential for community 

character impacts
 

Length of route through existing residential communities (km)
 - 0   0   

Number of community/recreation features displaced (e.g. schools, 

churches, parks, etc.)
 - 1   1   

Number of community/recreation features within 25 m of the 

corridor
 - 1   1   

Number of community/recreation features within 25-50 m of the 

corridor
 - 1   1   

Number of cultural features removed  - 0   0   

Number of cultural features within 25 m of the corridor  - 0   0   

  19.39  11.61

Number of businesses displaced  - 0   0   

Number of businesses within 25 m of the corridor  - 0   0   

Number of businesses within 25-50 m of the corridor  - 1   1   

Number of commercial properties required
3  - 0   0   

Area of commercial properties required  (ha)  - 0   0   

Potential for impact on 

downtown core business 

area

 

Length of route through downtown core business areas (m)

 - 0   0   

Potential for impact on future 

land use
6

Area of land designated for development removed  (ha)
6 2.07 0.42 2.54 2.81 0.58 3.46

Potential for impact on 

agricultural land
4

Area of agricultural land designated for agriculture/ rural removed 

(ha)
4 0.71 0.20 0.80 2.85 0.80 3.20

 3.35  6.65

Cost 13 Capital Cost (millions) 13 Estimated capital cost 13 $4.2 0.51 6.63 $4.0 0.49 6.37

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 3  - 0.71 0.71

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 4  - 0.47 0.47

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 5  - 0.51 0.51

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 7  - 0.64 0.64

Mean network speed  - 56 56

Average network volume/capacity ratio  - 0.56 0.56

Number of residential property access points 1 11 0.92 0.92 1 0.08 0.08

Number of commercial property access point 3.5 9 1.00 3.50 0 0.00 0.00

Number of roadway access points 2.5 6 0.60 1.50 4 0.40 1.00

 5.92  1.08

Total 100 100 93  59.27  33.73

Note:
1
 Standardized data = data / max data value for all options

4
 The Level of Transportation Service is not affected when comparing these two routes. Both options have equal scores for each indicator therefore, a weight has not been allocated to these indicators. Total score is now out of 93 instead of 100.

3
 For information only. Effect was measured through the area of residential/commercial property required.

Transportation Service Total

Natural Environment Total

Social Environment Total

Economic Environment Total

7

 

 

 

7

Option 1: West 4 lane North Waterdown

Natural Environment

Social Environment

32

31

Transportation Service
4

10

14

Potential for impact on 

community/ recreation 

features

Potential for impact on 

cultural features

2
 No weight was assigned to indicators where no features are present, or where all options have the same level of effect.

Option 2: East 4 lane Waterdown Alternative

Potential for impact on 

terrestrial features

Potential for impact on 

residents

22

31

Change in Level of 

Transportation Service

Change in Safety Levels

Potential for impact on 

business enterprises

Economic Environment
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Waterdown/Aldershot TMP 

Preliminary North Waterdown Routes Comparative Evaluation

Table A8:  North Waterdown Route Comparison Standardization Method 2
1

 

Criteria Group

Criteria Group 

Weight Criteria Criteria Weight Indicators Indicator Weight
2

Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data

Standardized 

Data Weighted Data

Area of provincially significant wetland removed (ha)  - 0 0

Area of core ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha) 
8 0.49 1.00 8.00 0.00 0 0

Area of edge ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha) 
6 1.82 1.00 6.00 0.11 0.06 0.36

Area of core ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland) (ha)
 - 0.0   0   

Area of edge ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 

wetland)  (ha)
3 0.09 1.00 3.00 0 0 0

Length of corridor adjacent to ESAs & ANSIs (on both sides of 

new road corridor) (m)
3 684.00 1.00 3.00 0 0 0

Area of other woodlots removed (non ESA/ANSI) (ha) 2 1.93 1.00 2.00 0.18 0.09 0.19

Area of wetland removed  (ha)  - 0   0   

Area of other natural habitat removed  (ha)  - 0   0   

Number of new Niagara Escarpment crossings  - 1.00   1.00   
Potential for impact on 

aquatic features 10
Number of watercourses crossed

10 1 0.33 3.33 3 1 10

  25.33  10.55

Number of residences displaced 10 3 1.00 10.00 2 0.67 6.67

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
7 9 0.53 3.71 17 1.00 7.00

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
 - 9   0   

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (widening of 

existing road)
4 4 0.57 2.29 7 1.00 4.00

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (new road 

corridor)
4 7 1.00 4.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of residential properties required
3  - 23   13   

Area of residential properties required (ha) 6 6.78 1.00 6.00 0.60 0.09 0.53

Potential for community 

character impacts
 

Length of route through existing residential communities (km)
 - 0   0   

Number of community/recreation features displaced (e.g. schools, 

churches, parks, etc.)
 - 1   1   

Number of community/recreation features within 25 m of the 

corridor
 - 1   1   

Number of community/recreation features within 25-50 m of the 

corridor
 - 1   1   

Number of cultural features removed  - 0   0   

Number of cultural features within 25 m of the corridor  - 0   0   

  25.99  18.20

Number of businesses displaced  - 0   0   

Number of businesses within 25 m of the corridor  - 0   0   

Number of businesses within 25-50 m of the corridor  - 1   1   

Number of commercial properties required
3  - 0   0   

Area of commercial properties required  (ha)  - 0   0   

Potential for impact on 

downtown core business 

area

 

Length of route through downtown core business areas (m)

 - 0   0   

Potential for impact on future 

land use
6

Area of land designated for development removed  (ha)
6 2.07 0.74 4.42 2.81 1.00 6.00

Potential for impact on 

agricultural land
4

Area of agricultural land designated for agriculture/ rural removed 

(ha)
4 0.71 0.25 1.00 2.85 1.00 4.00

 5.42  10.00

Cost 13 Capital Cost (millions) 13 Estimated capital cost 13 $4.2 1.00 13.00 $4.0 0.96 12.50

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 3  - 0.71 0.71

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 4  - 0.47 0.47

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 5  - 0.51 0.51

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 7  - 0.64 0.64

Mean network speed  - 56 56

Average network volume/capacity ratio  - 0.56 0.56

Number of residential property access points 1 11 1.00 1.00 1 0.09 0.09

Number of commercial property access point 3.5 9 1.00 3.50 0 0.00 0.00

Number of roadway access points 2.5 6 1.00 2.50 4 0.67 1.67

 7.00  1.76

Total 100 100 93  76.74  53.00

Note:
1
 Standardized data = data / maximum data value for all options

4
 The Level of Transportation Service is not affected when comparing these two routes. Both options have equal scores for each indicator therefore, a weight has not been allocated to these indicators. Total score is now out of 93 instead of 100.

2
 No weight was assigned to indicators where no features are present, or where all options have the same level of effect.

Option 2: East 4 lane Waterdown Alternative

Potential for impact on 

terrestrial features

Potential for impact on 

residents

22

31

Change in Level of 

Transportation Service

Change in Safety Levels

Potential for impact on 

business enterprises

Economic Environment

Transportation Service
4

10

14

Potential for impact on 

community/ recreation 

features

Potential for impact on 

cultural features

Option 1: West 4 lane North Waterdown

Natural Environment

Social Environment

32

31

3
 For information only. Effect was measured through the area of residential/commercial property required.

Transportation Service Total

Natural Environment Total

Social Environment Total

Economic Environment Total

7

 

 

 

7
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Waterdown/Aldershot TMP 
Preliminary North/South Routes Comparative Evaluation
Table A9:  3 Lane Waterdown/King vs. 4 Lane Waterdown Evaluation Matrix Data - Standardization Method 1

 

Criteria Group
Criteria Group 

Weight Criteria Criteria Weight Indicators Indicator Weight2 Data
Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data
Standardized 

Data Weighted Data
Area of provincially significant wetland removed (ha)  - 0 0
Area of core ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland) (ha) 

6.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.29 1.00 6.50

Area of edge ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland) (ha) 

3.5 0.37 0.51 1.78 0.36 0.49 1.72

Area of core ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland) (ha)

4 0 0.00 0 1.35 1.00 4.00

Area of edge ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland)  (ha)

2 0.942 0.76 1.53 0.29 0.24 0.47

Length of corridor adjacent to ESAs & ANSIs (on both sides of 
new road corridor) (m)

1.5 1458 0.29 0.43 3615 0.71 1.07

Area of other woodlots removed (non ESA/ANSI) (ha) 1.5 0.65 0.46 0.69 0.76 0.54 0.81
Area of wetland removed  (ha)  - 0  0  
Area of other natural habitat removed  (ha) 1 0 0.00 0 0.25 1.00 1.00
Number of new Niagara Escarpment crossings 2 1 0.33 0.67 2 0.67 1.33

Potential for impact on 
aquatic features 10

Number of watercourses crossed
10 5 0.42 4.17 7 0.58 5.83

 9.26  22.74
Number of residences displaced 8 18 0.53 4.24 16 0.47 3.76
Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (widening of 
existing road) 6 70 0.57 3.41 53 0.43 2.59

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (new road 
corridor) 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (widening of 
existing road) 1 18 0.60 0.60 12 0.40 0.40

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (new road 
corridor) 1 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of residential properties required3  - 66   3   
Area of residential properties required (ha) 4 2.93 0.83 3.33 0.59 0.17 0.67

Potential for community 
character impacts  Length of route through existing residential communities (km)  - 2.05   2.05   

Number of community/recreation features displaced (e.g. schools, 
churches, parks, etc.) 2.0 1 0.25 0.50 3 0.75 1.50

Number of community/recreation features within 25 m of the 
corridor 1 1 0.50 0.50 1 0.50 0.50

Number of community/recreation features within 25-50 m of the 
corridor 1 1 1.00 1.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of cultural features/property removed 2.5 1 0.17 0.42 5 0.83 2.08
Number of cultural features within 25 m of the corridor 1.5 7 0.58 0.88 5 0.42 0.63

  14.87  12.13
Number of businesses displaced  - 0   0   
Number of businesses within 25 m of the corridor - 0   0   
Number of businesses within 25-50 m of the corridor 3 1 0.50 1.50 1 0.50 1.50
Number of commercial properties required3  - 0   0   
Area of commercial properties required  (ha)  - 0   0   

Potential for impact on 
downtown core business 
area

Length of route through downtown core business areas (m)
 - 0   0   

Potential for impact on future 
land use 4 Area of land designated for development removed  (ha) 4 8.93 0.73 2.92 3.30 0.27 1.08

Potential for impact on 
agricultural land 3 Area of agricultural land designated for agriculture/ rural removed 

(ha) 3 3.32 0.52 1.56 3.95 0.54 1.63

 5.98  4.21
Cost 13 Capital Cost (millions) 13 Estimated capital cost 13 $15.9 0.44 5.72 $20.3 0.56 7.28

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 3 1.25 0.71 0.51 0.64 0.68 0.49 0.61
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 4 1.25 0.47 0.52 0.65 0.43 0.48 0.60
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 5 1.25 0.51 0.53 0.66 0.45 0.47 0.59
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 7 1.25 0.64 0.41 0.51 0.93 0.59 0.74
Mean network speed 1 0 0.00 0.00 1 1.00 1.00
Average network volume/capacity ratio 1 0.56 0.53 0.53 0.49 0.47 0.47
Number of residential property access points 1 42 0.48 0.48 46 0.52 0.52
Number of commercial property access point 3.5 0 0.00 0.00 5 1.00 3.50
Number of roadway access points 2.5 6 0.40 1.00 9 0.60 1.50

 4.48  9.52
Total 100 100 100  40.30  55.89

Note:
1 Standardized data = data / max data value for all options

For "Mean Network Speed" - the average speeds were 56 km/hr and 45 km/hr respectively - as the 3 Lane Waterdown Rd option has an substatially lower speed it was assigned a "1" & $ Lane Waterdown was assinged ) as it has a higher average speed

3 For information only. Effect was measured through the area of residential/commercial property required.

2 No weight was assigned to indicators where no features are present, or where all options have the same level of effect.

4 lane Waterdown 3 lane Waterdown with Upgraded King

Potential for impact on 
terrestrial features

Potential for impact on 
residents

22

23

Change in Level of 
Transportation Service

Change in Safety Levels

Potential for impact on 
business enterprises

Economic 
Environment

Transportation 
Service

10

14

Potential for impact on 
cultural features

Natural 
Environment

Social 
Environment

32

31

Transportation Service Total

Natural Environment Total

Social Environment Total

Economic Environment Total

7

4

4

3

7

Potential for impact on 
community/ recreation 
features
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Waterdown/Aldershot TMP 
Preliminary North/South Routes Comparative Evaluation
Table A10:  3 Lane Waterdown/King vs. 4 Lane Waterdown Evaluation Matrix  - Data Standardization Method 2

 

Criteria Group
Criteria Group 

Weight Criteria Criteria Weight Indicators Indicator Weight2 Data
Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data
Standardized 

Data Weighted Data
Area of provincially significant wetland removed (ha)  - 0 0
Area of core ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland) (ha) 

6.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.29 1.00 6.50

Area of edge ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland) (ha) 

3.5 0.37 1.00 3.50 0.36 0.97 3.40

Area of core ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland) (ha)

4 0 0.00 0 1.35 1.00 4.00

Area of edge ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland)  (ha)

2 0.942 1.00 2.00 0.29 0.31 0.62

Length of corridor adjacent to ESAs & ANSIs (on both sides of 
new road corridor) (m)

1.5 1458 0.40 0.60 3615 1.00 1.50

Area of other woodlots removed (non ESA/ANSI) (ha) 1.5 0.65 0.86 1.28 0.76 1.00 1.50
Area of wetland removed  (ha)  - 0   0   
Area of other natural habitat removed  (ha) 1 0 0.00 0 0.25 1.00 1.00
Number of new Niagara Escarpment crossings 2 1 0.50 1.00 2 1.00 2.00

Potential for impact on 
aquatic features 10

Number of watercourses crossed
10 5 0.71 7.1 7 1.00 10.00

 15.53  30.51
Number of residences displaced 8 18 1.00 8.00 16 0.89 7.11
Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (widening of 
existing road) 6 70 1.00 6.00 53 0.76 4.54

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (new road 
corridor) 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (widening of 
existing road) 1 18 1.00 1.00 12 0.67 0.67

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (new road 
corridor) 1 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of residential properties required3  - 66   3   
Area of residential properties required (ha) 4 2.93 1.00 4.00 0.59 0.20 0.81

Potential for community 
character impacts  Length of route through existing residential communities (km)  - 2.05   2.05   

Number of community/recreation features displaced (e.g. schools, 
churches, parks, etc.) 2.0 1 0.33 0.67 3 1.00 2.00

Number of community/recreation features within 25 m of the 
corridor 1 1 1.00 1.00 1 1.00 1.00

Number of community/recreation features within 25-50 m of the 
corridor 1 1 1.00 1.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of cultural features removed 2.5 1 0.20 0.50 5 1.00 2.50
Number of cultural features within 25 m of the corridor 1.5 7 1.00 1.50 5 0.71 1.07

  23.67  19.70
Number of businesses displaced  - 0   0   
Number of businesses within 25 m of the corridor  - 0   0   
Number of businesses within 25-50 m of the corridor 3 1 1.00 3 1 1 3
Number of commercial properties required3  - 0   0   
Area of commercial properties required  (ha)  - 0   0   

Potential for impact on 
downtown core business 
area

 
Length of route through downtown core business areas (m)

 - 0   0   

Potential for impact on future 
land use 4 Area of land designated for development removed  (ha) 4 8.93 1.00 4 3.30 0.37 1.48

Potential for impact on 
agricultural land 3 Area of agricultural land designated for agriculture/ rural removed 

(ha) 3 3.32 0.84 2.52 3.95 1.00 3.00

 9.52  7.48
Cost 13 Capital Cost (millions) 13 Estimated capital cost 13 $15.9 0.78 10.20 $20.3 1.00 13.00

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 3 1.25 0.71 1.00 1.25 0.68   
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 4 1.25 0.47 1.00 1.25 0.43 0.91 1.14
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 5 1.25 0.51 1.00 1.25 0.45 0.88 1.10
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 7 1.25 0.64 0.69 0.86 0.93 1.00 1.25
Mean network speed 1 0 0.00 0.00 1 1.00 1.00
Average network volume/capacity ratio 1 0.56 1.00 1.00 0.49 0.88 0.88
Number of residential property access points 1 42 0.91 0.91 46 1.00 1.00
Number of commercial property access point 3.5 0 0.00 0.00 5 1.00 3.50
Number of roadway access points 2.5 6 0.67 1.67 9 1.00 2.50

 8.19  12.37
Total 100 100 100  67.11  83.06

Note:
1 Standardized data = data / maximum data value for all options

3 For information only. Effect was measured through the area of residential/commercial property required.

2 No weight was assigned to indicators where no features are present, or where all options have the same level of effect.

4 lane Waterdown 3 lane Waterdown with Upgraded King

Potential for impact on 
terrestrial features

Potential for impact on 
residents

22

23

Change in Level of 
Transportation Service

Change in Safety Levels

Potential for impact on 
business enterprises

Economic 
Environment

Transportation 
Service

10

14

Potential for impact on 
cultural features

Natural 
Environment

Social 
Environment

32

31

Transportation Service Total

Natural Environment Total

Social Environment Total

Economic Environment Total

7

4

4

3

7

Potential for impact on 
community/ recreation 
features
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Waterdown/Aldershot TMP 
Preliminary North/South Routes Comparative Evaluation
Table A11:  3 Lane Waterdown/King vs. 4 Lane Waterdown Evaluation Matrix Data - Standardization Method 1

 

Criteria Group
Criteria Group 

Weight Criteria Criteria Weight Indicators Indicator Weight2 Data
Standardized 

Data Weighted Score Data
Standardized 

Data Weighted Score
Area of provincially significant wetland removed (ha)  - 0 0
Area of core ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland) (ha) 

6.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.29 1.00 6.50

Area of edge ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland) (ha) 

3.5 0.36 0.50 1.75 0.36 0.50 1.75

Area of core ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland) (ha)

4 0 0.00 0 1.35 1.00 4.00

Area of edge ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland)  (ha)

2 0.420 0.59 1.18 0.29 0.41 0.82

Length of corridor adjacent to ESAs & ANSIs (on both sides of 
new road corridor) (m)

1.5 1357 0.27 0.41 3615 0.73 1.09

Area of other woodlots removed (non ESA/ANSI) (ha) 1.5 0.60 0.44 0.66 0.76 0.56 0.84
Area of wetland removed  (ha)  - 0  0  
Area of other natural habitat removed  (ha) 1 0 0.00 0 0.25 1.00 1.00
Number of new Niagara Escarpment crossings 2 1 0.33 0.67 2 0.67 1.33

Potential for impact on 
aquatic features 10

Number of watercourses crossed
10 4 0.36 3.64 7 0.64 6.36

 8.31  23.69
Number of residences displaced 8 7 0.70 5.60 3 0.30 2.40
Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (widening of 
existing road) 6 59 0.47 2.83 66 0.53 3.17

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (new road 
corridor) 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (widening of 
existing road) 1 12 0.50 0.50 12 0.50 0.50

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (new road 
corridor) 1 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of residential properties required3  - 26   3   
Area of residential properties required (ha) 4 0.53 0.47 1.89 0.59 0.53 2.11

Potential for community 
character impacts  Length of route through existing residential communities (km)  - 2.05   2.05   

Number of community/recreation features displaced (e.g. schools, 
churches, parks, etc.) 2.0 1 0.25 0.50 3 0.75 1.50

Number of community/recreation features within 25 m of the 
corridor 1 0 0.00 0.00 1 1.00 1.00

Number of community/recreation features within 25-50 m of the 
corridor 1 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of cultural features/property removed 2.5 2 0.29 0.71 5 0.71 1.79
Number of cultural features within 25 m of the corridor 1.5 3 0.38 0.56 5 0.63 0.94

  12.60  13.40
Number of businesses displaced  - 0   0   
Number of businesses within 25 m of the corridor - 0   0   
Number of businesses within 25-50 m of the corridor 3 1 1.00 3.00 0 0.00 0.00
Number of commercial properties required3  - 0   0   
Area of commercial properties required  (ha)  - 0   0   

Potential for impact on 
downtown core business 
area

Length of route through downtown core business areas (m)
 - 0   0   

Potential for impact on future 
land use 4 Area of land designated for development removed  (ha) 4 3.14 0.49 1.95 3.30 0.51 2.05

Potential for impact on 
agricultural land 3 Area of agricultural land designated for agriculture/ rural removed 

(ha) 3 0.05 0.02 0.05 3.05 0.98 2.95

 5.00  5.00
Cost 13 Capital Cost (millions) 13 Estimated capital cost 13 $20.3 0.51 6.63 $19.5 0.49 6.37

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 3 1.25 0.71 0.51 0.64 0.68 0.49 0.61
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 4 1.25 0.47 0.52 0.65 0.43 0.48 0.60
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 5 1.25 0.51 0.53 0.66 0.45 0.47 0.59
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 7 1.25 0.64 0.41 0.51 0.93 0.59 0.74
Mean network speed 1 0 0.00 0.00 1 1.00 1.00
Average network volume/capacity ratio 1 0.56 0.53 0.53 0.49 0.47 0.47
Number of residential property access points 1 42 0.48 0.48 46 0.52 0.52
Number of commercial property access point 3.5 0 0.00 0.00 5 1.00 3.50
Number of roadway access points 2.5 6 0.40 1.00 9 0.60 1.50

 4.48  9.52
Total 100 100 100  37.01  57.99

Note:
1 Standardized data = data / max data value for all options

For "Mean Network Speed" - the average speeds were 56 km/hr and 45 km/hr respectively - as the 3 Lane Waterdown Rd option has an substatially lower speed it was assigned a "1" & $ Lane Waterdown was assinged ) as it has a higher average speed
In some cases land identified as "agriculture" is also identifed as future development lands.  As was done in the original evaluation, these same lands were consideres by both the "agriculture" and "future development lands" indicator.

Transportation Service Total

Natural Environment Total

Social Environment Total

Economic Environment Total

7

4

4

3

7

Potential for impact on 
community/ recreation 
features

Potential for impact on 
cultural features

Natural 
Environment

Social 
Environment

32

31

Potential for impact on 
business enterprises

Economic 
Environment

Transportation 
Service

10

14

3 For information only. Effect was measured through the area of residential/commercial property required.

2 No weight was assigned to indicators where no features are present, or where all options have the same level of effect.

4 lane Waterdown 3 lane Waterdown with Upgraded King

Potential for impact on 
terrestrial features

Potential for impact on 
residents

22

23

Change in Level of 
Transportation Service

Change in Safety Levels
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Waterdown/Aldershot TMP 
Preliminary North/South Routes Comparative Evaluation
Table A12:  3 Lane Waterdown/King vs. 4 Lane Waterdown Evaluation Matrix  - Data Standardization Method 2

 

Criteria Group
Criteria Group 

Weight Criteria Criteria Weight Indicators Indicator Weight2 Data
Standardized 

Data Weighted Data Data
Standardized 

Data Weighted Data
Area of provincially significant wetland removed (ha)  - 0 0
Area of core ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland) (ha) 

6.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.29 1.00 6.50

Area of edge ANSIs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland) (ha) 

3.5 0.36 1.00 3.50 0.36 1.00 3.50

Area of core ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland) (ha)

4 0 0.00 0 1.35 1.00 4.00

Area of edge ESAs removed (not including provincially significant 
wetland)  (ha)

2 0.420 1.00 2.00 0.29 0.69 1.38

Length of corridor adjacent to ESAs & ANSIs (on both sides of 
new road corridor) (m)

1.5 1357 0.38 0.56 3615 1.00 1.50

Area of other woodlots removed (non ESA/ANSI) (ha) 1.5 0.60 0.79 1.18 0.76 1.00 1.50
Area of wetland removed  (ha)  - 0   0   
Area of other natural habitat removed  (ha) 1 0 0.00 0 0.25 1.00 1.00
Number of new Niagara Escarpment crossings 2 1 0.50 1.00 2 1.00 2.00

Potential for impact on 
aquatic features 10

Number of watercourses crossed
10 4 0.57 5.7 7 1.00 10.00

 13.96  31.38
Number of residences displaced 8 7 1.00 8.00 3 0.43 3.43
Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (widening of 
existing road) 6 59 0.89 5.36 66 1.00 6.00

Number of residences within 25 m of the corridor (new road 
corridor) 3 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (widening of 
existing road) 1 12 1.00 1.00 12 1.00 1.00

Number of residences within 25-50 m of the corridor (new road 
corridor) 1 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of residential properties required3  - 26   3   
Area of residential properties required (ha) 4 0.53 0.90 3.59 0.59 1.00 4.00

Potential for community 
character impacts  Length of route through existing residential communities (km)  - 2.05   2.05   

Number of community/recreation features displaced (e.g. schools, 
churches, parks, etc.) 2.0 1 0.33 0.67 3 1.00 2.00

Number of community/recreation features within 25 m of the 
corridor 1 0 0.00 0.00 1 1.00 1.00

Number of community/recreation features within 25-50 m of the 
corridor 1 0 0.00 0.00 0 0.00 0.00

Number of cultural features removed 2.5 2 0.40 1.00 5 1.00 2.50
Number of cultural features within 25 m of the corridor 1.5 3 0.60 0.90 5 1.00 1.50

  20.52  21.43
Number of businesses displaced  - 0   0   
Number of businesses within 25 m of the corridor  - 0   0   
Number of businesses within 25-50 m of the corridor 3 1 1.00 3 0 0 0
Number of commercial properties required3  - 0   0   
Area of commercial properties required  (ha)  - 0   0   

Potential for impact on 
downtown core business 
area

 
Length of route through downtown core business areas (m)

 - 0   0   

Potential for impact on future 
land use 4 Area of land designated for development removed  (ha) 4 3.14 0.95 4 3.30 1.00 4.00

Potential for impact on 
agricultural land 3 Area of agricultural land designated for agriculture/ rural removed 

(ha) 3 0.05 0.02 0.05 3.05 1.00 3.00

 6.86  7.00
Cost 13 Capital Cost (millions) 13 Estimated capital cost 13 $20.3 1.00 13.00 $19.5 0.96 12.49

Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 3 1.25 0.71 1.00 1.25 0.68   
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 4 1.25 0.47 1.00 1.25 0.43 0.91 1.14
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 5 1.25 0.51 1.00 1.25 0.45 0.88 1.10
Critical screen line volume/capacity ratio - screen line 7 1.25 0.64 0.69 0.86 0.93 1.00 1.25
Mean network speed 1 0 0.00 0.00 1 1.00 1.00
Average network volume/capacity ratio 1 0.56 1.00 1.00 0.49 0.88 0.88
Number of residential property access points 1 42 0.91 0.91 46 1.00 1.00
Number of commercial property access point 3.5 0 0.00 0.00 5 1.00 3.50
Number of roadway access points 2.5 6 0.67 1.67 9 1.00 2.50

 8.19  12.37
Total 100 100 100  62.53  84.67

Note:
1 Standardized data = data / maximum data value for all options

Transportation Service Total

Natural Environment Total

Social Environment Total

Economic Environment Total

7

4

4

3

7

Potential for impact on 
community/ recreation 
features

Potential for impact on 
cultural features

Natural 
Environment

Social 
Environment

32

31

Potential for impact on 
business enterprises

Economic 
Environment

Transportation 
Service

10

14

3 For information only. Effect was measured through the area of residential/commercial property required.

2 No weight was assigned to indicators where no features are present, or where all options have the same level of effect.

4 lane Waterdown 3 lane Waterdown with Upgraded King

Potential for impact on 
terrestrial features

Potential for impact on 
residents

22

23

Change in Level of 
Transportation Service

Change in Safety Levels
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APPENDIX B 
City-Wide Policies on TDM, Transit Services and Walking & Cycling 

 















































































































































































































































 

 

 

APPENDIX C 
Public Consultation Information 
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             C 2- Public Information Centre # 1 Materials  







































































































































































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

           C2 Public Information Centre #2 Materials  



















































































































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

           C2 Public Information Centre #3 Materials  













































































































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

          C 3 - Stakeholder Advisory Group Materials  























































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

        C 4 - Public Consultation / Comments Summary  



 

 

 

 
 

Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan 
Public Consultation and Communications 

 
Master list of Issues and Ideas received for the period: 

October 2004 – June 2005 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 



 
 

 
 
This document includes the comments received through the Public Information Centres and to the project team 
members in the Phase 2:  Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan from October 2004 to June 2005.  

 
All study suggestions and concerns raised were noted by the project team and considered in the 

recommendation of the preferred solution. 
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This document includes the comments received through the Public Information Centres and to the project team 
members in the Phase 2:  Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan from October 2004 to June 2005. 

 
 
October 2004 – January 2005 
 
 

Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (OCTOBER – JANUARY 2005) 

NORTH-SOUTH  
 
Suggestion to include the option to close Main Street North 
at Centre Road in the EA assessment. 
 
A petition which requested that the closure of Main St. at 
Centre Rd. be reviewed was submitted from residents/local 
stakeholders during Phase 1 of the study.  Participants have 
expressed concerns that this option will not be considered. 
The petition was supported by the Regional Municipality of 
Hamilton Wentworth and the City of Hamilton. 
 

 
ACTION: City Staff have indicated that this option was not 
included in Phase 1 because reviewing the ‘network option’ was 
not part of that phase. City Staff have suggested that the review 
of Main Street should be included since it is an outstanding item, 
and there was a petition brought forward from the residents. 
 
The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 

 
Support the Waterdown Rd. extension. Provides a direct 
route to the GO station, is least disruptive of 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA), and could promote 
public transit. 
 
Establish a transit route along this road.  
 
Maintain heritage and character of “Old Waterdown”. 
Waterdown Rd. should maintain its rural character. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 

 
Concerns regarding the option to widen King’s Rd. It passes 
through the Niagara Escarpment. 
 
King’s Rd. should have a crossing to improve flow and 
reduce wait times during rail car shunting. 
 
Should be improved, but only to a maximum of three lanes 
(2 up, 1 down). 
 
Extend to join Mountain Brow Rd. with Hwy 5. 

 
Extend King Rd. from the top of the escarpment to Hwy 5. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 

 
Extend Hwy. 6. 
 
Widen Hwy 6  
 
Add a slow moving truck lane. 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 

-1- 
All study suggestions and concerns raised were noted by the project team and considered in the recommendation of the 

preferred solution. 



This document includes the comments received through the Public Information Centres and to the project team 
members in the Phase 2:  Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan from October 2004 to June 2005. 

Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (OCTOBER – JANUARY 2005) 
 
Concerns regarding the option to widen Kerns Rd., this is a 
residential street. 
 
Suggest that the Kerns Rd. option be dismissed as a North-
South option. 
 
Suggest that Kerns Rd. could be closed at the top of the 
Niagara escarpment to prevent traffic flow into the 
residential area. 
 
Consider options for traffic control (street calming). 
Speeding on Kerns Rd. is a major concern. Residents have 
reported speeds in excess of 100km/h; consider installing 
speed bumps and pinched intersections to reduce traffic 
flow.  
 
Realign Kerns Rd. along the south perimeter of the park, this 
would remove the “directness” to/from Hwy 5 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
Concern that all of the options presented will increase traffic 
in the centre of Waterdown, unless the new East-West road 
is built north of Parkside Dr, and improvements are made to 
Hwy 6 interchange.  
 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 

 
Consider widening Robson Rd. 
 
Extend Robson Rd. south to connect with King Rd. 
 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Consider making Tayandaga Rd. one-way at the north end. 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 
 

EAST-WEST 
 
Concerns about the proposal to widen No. 1 Sideroad, and 
the effect of increasing traffic. 
 
Concern that it would reduce the properties of adjacent 
homeowners. 
 
Concern that if widened, the increase in traffic and 
pollutants would affect the health of residents on No. 1 
Sideroad. 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
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This document includes the comments received through the Public Information Centres and to the project team 
members in the Phase 2:  Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan from October 2004 to June 2005. 

Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (OCTOBER – JANUARY 2005) 
 

 
Support to build a bypass north of Parkside Dr. 
 
Should have capacity to handle by-pass traffic around 
Waterdown. 
 
Should have easy and direct access to Hwy. 6 and King Rd. 

 
Do not support the option to build a bypass north of 
Parkside Dr. Concern that because this does not benefit 
Waterdown as a whole (Waterdown North developments) 
this will promote drivers to use Parkside Dr. as the main 
artery in Waterdown. 
 
Concern that the bypass would ruin the natural access to the 
new school and Church from the South. 
 
Bypass will not help public transit system in Waterdown. 
 
Bypass is another road to be maintained, concern that it 
could increase taxes. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 

 
Extend Britannia Rd. from Milborough Line to Centre Rd., 
and as population increases extend to Hwy. 6. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 

 
Consider widening 5th Concession. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
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This document includes the comments received through the Public Information Centres and to the project team 
members in the Phase 2:  Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan from October 2004 to June 2005. 

Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (OCTOBER – JANUARY 2005) 
 
Consider widening part of Parkside Dr. 
 
Include safe crossings for pedestrians, wheelchairs, strollers, 
and multi-use paths in both directions. 
 
This is the least intrusive option, and will protect the 
integrity of the Village of Waterdown including the 
residents. Will reduce traffic in front of schools on Parkside 
Dr. and Centre Rd.  
 
 
Provide a numbered description of each of the proposed 
changes to Parkside Dr. 
 
Consider repairing Parkside Dr., and widening to a four lane 
road. However, Parkside Dr. should not permit truck traffic. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 

 
Consider widening North Service Rd. (between Brant St. 
and Waterdown Rd. or as far as Hwy. 6) 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Consider widening Evans Rd. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Keep truck traffic on Hwy. 5. 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Consider a western extension of Upper Middle Rd. to 
Kerns Rd. 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

HIGHWAY 403 
 
Make interchange improvements at Waterdown Rd. for 
east-bound access and west-bound exit.  

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Consider a partial interchange at King. Rd. allowing east-
bound access and west-bound exit. 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Improve the Hwy 6 interchange before developing anything 
else. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

OTHER 
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This document includes the comments received through the Public Information Centres and to the project team 
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Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (OCTOBER – JANUARY 2005) 
 
Consider conducting a license plate study to identify where 
travelers are coming from.  

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Consider installing and marketing car pool lots for travelers 
outside of Waterdown. Potential sites could be at Clappisons 
Corners, Peter’s Corners, Freelton, or Carlisle Rd.  

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 

 
Transit 
 
Consider extending the proposed Halton Dundas St. public 
transit through Waterdown 
 
Consider Rrunning a small shuttle bus from centre of 
Waterdown to the Aldershot GO Station 
 
Consider providing parking or drop-off point for shuttle bus 
to GO Station 
 
Consider pooled private transportation to large employment 
areas similar to what Money Mushrooms or Vachons does in 
Burlington. 
 
Consider using the rail line in Waterdown as a transportation 
option. 
 
Transit should be a priority, and link to Aldershot GO 
Station. 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 

 
Conduct a comprehensive survey of all residents in 
Waterdown and Aldershot, concern that PICs are not enough 
public consultation. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration. 
 

 
Concern that the map from December 14, 2004 shows 
stream errors at the corner of Waterdown Rd. and Mountain 
Brow Rd. The stream on the map only exists when there is a 
rapid thaw or huge downpour. Rarely, if a large flow occurs, 
the water disappears into the escarpment, sometimes 
flooding the backyards of two houses at the foot of it. 
Concern that if storm sewers are connected to this stream the 
flooding will be more frequent. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration. 
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This document includes the comments received through the Public Information Centres and to the project team 
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Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (OCTOBER – JANUARY 2005) 
 
Concern that some residents were not directly contacted 
regarding the first PIC. 
 
Request to be added to the mailing list. 
 

 
RESPONSE: Contact information of interested residents was 
added to the database.  All new listed stakeholders received 
future notification and updates. 
 

 
Request to be added as a representative of the Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee (SAC). 

 
RESPONSE: SAC membership will not be amended. 
Associations or residents that express interest in the SAC will be 
invited to attend the SAC meeting, and given the opportunity to 
speak as a delegate. 
 

 
Ensure that ESAs (Niagara Escarpment, “23 Acres”, and 
Grindstone Creek Nature Reserve) are taken into 
consideration when designing the Transportation Master 
plan. 
 

 
ACTION: The project team took careful consideration of ESAs 
when conducting the analysis for the Phase 2 Transportation 
Master Plan report. . 

 
Request for updated maps after November 30, 2004. 
 

 
RESPONSE: Maps have not been updated since the November 
30 release of the alternative roadway solutions. 
 

 
What is the preferred network solution/option? 
 

 
RESPONSE: The preferred network solution will be presented 
to the public in late March/early April as part of the second round 
of Public Consultation for this study. 
 

 
Concern since residents of Kerns Rd. and the Tayandaga 
community were not directly informed of the PICs, therefore 
there was a lack of representation and attendance. 
 
 

 
ACTION: A small meeting was held on November 30, 2004 for 
the residents of Kerns Rd. and Tayandaga Rd. to receive input 
from residents about their traffic concerns and issues, and discus 
the Waterdown/Aldershot TMP (suggestions from that meeting 
are included in this report). 
 

 
Want URL for Study Web Page 

 
ACTION: The Study team promoted the project website URL in 
its outreach materials and distributed the URL to those who 
requested. . 

 
Is the Study team respecting the principles of the draft Green 
Belt plan? 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration. 

 
Request that PIC material is available before the next PIC. 

 
ACTION: The Study team indicated that they will discuss this 
suggestion with the Steering Committee. 
 

 
Minimize environmental impacts and concerns, but maintain 
the priority for least disruption to residents. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
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This document includes the comments received through the Public Information Centres and to the project team 
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Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (OCTOBER – JANUARY 2005) 
 
Consider the “bigger picture”. Highway 403 is already 
overloaded with commuters. This must be considered as part 
of this Study. 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Provide easy access to Hamilton, Burlington, Toronto, and 
Niagara. 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Set strict speed limits in Waterdown. 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Protect Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs). 
 
Build communities around ESAs and Parks. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Report that mapping has errors relating to ESAs/Greenbelt 
mapping in the north Aldershot Policy Area Eastern Sectors. 
Lands are marked as green land when they should be shown 
as agricultural fields with development zoning.  
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments into 
consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
 

February – March 2005 
 

Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (FEBRUARY – MARCH 2005) 

WATERDOWN ROAD 
 
Many residents expressed strong concerns and about the widening of 
Waterdown Road. 
 
The comments received included: 
 
Resident who were strongly opposed to the option of widening 
Waterdown Road. 
 
Concern that too many homes will be affected. 
 
Concerns about the rumour circulating that the Waterdown Road has 
been picked as the preferred option for the North/South corridor. 
 
Many of the front yards on the road have septic beds in them. Road 

 
ACTION: The following response was sent to each 
resident who submitted concerns on March 30, 2005:  
Thank you for your inquiry about the 
Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Study.  We are 
currently in the process of assessing the alternative 
solutions as part of the environmental assessment 
component of the study and we will be presenting our 
findings to the public at an upcoming public 
consultation meeting in mid-April.  We will forward a 
copy of the meeting notice to you directly, as we have 
added you to our study contact list. 
  
At the meeting we will be presenting the 
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This document includes the comments received through the Public Information Centres and to the project team 
members in the Phase 2:  Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan from October 2004 to June 2005. 

Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (FEBRUARY – MARCH 2005) 
widening could lead to damage or complete shut down of these beds, 
which would increase the chances of water pollution in the area 
(including well water). It would also pollute well water in the area. 
 
Most of this road is bordered by ditches. Widening the road would 
eliminate this ditch system making a need for a storm sewer system. 
This would in turn put more run off into the ESA steam system. ( 
Winter road salt ) 
 
Concerns that in order to link Waterdown Road with Highway 5 it 
will have to use the Smoky Hollow route and cross through several 
ESA's. 
 
If the Road uses Mountain Brow Road other problems arise. The road 
would have to take a sharp 90 degree bend closely followed by a steep 
grade, and not good for winter driving. 
 
Request to consider various wildlife in the area, and the risk of more 
road kill. 
 
Concerns about high speeds in residential areas. 
 
Residents do not want to move, concerned that they might be 
expropriated. 
 
Residents were told that this Road would not be widened. 
 
Was any consideration given to the improving of Waterdown Rd, only 
to the point of Mountain Brow Rd and turning East to meet up with 
the proposed subdivision?  
 
Can you share how much emphasis was placed on displacing residents 
from their homes as opposed to the cost of upgrading and building a 
King Rd extension? What is the number of residences affected that 
reside within Burlington boundaries as opposed to Waterdown? 
 

environmental assessment process and the 
recommended roadway network improvements and 
corresponding policies required to support growth in 
the area to the year 2021.  We will then identify a 
preferred overall solution and document the study 
findings in a draft report for public review by the end 
of June.  We expect to finalize the report in 
September/October. 
  
At this stage in the study, a preferred solution has not 
been identified and there has not been any detailed 
engineering undertaken.  Further, the transportation 
network may be subject to revisions based on 
feedback from the above noted consultation session. 
  
We look forward to you participation at the upcoming 
public meeting.  

 
 

STAKEHOLDER ADVISORY COMMITTEE (SAC) 
 
Request to re-do the weighting exercise 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Request to canvass SAC on the level of involvement. 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Request that the Waterdown South Residents Association will be 
represented on the SAC. 
 

 
ACTION: Membership of the WSRA will be discussed 
at the April 5 Steering Committee meeting. 
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Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (FEBRUARY – MARCH 2005) 
 
Request that the Waterdown South Residents Association (WSRA) 
receive an electronic copy of the Terms of Reference of the SAC. 
 
 
Concern that the ranking exercise and some ranks (e.g. Environmental 
Impacts) could be easily be mis-represented.  
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
 
 
 
 

KING ROAD 

 
Many residents indicated that they preferred the option of extending 
King Road. 
 
There are a limited number of residential homes 
 
Making a cut here would probably use less of the escarpments face 
then the existing roadway.  
 
Many people already use this road as an alternative to the Watertown 
Rd. and Brant Street during rush hour. 
 
The road could link with #5Hwy where it is four lanes wide outside 
the Village of Waterdown. This would also place it close to the area 
where the much talked about "Waterdown Bypass" maybe.   
 
On the other end of Kings Road is the same service road and 403 Hwy 
that Waterdown road intersects. 
  
The land below the escarpment along Kings road is already being 
used for light industrial and office space. A 4lane route to # 5 Hwy 
would probably be a benefit to employers in this area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
ACTION: The following response was sent to each 
resident who submitted concerns on March 30, 2005:  
Thank you for your inquiry about the 
Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Study.  We are 
currently in the process of assessing the alternative 
solutions as part of the environmental assessment 
component of the study and we will be presenting our 
findings to the public at an upcoming public 
consultation meeting in mid-April.  We will forward a 
copy of the meeting notice to you directly, as we have 
added you to our study contact list. 
  
At the meeting we will be presenting the 
environmental assessment process and the 
recommended roadway network improvements and 
corresponding policies required to support growth in 
the area to the year 2021.  We will then identify a 
preferred overall solution and document the study 
findings in a draft report for public review by the end 
of June.  We expect to finalize the report in 
September/October. 
  
At this stage in the study, a preferred solution has not 
been identified and there has not been any detailed 
engineering undertaken.  Further, the transportation 
network may be subject to revisions based on 
feedback from the above noted consultation session. 
  
We look forward to you participation at the upcoming 
public meeting.  

 

OTHER 
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Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (FEBRUARY – MARCH 2005) 
 
Request to see maps from PIC#1. 

 
ACTION: Scanned pictures of the boards were 
forwarded to the resident. 
 

 
Concern that the 23 Acres proposed route appears to go through one 
or more Environmentally Sensitive Areas. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 

 
 
Request that the environmentally sensitive areas that were not 
identified on the dot maps be included. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 

 
Request that the data for the 'worse case scenario' split out and 
provided to interested parties for each of the King road and 
Waterdown road options. 
 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Request that the Waterdown South Residents Association is informed 
specifically which properties have been identified as impacted in the 
Waterdown Road. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Request for legal requirements for informing the public of the various 
consultation sessions etc.  
 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Concern that there are no good North-South transportation options. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Request for exact location, boundaries and status of the following 
ESA’s:  located between the top of Flanders Drive, Rosewood Court 
and George Street, with another potentially between Waterdown 
South Development and Dundas Street the exact location and whether 
the proposed road would cut through or impinge on any of them. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 

 
Requests for traffic data presented at previous public meetings. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Request for information about anticipated road usage levels if 
initiatives like transit were not able to be enacted. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

-10- 
All study suggestions and concerns raised were noted by the project team and considered in the recommendation of the 

preferred solution. 



This document includes the comments received through the Public Information Centres and to the project team 
members in the Phase 2:  Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan from October 2004 to June 2005. 

Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (FEBRUARY – MARCH 2005) 
 
Requests for supporting documents as to how the study team deducted 
traffic numbers, assuming these initiatives to be successful and other 
similar towns where this has occurred. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Requests for bids/quotes that may have been supplied to you in the 
process or similar infrastructure initiatives undertaken in other 
communities.    
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
What provisions there are in the scope of your study, to further protect 
a currently protected pond, two existing ESAs (environmentally 
sensitive areas) and the Grindstone Creek running alongside or would 
that fall to another agency, once you have made you recommendation. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Will issues like traffic congestion and smog levels rise, fall or be 
indifferent to 3000 new homes being started before new access routes 
are identified, agreed upon, funded and built? 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

WATERDOWN ROAD RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION 

 
Indicate that neither Waterdown Road nor King Road are desirable 
options. 
 
Request that “23 Acres” is transferred to the local conservation 
authority for long-term park and open space protection. 
 
Any new developments in Waterdown should not proceed until 
provision for new schools, and other infrastructure (including new 
roads, walking and bike paths) is made and funded without further 
increasing the tax burden on Flamborough residents. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Submission to the Stakeholders Advisory Committee 
 
This group was formed in November of last year to provide us a 
collective voice relating to a variety of issues. We represent a 
substantive tax base in South Waterdown. Our members are interested 
in what happens to our community and work actively to make sure our 
concerns are addressed before any final approvals are given.  
 
Current Concerns 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and 
comments into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
RESPONSE: A response was sent to the WSRA – 
please see Page 21. 
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Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (FEBRUARY – MARCH 2005) 
Though they may not be within the direct purvey of the SAC, there 
are a number of issues that concern us and that we wish to raise by 
way of context to our submission: 
 
Specific Questions for response: 
Must the transportation options be clarified, accepted, and 
construction of new roads begun before construction of housing 
developments begins? Before Big Box development goes ahead? 
 
Is an assessment of the ecological and socio-cultural value of the "23 
Acres" available. If not will one be carried out? 
Will you confirm that Mountain Brow road is not being considered as 
an East- West corridor? 
 
Given that the Waterdown Rd – 403 interchange study indicated that a 
criterion was that the rural nature of Waterdown Rd. be preserved why 
is it being considered as a N-S option? 
 
Can you make available a copy of the detailed comments relating to 
the transportation options, as gathered at the Open Houses held to 
date? 
 
Are bike path options being considered as part of the transportation 
plan? 
 
Are public transit options being considered for Flamborough 
residents? 
 
How do the current options identified fit with the Mid Peninsula 
Highway and its likely REDUCTION of South and South East Traffic 
Flow. 
 
Has there been any discussion re upgrading parts of HWY # 5 to 6 
lanes and how it will impact/reduce demand on QEW/Waterdown 
road? 
 
Has there been any consideration to the reworking/rebuilding of the 
Freeman Interchange (Brant, Niagara, 403, 407) and tying that into a 
King Road Full Interchange which will then go North and tie into a 
Waterdown By Pass/Mid Penn. 
 
Has there been discussion of a 407 Interchange at Upper Middle and 
possible extension of Upper Middle Rd. (not at capacity at the western 
limit) through to the top of Kerns Road. Connect up with a 
Waterdown By Pass - future Mid Penn.  
 
Is there any indication of how committed the MTO is to a full 
interchange at Waterdown Road? 
 
If the transportation option through the "23 Acres" is dropped will the 
City support its inclusion in the Greenbelt? Will it go further and urge 
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Action Taken/Information Provided by: 
Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised 
City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (FEBRUARY – MARCH 2005) 
the Province to cede the land to a conservation authority? 
 
We seek confirmation that the WSRA will continue to be invited to 
participate in the SAC on an ongoing basis and be informed of any 
meetings regarding development in Waterdown. 
 
Summary 
We would like to see the following.  
Waterdown Road, Mountain Brow and the "23 Acres" removed from 
the list of possible transportation options and the "23 Acres" rolled 
into the Greenbelt. This land must be preserved in perpetuity for all to 
enjoy.  
 
No new construction be permitted until the concerns raised above 
regarding transportation, schools, medical services, recreational 
facilities and taxation are dealt with.  
 

 
April-June 27, 2005 

 
Action Taken/Information Provided by: Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 

Questions Raised City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (APRIL – JUNE 27, 2005) 

NORTH-SOUTH 
 
As members of the Waterdown South Association we are 
very concerned about the widening of Waterdown Road/Mill 
Street to be considered as a N/S solution. 
  
How many homeowners on Waterdown Road/ Mill Street 
will be expropriated? 
 
We want the area called “23 acres "/Smoky Hollow, with its 
wildlife and beautiful natural environment which is important 
to residents of Waterdown, to be protected. 
It should not be destroyed. 
  
Also, development in Waterdown South should not occur 
until alternative routes N/S and E/W are funded without 
taxpayer’s expense, and new schools should be approved 
prior to development. 
  
We strongly oppose the expansion of Waterdown Road! 
   

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
RESPONSE: 
March 29, 2005, Office of Mayor Di Ianni wrote a response 
thanking the resident for their participation, and answering their 
questions. 
 
On March 31, 2005, the City of Hamilton Project Manager 
wrote a follow-up to Mayor Di Ianni’s response, adding that 
public consultation is an extremely valuable aspect of a project 
such as this. 
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Action Taken/Information Provided by: Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 
Questions Raised City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (APRIL – JUNE 27, 2005) 
 
The number of residences impacted by the proposed 
Waterdown By-Pass - over100 plus approx. another 100 
indirectly. The number of residences impacted by the King 
Road By-Pass - approximately 4. Concern that approximately 
6000 homes will be impacted. 
 
Upgrading of King Road to a 4-LANE HIGHWAY would 
impact the escarpment to a lesser degree than the proposed 
Waterdown Road route.  The flora and fauna do not need 
protecting - they will survive under the toughest 
conditions. It is the people that need to be protected.  The 
increase volume of traffic in a residential area will amount to 
air pollution, road pollution, and noise pollution.  
 
You state - there are natural areas adjacent to Waterdown 
Road, including steep ravines on the east side - Is this not of 
concern? 
I think this is sufficient reason for not making Waterdown 
Road and Mountain Brow Road a 4-LANE HWY. 
 
You state - There is an existing residential community on 
Waterdown Road; King Road does not have an existing 
residential community similar to Waterdown Road.    This is 
certainly true, so why are we disrupting a residential 
community as opposed to the absence of no residential 
community?   We are not requesting upgraded roads, they are 
being pushed on us. 
 
You state - The transportation modelling for Waterdown road 
and Mountain Brow shows that these roads must be 
improved even if King Road was improved and 
straightened.    If these roads must be improved, does it have 
to be a 4-LANE HWY? 
  
  
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 

RESPONSE: Originally, four routes were examined:  
Waterdown Road, King Road, Kerns Road, and Brant Street.  
Kerns Road and Brant Street were eliminated as potential 
solutions as they did not take enough of the traffic to warrant the 
expense and impacts of widening them. 

King Road alone will not solve the transportation problem for 
moving people in and out of Waterdown.  It does not attract 
enough of the traffic volumes to address the transportation need.  
Even if King Road was built to a four lane capacity, there would 
still be a need to improve Waterdown Road. 

King Road would have to be straightened and a new 80 metre 
wide cut of the Niagara Escarpment would be required.  This is a 
significantly greater Escarpment impact than Waterdown Road. 

There are high priority natural areas for protection on King 
Road. Waterdown Road will have a new interchange per the 
approved City of Burlington Environmental Assessment for this 
project.  

Waterdown Road will have a new interchange per the approved 
City of Burlington Environmental Assessment for this project.  

The Aldershot GO Station is at the intersection of Waterdown 
Road and Highway 403. 

There are natural areas adjacent to Waterdown Road, including 
steep ravines on the east side. 

King Road does not have an existing residential community 
similar to Waterdown Road. 

When all of the above factors are taken together, Waterdown 
Road is preferred for reasons of natural heritage impact (being 
minimal) and transportation routing (optimal).  Of course we 
recognize that Waterdown Road has impacts on the existing 
community greater than King Road.   

In addition, our work with the Niagara Escarpment Commission 
and Conservation Halton has lead to those agencies concurring 
with the recommendation of Waterdown Road. 
The growth in Waterdown was approved by the provincial 
cabinet in June of 2002.  The City of Hamilton, together with 
our partners in Burlington and Halton, are working to implement 
the requirements of the provincial cabinet.  We are also 
committed to excellence in transportation planning and 
mitigating the impacts of new roadways.  Unfortunately there is 
no solution without impacts and we will work with residents of 
Waterdown Road to address their concerns to the best of our 
collective abilities. 
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The rural streetscape protects our lawns from the run-off 
coming down from the Escarpment.  Our lawns support our 
wells and septic systems.  Not everyone has access to 
municipal water and we all have septic systems.  Changing 
this rural streetscape, by increasing the impervious surface 
increases the risk of the run-off getting into our wells and 
septic systems.  It would also fragment the wildlife corridors 
connecting the 3 ESAs and ANSI in this area.  The increase 
in noise, vibration and lights would also have a negative 
impact on the social and natural environment. 
 
Waterdown Rd and King Rd. are both historic roads, limited 
by dramatic topography. They were built as local access 
roads, not in this forecasted role. The limiting capacity of 
both Waterdown Rd. and King Rd. is Smokey Hollow, in 
Waterdown.  Because of the ‘dramatic topography’, it has 
been our experience that even a minor accident, will stop the 
flow of traffic in both directions on both Waterdown Rd. and 
King Rd.  One of the reasons King Rd was identified as the 
North/South route in 1999, was that in an Emergency 
Response situation, vehicles would have access on both of 
these roads. Therefore any accident in Smokey Hollow 
would not block access, to and from Waterdown, on both 
Waterdown Rd and King Rd.  
 
Even without any improvements, drivers are already using 
King Rd as a through road, all this in spite of the sign posted 
at the Service Road, telling through traffic to use Waterdown 
Rd.  It also recognized that the unused capacity on 
Waterdown Rd was able to accommodate the traffic from the 
OMB-approved housing application in North Aldershot for 
600 houses and said this traffic would be more sensitive to 
local conditions and the community than through traffic.  
There is yet a second OMB Hearing pending, because the 
developer is asking for a 62% increase in housing numbers in 
part of this proposed development. Is the option to widen 
Waterdown Road being weighted by the City not prepared to 
defend not only their planning policy but also the OMB 
Decision? 
 
The expansion of the GO Station has been touted as a 
pressure to provide additional road capacity for the proposed 
population increase in Waterdown.  If this is the case, will 
the information on the public transit component of the study 
be presented at the April PIC? 
 
Aside from the obviously immense impact on almost 100 
families who live on Waterdown Rd., there are also safety 
concerns. There are more than 85 driveways that enter onto 
Waterdown Rd. and about 6 on King Rd. Students in North 
Aldershot are bussed to no fewer than 9 schools.  The 
students are bussed, not because of the distances to the 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes. Change transit strategy will be incorporated in the final 
report. 
 
 
 
 
These matters have been taken into account as part of the 
environmental assessment. 
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QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (APRIL – JUNE 27, 2005) 
schools, but because the Boards recognize the safety 
concerns.  These buses do not go down the side streets but 
pick up the students at ‘bus stops’ on Waterdown Rd.  
Widening of this road will only increase the danger. 
 
While there appears to be no clear-cut choice for a 
North/South route, I think there is a better choice and I 
believe that it is still King Road.  
 
 
Objection to the widening of Waterdown Rd: 
 
One is the obvious problem of being populated over much of 
its' length, far more so than the alternate King Rd. As well, 
and most importantly, it is bordered along it's eastern side by 
Sassafras Woods, one of 38 "critical natural areas" identified 
in 1984 by Carolinian Canada. Any interference with 
Sassafras Woods would be a blow to conservation in this 
region. Neither Waterdown Rd. nor King Rd. would be easily 
widened for increased traffic. Although the King Rd. choice 
would also be challenging, it must be better than funnelling a 
large increase in traffic volume down through the area of the 
waterfalls, under the railroad bridge and up to the intersection 
of Hwy.5 and Mill St.!! If this traffic volume includes the 
cars leaving a proposed new interchange at Waterdown Rd. 
and the 403, and travelling north, it is hard to imagine that 
this route could ever be adapted successfully.  
Please do not allow the widening of Waterdown Road.  
 

 
ACTION: These questions/points were addressed at the PIC 
held in April 2005. 

 
Many questions about whether a new bridge will be built 
over the river and whether the tracks will have an overpass 
and whether the road will be 4 lanes in front of my house. 
My greatest concern however, is that I will not be able to get 
out of my driveway safely.  The grade of the hill west of my 
home is such that I have NO VISIBILITY with even 6" of 
snow.  I am very afraid of the result with more traffic if this 
factor is not taken into the planning. 
 
I was told at the Open House that there would be a way for 
me to be involved in the more micro planning regarding how 
exactly the road will be designed in front of my house.   
 
Could you please tell me how I can become more involved 
because I feel my safety could be jeopardized? 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
Issues of these details are address with affected homeowners at 
“kitchen table” meetings during Phase 3 of the Class EA 
process. 

 
Why is Waterdown Road preferred over King Road? Request 
for proof of the decision that this is the correct decision when 
all other studies to date have preferred King Road.   
 
With the implementation of an interchange and the possible 
widening of Waterdown Rd. to 4 lanes, how will the rural 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 

 
All of these questions were addressed in the PIC presented 
materials.  
 

All study suggestions and concerns raised were noted by the project team and considered in the recommendation of the 
preferred solution. 
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character of the road and areas be maintained? How will this 
happen without displacing the majority of the original 
community?  
 
How will wildlife safely cross between the ANSI’s and 
ESA’s in the area, will they now have to cross a busy four-
lane highway and become road kill? 
 
How will more pavement from widening roads and new 
developments resulting in water runoff affect area watersheds 
(3 of them)/creeks? 
 
How will more traffic and pollution affect the area 
watersheds and the ANSI/ESA areas? How can we continue 
to protect these species if we are constantly pitting them in 
more danger?  Why can’t we use the hydro cut on King Road 
as a new traffic corridor) bury the hydro wires like most 
other countries do)?  
 
How were the “weight values” decided or distributed 
according to presentation at the April 20th meeting? What 
research has been done to estimate total costs of widening the 
road? Costs such as storm sewers, road reconfiguring, 
moving existing infrastructures, acquiring property etc. and 
has this been done also for King Road what are the 
comparisons and please don’t quote the 14M vs. the 24 M 
again as those figures are very unrealistic. Again where are 
the details and explanations? We want answers.  
 
If widening is done, who is paying the costs? You can’t 
expect us as taxpayers to pay for something we DO NOT 
WANT!!!  Infrastructure required to support growth will be 
paid by the development community. 
 
What is the position of the City of Burlington when it comes 
to widening Waterdown Road? We were told couple of years 
ago that Waterdown Road was not going to be widened. Has 
the City position changed? The City of Burlington, adopted 
the study findings to-date at the C&CS Committee Meeting 
on June 20, 2005. 
 
Why was the public not informed about the June 9th SAC 
meeting? Why are area residents continually NOT informed 
about meetings that directly affect their whole life. 
 
I CAN NOT SUPPORT THE WIDENING OF 
WATERDOWN ROAD OR FURTHER DEVLOPMENT 
TO THE AREA that will harm the existing rural character of 
North Aldershot.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Growth related costs will be paid by the development 
community. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The SAC meetings are not publicly announced as they are focus 
group meetings with community stakeholders; however Public 
members were able to attend SAC meetings as observers. 
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EAST-WEST 
 
I live at 138 at the corner of Duncan between Centre Road 
and Highway Six. Is this part of the area to be widened?  I 
couldn't tell from the display last night or from the web site. 
How wide would you actually make Parkside Drive?  
 
My second question regards compensation to adjacent 
homeowners. Obviously, if you widen Parkside or other 
streets you will decrease the property value of the adjacent 
homes. Is there a plan in the works to expropriate entire 
properties at fair market value so that homeowners will not 
suffer financial losses.  
 
Also, what is the timetable for construction?  
 
Since we are planning some major improvements to our 
home we would obviously require the answers to these 
questions before we proceed with our plans. 
 
I would appreciate your prompt reply to these questions.  

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
RESPONSE: Dillon Consulting  responded with the following 
e-mail: 
 
The preferred east-west corridor recommended as presented at 
the PIC and displayed on the project website is Option 4.  
Starting at the west, this option consists of a new 2-lane North 
Link "By-pass" ROW from Dundas Street West at Hwy 6 
continuing as a new northern "by-pass", then swinging south 
past Centre Street to connect with Parkside Drive east of 
Churchill Avenue.  Widening Parkside Drive to 4 lanes will 
occur between Churchill Road to the eastern edge of the 
Upcountry lands, just west of Evans Road.  Then a new link 
from this point will connect with Dundas Street.  The portion of 
Parkside Drive between Highway 6 and Churchill Road (which 
includes 138 Parkside Drive) is not a part of the preferred option 
and is therefore not recommended for widening. 
 
Based on the recommended plan, there is no need to acquire any 
property in the portion of Parkside Drive you are referring to.  
For properties east of Churchill Road that may be affected, the 
City of Hamilton will begin negotiations with property owners 
to acquire portions or all of a property affected at a fair market 
value once the details of the roadway improvements are known. 
 
There is no clear timetable for construction at this point.  
Currently, this Environmental Assessment (EA) is at Phase 2 of 
the process.  The purpose of Phase 2 is to identify alternative 
solutions to the problem.  This is likely to be completed in the 
fall of this year.   Phase 3 through 5 of the EA process will 
follow, which will involve alternative design concepts for the 
preferred solution, drafting an Environmental Study Report, and 
implementation.   
 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 

 
A letter was written by a resident of Waterdown expressing 
her disdain about the plan to expand Waterdown rd. and go 
through the 23 acres. This resident expressed that she and her 
family had enjoyed the area for many years, and that it would 
be devastating to let it go. 
 

 
RESPONSE: 
Response was sent from the office of Mayor Di Ianni; thanking 
the resident for their input, and assuring them that the team was 
working towards the best possible solution for everybody. 

 
The Niagara Escarpment Commission concurs with the 
recommendation of Waterdown Road. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
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TIMING OF REPORTS & RESPONSES 
 
At the April 20th and 21st Public information presentations, 
it was stated that the details of the Consultants report will be 
published within 2 weeks on the Hamilton City Planning 
Departments web site.  It is now 4 weeks later and still no 
publications. 
  
At the same presentations you have asked for feedback by 
May 18th.  I, like many other people have been waiting for 
the detail reports from the consultant before I make my 
comments.   
 
Where is the Consultants detailed report?  Once it is 
published you then must allow a reasonable amount of time 
for the public to reply back to it. 
  
If the details of the report are not going to be published to the 
public, please advise so I can still state my comments on 
what was presented so far! 
 
Request to know how long residents have to make final 
comments? 
 
 
I also asked in the Aldershot meeting if they will have 
another group meeting 2 weeks after they publish they 
details. The intent of the question was that at the meeting, it 
was our first opportunity to see their recommendations.  
However, without their detail report/data it was hard to ask 
relevant questions.  Now with the details we can ask better 
question and give better advise to them.  If they do not let us 
publicly comment on these details within the next few weeks 
it will be too late.  Their next planned meeting is Sept when 
they will release their final recommendations/report.  So 
much for public input at that time!!! 
  
If you can look into this, we would appreciate it. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
RESPONSE: The Alternative Solution Evaluation Report is 
now available on the Project Website. This report documents the 
results of the process undertaken to identify, evaluate and select 
a preferred transportation solution for the Waterdown-Aldershot 
study area. The website address is: 
www.city.hamilton.on.ca/public-works/capital-
planning/waterdown-&-aldershot-tmp/default.asp 
 
As always, please let me know if you have any further questions 
or concerns. 
 
In response to the final e-mail, Liz Nield wrote  
 
The next round of PICs will be held in the Fall, the final 
decision will be made after that time. 
 
In regards to a deadline for comments, the Study Team is 
accepting comments until July 5. 
 
We have documented all of your comments, ideas and concerns. 

 
Concern that no response had been received in regards to the 
original request and questions sent on February 14. 
 

 
RESPONSE: Lura replied and assured that the resident would 
receive a response. 
 

Dillon sent a response to the resident with detailed answers to 
the questions about the project. 
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Request to add new email addresses to contact list, and noted 
that H-TUG would attend the 3rd SAC meeting. 

 
RESPONSE: 
Lura replied and sent minutes, also indicated that Study Team 
has been contacting H-TUG since the beginning of the project. 
 

 
Concern that responses and reports are not distributed in 
enough time. 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 

 
Request for SAC members list 
 
Request to know who hired Lura Consulting. 

 
ACTION: Lura sent resident the SAC members list, and 
indicated that Lura has been hired by the City of Hamilton and 
Dillon Consulting. 

PUBLIC TRANSIT 

 
Overall concern with the direction of the Transportation 
Master Plan. While references have been made to 
transportation demand management and improvements to 
transit and cycling, the majority of additional capacity 
appears to have been directed towards automotive use. 
 
During the June 2005 SAC meeting, when asked about what 
elements of public transit would be considered within the 
study area, Dillon Consulting claimed that a shuttle like 
service connecting Waterdown to the Aldershot GO station 
could also loop around Waterdown to service trips within 
Waterdown. The primary function of this system would be 
servicing intercity trips, and is unlikely that this would 
provide a level of service close to that of a typical transit 
system. If Dillon Consulting considers this service an 
effective means for providing intra-city trips, we would ask 
that they provide some supporting evidence. 
 
We believe the focus on car based solutions may be flawed in 
that several important issues were overlooked in the planning 
to date. While some discussion of these issues has taken 
place in past meetings of the SAC, we do not believe they 
have been fully resolved. 
 
Air Pollution 
Air pollution effects were not incorporated into the 
evaluation of transportation alternatives. During the June 
2005 SAC meeting, Dillon Consulting stated this exclusion 
was due to all road capacity alternatives having the same 
projected increase in air pollution. However, if transit was 
eliminated as an alternative to road capacity expansion, it 
would have been without consideration of transit’s lower 
impact on air quality. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
RESPONSE: The solution was not car focused, however, in 
order to accommodate the demand, additional automobile 
capacity is required in concert with TDM and transit. A transit 
only solution was eliminated; however Transit service was not 
eliminated as part of the solution. 
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Accessibility 
There has been little discussion of how current and future 
residents of Waterdown without access to a car will be 
accommodated. While most adults in Waterdown likely have 
access to a car, the young, elderly and disabled population 
may not. These groups do not appear to have been adequately 
represented in the planning process.  
 
Increasing Energy Costs 
Few would disagree that the car is becoming a less viable 
mode of transportation. During the June 2005 SAC meeting, 
Dillon Consulting stated that predicting increases in energy 
costs was too difficult to include in their modeling. We 
appreciate that modeling has practical limits, but at the very 
least, all limitations should be stated out right, in order to 
allow for an informed interpretation of the results.  
 
Public Support 
The residents of Waterdown have expressed a number of 
concerns which are in opposition to the proposed Waterdown 
road expansion, including expropriation of property, the loss 
of village character and the adverse environmental and social 
impacts associated with increased car usage. These concerns 
should be considered when evaluating public support for 
introducing public transit. 
 
We respectfully request that the issues discussed in this letter 
be addressed. We look forward to continuing an open, 
constructive discussion. 
 

WATERDOWN SOUTH RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION 

 
It only came to our attention after the Waterdown public 
meeting, and after the road option through the 23 Acres was 
first identified, that the proposed route appears to go through 
one or more Environmentally Sensitive Areas. These areas 
were not identified on the dot maps at the meeting, and if 
they are indeed located between the top of Flanders Drive, 
Rosewood Court and George Street, with another potentially 
between Waterdown South Development and Dundas Street, 
they should be added to the “areas of concern” map.   We 
would appreciate confirmation from either of you about the 
exact location, boundaries and status of these ESA’s and 
whether the proposed road would cut through or impinge on 
any of them. 
 
We have serious concerns relating to the “Criteria Weighting 
Exercise” we were asked to contribute to (some people 
declined to submit their “rankings” because of these 
concerns). We want to reiterate a point made by several 
people (including by at least one SAC member) during the 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
RESPONSE: A photograph of the display board was forwarded 
by e-mail on March 1, 2005. 
 
A PDF of the Stakeholder Advisory Committee TOR were 
provided to the WSRA on April 18, 2005 by e-mail. 
 
The exact location, boundaries and status of these ESA’s and 
whether the proposed road would cut through or impinge on any 
of them is available in the project web-page at Page 32of the 
PIC 2 presentation slides: http://www.hamilton.ca/public-
works/capital-planning/waterdown-&-aldershot-
tmp/PDF/Waterdown-Aldershot-PIC-2-Boards.pdf
 
It is important to note that ESAs and other natural areas have 
been avoided as much as possible in corridor routing and in 
Phases 3 & 4, further attempts will be made to avoid effects in 
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meeting and have several issues to register and/or seek a 
response to.  
 
We would like to have the data for the ‘worse case scenario’ 
split out and provided to interested parties for each of the 
King road and Waterdown road options. We request this be 
split out as per the tabular values used at the meeting on 
Table NS-1. 
 
We would also request being informed specifically which 
properties have been identified as impacted in the 
Waterdown Road scenarios, including which specific 77 
residential properties could be “required,” which others are 
within the 25m, 25-50m of the corridor etc, for each of the 
categories. We request the same information for the King Rd. 
scenarios. 
 
North South Routes 
 When Waterdown and King were examined, the following 
information was determined: 
 
King Road alone will not solve the transportation problem 
for moving people in and out of Waterdown.  It simply does 
not attract enough of the traffic volumes to address the 
transportation need.  In fact, even if King Road was built to a 
four lane capacity, there would still be a need to improve 
Waterdown Road. 
 
King Road would have to be straightened and a new 80 metre 
wide cut of the Niagara Escarpment would be required.  This 
is a significantly greater Escarpment impact than Waterdown 
Road. 
 
There are high priority natural areas for protection on King 
Road 
 
Waterdown Road will have a new interchange per the 
approved City of Burlington Environmental Assessment for 
this project.  
 
While we heard your explanation of how you propose to use 
the information gathered, it seems clear the ranking exercise 
is seriously flawed from any empirical standpoint and the 
results wide open to interpretation. For instance several of 
our members felt by ranking environmental concerns highest, 
they were doing so in relation to the 23 Acres. Such a 
ranking could easily be mis-represented. This point was 
reiterated by several people in relation to other factors such 
as the cost weighting.  That element could be ranked high or 
low depending on the tax impacts to residents.  We therefore 
respectfully repeat the request by several parties that a 
similar ranking exercise be undertaken for each of the King 
road and Waterdown road options separately.  

developing the design of the roadway.   
 
Information about the weighting criteria exercise was presented 
at the second round of Public Consultation and documented in 
the Alternative Solutions Evaluation report, which can be found 
in the study’s web page at: 
 
http://www.hamilton.ca/public-works/capital-
planning/waterdown-&-aldershot-tmp/reports.asp
 
It is our opinion that the criteria ranking and weighting exercise 
was undertaken in a legitimate manner consistent with 
approaches we have followed for other EA studies.  The study 
team considered the input obtained from the workshop 
participants and developed criteria group and criteria weights to 
assist in the evaluation of corridor options.  These weights have 
been made publicly available at the PICs and documented in the 
recently released discussion paper.  To date, we have received 
no other concerns regarding the recommended criteria weights.  
Should you feel that the criteria weights as recommended are 
inappropriate, we would be pleased to discuss these concerns 
with you. 
 
In assessing the alternative road corridors, we identified the 
potential for the removal of up to 19 residences along 
Waterdown Rd.  Since that evaluation was undertaken, we have 
further refined the need for property along Waterdown Rd and 
expect that at least half of these residential removals can be 
avoided.   A further refined corridor is to be presented in the 
Transportation Master Plan Report, which will be available in 
late summer 2005.   The need for residential removals will not 
however be confirmed until Phases 3 & 4 of the Class EA 
process when alternative designs are identified, assessed and 
evaluated.  This work is to commence in late 2005 
 
As stated above, the process to develop the criteria group and 
criteria weights was undertaken in a legitimate and supportable 
manner.  All the road corridor options that were considered have 
the potential for varying levels of effect on various components 
of the “environment”.  The potential for effects from each of 
these options was presented to the participants at the workshop.  
This was done to provide the participants with a general sense of 
the range of effects associated with the options.   You note 
concerns regarding the ranking and weighting of the natural 
environment criteria group as “high importance” by some of the 
workshop participants due to concerns with the “23 acre” 
woods. We see no problems with this and view it as a legitimate 
reason for assigning a high level of importance to the natural 
environment criteria group.   Again, the purpose of the exercise 
was to obtain input on what the public views to be the most 
important considerations in selecting a preferred option.  It is 
important to recognize that not all of the effects can necessarily 
be avoided in the selection of the preferred alternative.  Again, 
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Action Taken/Information Provided by: Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 
Questions Raised City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (APRIL – JUNE 27, 2005) 
 
We would appreciate confirmation of what the legal 
requirements are for informing the public of the various 
consultation sessions etc.  
 
We would like to register our dismay at your public 
confirmation that there are no good North-South 
transportation options and we simply need to make the best 
of a bad situation, based on the fact that development was 
approved by the previous government. We would also like to 
ensure that your statement is recorded in the minutes of the 
meeting. 
 
Now that the Kerns Road alternative has been eliminated, we 
more than ever consider our association deserves full status 
on the SAC.  Mr. Stephenson, who should certainly remain 
as a member of the SAC, is identified as a “representative” 
for the “Local Community -Waterdown South.”  He lives on 
the 3rd Concession East, bordering Kerns and right on the 
eastern boundary of Waterdown. As Waterdown Road is now 
one of two remaining options, our association representing 
residents around the Waterdown Road, 23 Acres should be 
on the committee. 

the process is about making tradeoffs so as to select on balance, 
the option with the most advantages and least disadvantages.  
We believe that the criteria weights that were ultimately selected 
are reasonable and represent the range of concerns and effects 
associated with road improvement options in the study area. 
 
In reference to your final point, to assist in the evaluation of the 
options, one set of criteria weights is developed, not separate 
sets for each option selected. 
 
The Waterdown-Aldershot TMP is being undertaken to meet 
Phases 1 and 2 of the Municipal Class EA process.  For Phase 2, 
there are two mandatory points of public contact including: 
towards the end of Phase 2 inviting comment on the selection of 
the preferred alternative solution and when the project is 
completed a notice of project completion is to be issued, again 
inviting comment on the recommended solution.   These notices 
will be issued once the study has reached these points in the 
process.   
 
The Cities of Hamilton and Burlington have well exceeded 
public notice and consultation requirements of the Class EA.  
Additional notices/events have included: a project initiation 
notice, notices to attend PICs (two held to date and a third 
planned for September), the issuing of interim study reports for 
public review and holding Stakeholder Advisory Committee 
meetings. 
 
The WSRA was invited to become a member of the SAC 
through our April 15, 2005 response to your “Submissions to the 
Stakeholder Advisory Committee” (page 11). 
 

 
Concern about timing of response to questions posed from 
February through to April. 
 

 
ACTION: Dillon Consulting offered an apology for the delay in 
response. 
 

 
Your staff report to the Public Works, Infrastructure and 
Environment Committee appears to indicate that part of the 
NS option recommendation is: 
 
"Geometric improvements and widen Waterdown Road to 4 
lanes from Hwy 403 to Dundas Street". 
 
WSRA indicated that they thought that the proposal was 4 
lanes up to Mountain Brow only? 
 
Request that the Discussion Paper is mailed directly to the 
WSRA. 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
The Study team will check the report and correct as required. 
 
In terms of e-mailing a copy of the report, the City's standard 
practice is that the agenda is posted on the FRIDAY before the 
committee meeting. My commitment to you was to e-mail the 
report when it became available, which I had indicated was on 
the Friday before the committee meeting.  It appears the agenda 
was posted early which was unknown to me when I left the 
office yesterday. 
 
 
 
 

All study suggestions and concerns raised were noted by the project team and considered in the recommendation of the 
preferred solution. 
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Action Taken/Information Provided by: Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 
Questions Raised City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (APRIL – JUNE 27, 2005) 
 

ADDITIONAL OPTIONS TO CONSIDER 
 
Heard and read several times that the City of Hamilton is 
running out of space for expansion.  If this is the case would 
it not be prudent to save the space we now have available for 
expansion in the city for future citizens of the city to live and 
work. 
 
If that makes sense, does it make sense to build a bypass of 
Waterdown so that people that want to work in Toronto have 
better access to Toronto?  Parkside Road has been designated 
as a 4-lane road in the transportation plans for many years. 
That certainly is the first and hopefully the only step that 
should be taken to provide a road for those that wish to travel 
to Toronto. 
 
What makes the most sense of all to help people travel to 
Toronto is not by car, but by Go Train from Aldershot. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
Most of these questions/points were addressed at the PIC. 

 
I presently live on Boulding Ave and the back of my house 
(master bedroom window) backs onto Parkside Dr no further 
than about 30 meters. 
 
I estimate that about 1000 cars speed by my home during the 
morning and afternoon rush hours each working day.  The 
noise is very high and stressful at times. 
 
Reduce the speed of Parkside in areas that are currently 
posted at 60 km/hr to 50 km/hr.  Western portions of 
Parkside Dr are posted already at 50 km/hr, but for some 
reason, the area behind our subdivision still remains at 60 
km/hr.  There is also a safety concern here at the intersection 
of Boulding and Parkside Drive which I use to leave my 
survey.  It is often very difficult to enter Parkside Dr due to 
the volume and speed of traffic at 60 km/hr.  
 
Create an East West Road, north of Parkside Dr that the 
majority of cars would use instead of Parkside Dr.  
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
Most of these questions/points were addressed at the PIC. 

 
It goes without saying that human nature would definitely 
welcome an exit ramp at Waterdown Road so that those poor 
trapped commuters could exit and avoid this daily 
inconvenience of traffic. 
 
Unfortunately, for some unknown reason, none of your 
scenarios, or any other previous traffic studies have ever 
addressed this daily occurrence.  The implementation of an 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
. 
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Action Taken/Information Provided by: Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 
Questions Raised City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (APRIL – JUNE 27, 2005) 
exit ramp for the westbound traffic would ultimately put 
Aldershot, Plains Road West, Waterdown Road and 
downtown Waterdown into gridlock every time that there 
was a backup on the Highway.  Add to this the GO station 
traffic exiting onto Waterdown Road that already creates 
substantial gridlock even at the best of times and the scenario 
is complete.  None of the traffic studies address this 
occurrence either. 
 
OPA 28 in Waterdown was a provincially sanctioned 
directive to expand for future population growth.  This EA is 
a study to accommodate that growth which also includes the 
east / west “Waterdown bypass”. 
 
The Aldershot portion mainly addresses the north / south 
component.  The existing main north / south routes are Brant 
Street and Highway No. 6 which is already being upgraded 
and which will become more efficient.  Previous planning 
studies concluded that Waterdown Road would reach 
capacity in any scenario even if it were widened to six lanes.  
So where is the solution to this dilemma?  Simple common 
sense. 
 
This province already has an existing highway that could 
carry the QEW / Waterdown bound traffic with minimal 
upgrades, no expropriations, no widening or upgrading the 
north / south arterial roads and no full interchange required at 
Waterdown Road.  Why was this existing component entirely 
overlooked? 
 
Highway 407 from the QEW to Highway No. 5 is part of a 
toll road that the provincial powers decided to sell.  Since the 
provincial powers also sanctioned development that requires 
a solution, they should also become responsible for that 
solution.  The short stretch between the QEW and Highway 
No. 5 could be dealt with easily enough.  Buy it back or 
expropriate it if need be.  It would be far less costly to 
reclaim this section of a few kilometres and introduce access 
ramps from the westbound QEW and even east bound too, 
then it would be to implement any of the other scenarios 
presented so far.  Please become sustainable. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Highway 407 was considered in the overall network 
analysis. Two independent studies concluded there is a need for 
the equivalent of one lane of traffic per direction in the east/west 
and north/south directions to service OPA 28 lands. 

OTHER 

 
When is the EA expected to be completed and what is timing 
for expropriation and construction? 
 
What is the function of the road? What is the volume of 
traffic anticipated? Is the road a 2 lane or 4 lane road?   
What is the anticipated width of the r-o-w? -Are residential 
driveways permitted access to the proposed road? 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
Most of these questions/points were addressed at the PIC. 
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Action Taken/Information Provided by: Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 
Questions Raised City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (APRIL – JUNE 27, 2005) 
 
If other municipalities benefiting/using this road, they should 
also contribute towards cost. Is the development charge area 
specific? Is $17 million in Hamilton development charge 
sufficient?  Have costs also been included in Burlington 
development charge? 
 
Is there a road for the road without development? What if no 
development occurs, who will use the proposed roads? 
 
Would there be a land use compatibility problem with E/W 
route through Waterdown North?  
 
What is the percentage of traffic outside Waterdown 
expected on the E/W section shown in transportation model?  
 
Have improvements to Concession 5 to Guelph Line for the 
E/W route been evaluated and considered, rather than a new 
road? 
 
Can the proposed transportation alternations be phased 
during implementation?  
 
 
Will this be a major express road? It will be an arterial 
roadway. 
 
Will it access to our farm? 
 
Will it have access to Robson Rd? 
 
We presently use Parkside with farm tractors, wagons…? 
 
Has Concession 5 been considered? 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
Most of these questions/points were addressed at the PIC. 

 
To what degree has King Rd been accounted for in your 
design conclusions? 
 
Who is co-coordinating this and has final approval before 
making your submissions to both Hamilton and Burlington 
Councils?  
 
We would like to know who in the MTO Administration has 
full and final say on this issue. Is the MTO part of the study’s 
Steering Committee? 
 
Has a full Environmental Assessment taken place or is it 
being considered, if no why not? This study is being 
undertaken under the Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment Process. 
 
What is the evaluation criteria for people/drivers 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
Most of these questions/points were addressed at the PIC. 

All study suggestions and concerns raised were noted by the project team and considered in the recommendation of the 
preferred solution. 
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Action Taken/Information Provided by: Summary of Issues/Suggestions/ 
Questions Raised City/Dillon/Lura 

QUESTIONS/COMMENTS/CONCERNS (APRIL – JUNE 27, 2005) 
backtracking easterly on Mountain Brow and Hwy #5?  
 

 
Suggested that a preliminary route analysis should be 
conducted on Waterdown Rd. in order to show the public that 
the proposed route will likely not expropriate all 77 houses. 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
This will be provided in the draft report. 

 
With the serious nature and costs of the proposed Waterdown 
Road expansion can you confirm with me which city is 
paying for the Waterdown road 4-lane proposed road 
expansion? 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
Most of these questions/points were addressed at the PIC. 
 
Cost allocation will be presented in the draft report.  
Infrastructure required to support growth will be paid by the 
development community. 
 

 
On the website, option 1 goes through the greenbelt area. 
  
I have talked to a representative at the Halton Conservation a 
number of times in the past when Stantec was doing the same 
study in 1989.  Stantec picked the same route as Option 
1.  She told them they cannot go the Provincially Significant 
areas (i.e.-Grindstone creek) but that was still their 
recommendation.  I would say this time they listened to her 
and therefore did not choose Option 1.  However I have not 
heard anything from the Hamilton Conservation Group. 
  
I know the Mayor of Burlington was on the Greenbelt 
committee that drafted the wording - "not to go through these 
PSW unless no other alternative can be found". 
 

 
ACTION: The Study team takes all feedback and comments 
into consideration, and documents the input. 
 
. 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

 
This document summarizes the issues that have been received from public 
stakeholders during the Waterdown/Aldershot  
Transportation Master Plan – Phase 2 and the responses from the study team.  
 
For more information, please contact: 
 
Neutral Community Facilitator's Office 
36 Hunter Street East, 6th Floor 
Hamilton, ON L8N 3W8 
Tel. (905) 818-8464 
Fax (905) 528-4179 
Email: info@waterdown-aldershot.ca
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
Natural Environment 
Aquatic 
Watersheds/Wetlands Watersheds • Concern regarding the impact of 

new roads on watersheds 
 

• Will be examined in 
Phases 3 and 4 
 

Terrestrial 
Air Quality and Climate 
Change 

Vehicle 
Emissions 

• Concern over increased traffic 
increasing air emissions  
 

• Examined in Phases 3 and 
4, and have recommended 
transit 
 

  • Suggests offsetting emissions with 
increased tree planting 
 

• Suggestion will be looked 
at in Phases 3 and 4 
 

Designated Lands Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas 

• Concern over the impact of new 
roads on these areas 
 

• Detailed alignment will 
occur in Phases 3 and 4 
 

  • Suggests that Mountain Brow Road 
does not get extended beyond King 
Road from Waterdown Road, so have 
less traffic down King Road. 
 

• Will be looked at in Phases 
3 and 4 
 

  • Suggests that an extension of Upper 
Middle Road will affect the 
environmentally sensitive areas 
 

• Will be addressed in 
Phases 3 and 4 
 
 

 Greenbelt • Concern over impact of new roads 
on the Greenbelt 
 

• The Greenbelt Act was 
taken into consideration – 
impacts will be mitigated 
through detailed design 
 

  • Suggests that the Barnes and 
Connor lands, while officially within 
the Greenbelt, are not natural, and 
therefore a more logical location 
 

• This option was evaluated 
 

  • The Phase 2 Draft Report does not 
highlight that the recommended route 
passes through the Greenbelt  
 

• Is noted in Section 5.1 of 
the Phase 2 Draft Report 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • The Greenbelt Act does not allow 

the recommended route, as there are 
other ‘reasonable alternatives’  
 

• The Greenbelt Act does 
not prohibit crossing the 
Greenbelt  
 
• The recommended route 
has the least overall impacts 
on the Greenbelt 
 
• The Project Teams 
interpretation of the Act has 
been confirmed by Ontario 
Ministry of Municipal 
Affairs and Housing staff  
 
• The design stage will work 
to even further minimize 
the impact 
 

  • The Phase 2 Report claims the 
recommended route does not affect 
the Greenbelt  
 

• The report says the 
Greenbelt legislation has no 
affect on the route, not that 
environmental features have 
no effect 
 

 Provincially 
Significant 
Wetland 
Designation 

• Concern over impact of new roads 
on Provincially Significant Wetlands 
 

• The area in question is not 
a Provincially Significant 
Wetlands, therefore it was 
evaluated as an 
environmentally sensitive 
areas, and the Ontario 
Ministry of Environment 
was written for clarification 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • The Waterdown North Wetland 

Woods is an ‘overlooked’ Provincially 
Significant Wetland 
 
  
 
 

• The area is an 
Environmentally Sensitive 
Area, and a candidate 
Provincially Significant 
Wetlands 
 
• Even if re-weighted as a 
Provincially Significant 
Wetlands, the 
recommended route does 
not change 
 
• Routing and mitigation 
will occur in Phase 3 
 

  • Due to the size of the Provincially 
Significant Wetland and the size of 
the project, re-weighting will not 
factor this change to the degree 
necessary 
 

• Used the same weighting 
technique as for the rest of 
the analysis, a level 
appropriate for a Phase 2 
 

  • The report was not based on good 
environmental information  
 

• The natural environment 
criteria were terrestrial and 
aquatic features, regardless 
of the presence of a 
designation on the land 
 

Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat 

Migration • Asked about the effect of the 
expanded roads on wildlife migration  
 

• The potential for effects to 
wildlife movement will be 
considered in Phase 3. 

Woodlands/Vegetation Trees • Questioned the impact of the 
proposed roads on existing trees 
 

• The impact will be 
examined in Phase 3 
 

Socio-Cultural Environment 
Community 
Aesthetics/Community 
Character 

Rural character • Concern over the impact of the 
roads on the character of the area 
 

• They are working to 
provide answers, but 
detailed design will occur in 
Phases 3 and 4 
 

  • Questioned why Dillon was not told 
to ‘retain the character’ of 
Waterdown, as Stantec was told 
 

• Measures to minimize the 
effects on the character of 
the affected areas will be 
considered in Phase 3. 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
Public Infrastructure Hydro 

Infrastructure 
• Questioned the location and safety 
of hydro lines 
 

• Location is determined 
during development – 
referred to Horizon Utilities 
 

 Sidewalks • Questioned the location of new 
sidewalks 
 
 

• Determined in Phases 3 
and 4 
 

 Streetscape • Wondered about the streetscape 
designs 
 

• Will be dealt with in 
Phases 3 and 4 

 Trails • Support of pedestrian and bike trails 
 

• This issue falls under 
Phases 3 and 4 
 

  • Suggests grade separating the trail 
running northerly from Parkside to 
the new park areas 
 

• Will be explored in Phases 
3 and 4 
 

  • Questioned the impact on the trail 
from Parkside to Flamborough 
Wetland Park 
 

• Re-evaluated, and will be 
noted in the final report 
 

Cultural 
Built Heritage and 
Cultural Landscapes 

Waterdown • Wondered how the Transportation 
Master Plan has been tied into the 
‘Future Vision Statement’ for 
Waterdown 
 

• Available ‘vision 
statements’ in the study area 
were considered in the 
Transportation Master Plan.

  • Wondered about the effects on 
heritage properties/areas 
 

• Will be addressed in 
Phases 3 and 4 
 

Residential 
Access Driveway • Concern over new driveway grading 

effecting sight lines 
 

• Effects on driveway 
sightlines will be considered 
in Phase 3. 
 

  • Concern over safety of backing out 
of driveways onto the newly busy 
roads 
 

• Will be addressed in 
Phases 3 and 4 
 

 Mail Delivery • Will there be room for rural mailbox 
delivery? 
 

• Will be addressed in 
Phases 3 and 4 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
Nuisances Noise • Suggests signs to show that Flanders 

Drive is not a through street, thus 
avoiding unnecessary traffic 
 

• Falls under Phases 3 and 4 
 

  • Suggests noise mitigation needed for 
Flanders Drive residents 
 

• Falls under Phases 3 and 4 
 

  • General concern over increased 
traffic noise 
 

• Will be examined in 
Phases 3 and 4 

 Safety • General concern over the safety of 
the increased roads, in regards to 
vehicles and pedestrians 
 

• Will be addressed in 
Phases 3 and 4 
 

  • Concern over the traffic circle, 
which appears in certain figure, as 
being an unsafe option  
 

• The traffic circle was only 
illustrative, and all designs 
will be looked at in Phase 3 
 

  • Concern over safety at Mountain 
Brow and Flanders Drive, therefore 
suggests a stoplight 
 

• Falls under Phases 3 and 4 
 

  • Resident was looking for additional 
details of what will happen in front of 
her house near Mountain Brow and 
Waterdown Road 
 

• The Phase 2 
Transportation Master Plan 
provides relatively detailed 
plans for the roadway 
improvements. Further 
details will be developed in 
Phase 3. 
 

 Visual • Wondered what would be done with 
the hydro poles recently installed 
 

• Addressed in Phases 3 and 
4 
 

Property Encroachment • Concerned about encroachment 
policy and its effects 
 

• Prefer to negotiate with 
homeowners 
 
• Generally only acquire the 
minimum, and only if access 
and/or buildings are 
affected 
 
• Will be looking at ways to 
mitigate, through routing, in 
Phase 3 and 4 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • Suggests a way to mitigate is to 

straighten portions of Waterdown 
Road, and put the houses on a new 
side road 
 

• Detailed design in Phase 3 
 

  • Wondered what the process is for 
deciding what is fair value regarding 
compensation, and if they will be 
compensated for property value loss 
 

• Property requirements 
have not yet been defined 
 

 Impacts •  Questioned what to do if 
construction damaged property 
 
 

• It is up to the contractor 
to verify, but suggests that 
residents take photos 
 

  • Questioned effect of construction 
on well systems 
 

• Explained the plan for 
municipal water servicing 
 

  • Questioned effect of construction 
on Septic systems 
 

• Dealt with in Phases 3 and 
4 
 

  • One resident wondered about the 
effect of the East/West route on his 
farming operations 
 

• Will be examined in 
Phases 3 and 4 
 

Technical Considerations 
Cost 
Project Full Cost of 

Preferred Route 
• Questioned who pays for the 
maintenance of new roads 
 

• Tax levies, not 
development charges 
 

  • Questioned if developers will pay 
for the streetscaping of the new roads

• Developers do not pay 
beyond the ‘ten year 
average’ used in the 
municipality – therefore this 
will be addressed in Phases 
3 and 4 
 

  • Wondered about the cost of this 
new study 
 

• Costing for the roadway 
improvements were 
considered and are 
documented in the 
Transportation Master Plan 
Report.  
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • Wondered who pays for 

expropriations 
 

• It is part of the project 
cost 
 

  • Wondered when developers pay the 
development charges 
 

• They pay at the time of 
building permits 
 

  • Questioned how the road changes 
will be paid 
 
 

• The majority will be 
development charges, as the 
intention is for growth to 
pay for growth. Are also 
working on a financial 
agreement between 
Burlington and Hamilton 
 

  • Questioned the justification 
weighting/criteria, specifically relating 
to cost and the monitoring of costs 
 

• Explained the multiple 
factors used in the 
justification table, not 
simply cost. Detailed 
costing will go to Council in 
Phase 3, and beforehand if 
necessary 
 

  • Wondered about Development 
Charges being able to cover the 
increased cost 
 

• The current $17 million is 
all for roads. The process is 
that Council has to approve 
any adjustments 
 
• Please see Table 15 of the 
draft report 
 

  • When will upgrading costs be added, 
as they would affect the route selected 
 

• When development is 
complete - the study 
identifies improvements to 
major corridors 
 

Engineering 
Construction Timing • Suggested that development be 

staged in conjunction with road 
improvements 
 

• They will proceed in stages 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
Project Management 
Consultation Hamilton 

Conservation 
Authority  

• The Hamilton Conservation 
Authority  has not been involved 
 

• Hamilton Conservation 
Authority was on Steering 
Committee, and received a 
copy of the Report  
 

 Public Feedback • City planners are using the 
recommended route as if it is the final 
route 
 

• Planning needs to 
incorporate reasonable 
roadway infrastructure, 
based on the best 
information available 
 

  • Project team is proceeding before 
public input is received and 
investigated 
 

• Public input has been 
considered throughout the 
Transportation Master Plan 
process. 
 

  • Information was not given to the 
public in a reasonable timeframe 
 

• Information was provided 
to the public as soon as 
possible, and replies to 
questions can take time to 
research  
 

  • The people should be able to have a 
meeting with City staff to discuss 
issues about the project without the 
City’s consultants present.  

• Private meeting held with 
stakeholders, and concerns 
to be addressed with 
feedback from consultants.  

 Stakeholders • Suggested public input is not 
respected 
 

• Input is valuable and will 
continue to be sought 
 

  • Suggested the public is not being 
properly informed 
 
 

• Noted the effect made by 
the Public Information 
Centres and the Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee 
 

  • Suggests a summary of the final 
Phase 2 report should be distributed 
to all residents 
 

• The Final Phase 2 Report 
is being made available to 
the public. 
 

  • Wondered about the influence of 
developers in the decision-making 
process 
 

• Explained the study team, 
and how only 1development 
representative on the 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • Did not find out about the 

Environmental Assessment until late 
in the process 
 

• Explained how they 
advertised/involved the 
public 
 

  • Suggested the study team is not 
exploring or presenting all options 
 

• All reasonable and feasible 
options were explored 
 

  • Request to be consulted before 
decisions made 
 

• Process described to 
resident. He was advised 
that as an affected property 
owner he would be kept 
informed and invited to 
participate. 
 

 Stakeholder 
Advisory 
Committee 

• Suggest that the Stakeholder 
Advisory Committee was not 
representative 
 

• The team did not know at 
the outset what the issues 
were going to be, and 
members were not meant to 
represent certain areas, and 
the Public Information 
Centres were available for 
the public at large 
 

  • Representatives commented on 
issues outside of their locale, 
distorting evaluations 
 

• The team did not know at 
the outset what the issues 
were going to be 
 

EA Process Draft Phase 2 
Report Accuracy 

• Provided editing comments for the 
Phase 2 Draft Report 
 
 

• Reviewed in the final 
Phase 2 report 
 

  • Suggests past studies are not being 
respected (NAIAR, Stantec, etc…) 
 

• The consultant reports 
have no status, as were not 
approved by Council, and 
changes have occurred since 
the other reports 
 

  • Questioned the estimated costs of 
the project 
 
 

• Explained how costs 
derived, how they were 
compared to other areas in 
the Greater Toronto Area, 
and how a 30% contingency 
was added. Will be further 
refined in Phase 3.  
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • Questioned the criteria/weightings 

used to evaluate the options, in 
regards to cost, social, and 
environmental 
 

• Explained the 
weightings/criteria, that 
need to look at all factors, 
and that the solution needs 
to solve the capacity 
problem 
 

  • Disagrees that the Ontario Ministry 
of Transportation says Parkside Drive 
will be closed to Highway 6 
 

• Have been told, as part of 
the Ontario Ministry of 
Environment’s corridor 
improvement program, that 
it will be closed 
 
• Have been told, due to 
intersection spacing 
requirements when 
Highway 6 is upgraded, will 
be either closed or a flyover 
– gave Ontario Ministry of 
Environment contact 
information. Regardless, the 
outcome will not affect the 
recommended route. 
 

  • Suggested that the only need is to 
widen Dundas Street between 
Hamilton Street and First Street 
 

• This option does not solve 
the capacity issues 
 

  • Addition errors for cost of 
recommended route 
 

• Acknowledged and 
updated. The updated costs 
did not change the route 
selected 
 

  • There are multiplication and other 
mathematical errors in the 
justification/evaluation tables 
 

• Any discrepancies are due 
to rounding 
• Meeting held to review 
perceived errors. 
 

  • Missing environmental analysis for 
widening of Dundas Street between 
the new North-South route and Brant 
Street 
 

• The section was common 
in all options, therefore not 
examined. A detailed review 
will occur in Phases 3 & 4.  
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • Suggests different standards were 

used to evaluate the North-South 
route than to evaluate the East-West 
route 
 

• The same evaluation 
process was used 
 

  • Incorrectly added cost of Highway 
6/Dundas Street interchange, as is a 
provincial responsibility 
 

• Only the costs and 
impacts of adding an 
additional lane through the 
corridor were calculated  
 

  • Incorrectly included widening 
Dundas Street from Berry Street to 
Pamela Street, when 1.1 km of the 
section is already 4 or 5 lanes 
 

• The report should have 
described a widening to 4 
lanes west of First Street, 
instead of near Pamela 
Street. It therefore slightly 
underestimated impacts.  
 

  • Evaluation numbers are skewed, as a 
larger network was examined than 
was needed 
 

• Impacts were evaluated, 
regardless of the jurisdiction 
under which those impacts 
fell 
 

 Support for 
Phase 3 and 4 

• The Niagara Escarpment 
Commission supports the March 15, 
2007 staff recommendation to 
proceed with Phase 3 and 4 of the 
Environmental Assessment Study 
 

• None required 

 General Inquiries • The project is not following Class 
Environmental Assessment guidelines 
 

• The project is following 
and has exceeded 
requirements 
 
 

  • Requested a copy of the ‘Notice of 
Completion’ 
 

• Is not required until the 
completion of Phases 3 and 
4 
 

  • Requested a full Environmental 
Assessment by done by Ontario 
Ministry of Natural Resources  
 

• Ontario Ministry of 
Natural Resources is not the 
proponent, therefore cannot 
undertake an 
Environmental Assessment 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • Asked when the Ontario Ministry of 

Environment would become involved 
 

• If there is an objection to 
City Council’s decision 
 
 

  • Inquired about an individual 
Environmental Assessment 
 

• There is no difference in 
the amount of study 
involved, but rather in who 
decides (Council or Ontario 
Ministry of Environment) 
 

  • Suggested the study team is not 
exploring/presenting all options 
 

• Their obligation is to 
present solutions that solve 
the problem - all comments 
are valued 

  • Requested a status update on the 
project 
 

• Provided update. Name 
added to the stakeholder list 

  • Asked where a copy of the Final 
Phase 2 report for the 
Waterdown/Aldershot Master 
Transportation study could be found 
 

• The availability of the 
Final Phase 2 
Transportation Master Plan 
is being publicly advertised. 
 

  • Inquiry regarding the stages and 
timeline for the 
Waterdown/Aldershot 
Transportation Master Plan 
 

• Described 
Waterdown/Aldershot 
Master Transportation study 
process 
 

  • Inquired about Waterdown Road, 
with respect to cost-sharing.  

• The City of Hamilton and 
the City of Burlington are 
working on a cost-sharing 
agreement.  

 Timing  • Questioned the approval and timing 
of Phase 3  
 

• The process is prescribed, 
but approval does not 
prejudge the preferred 
solution  
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • Questioned the timing requirements 

of the process 
 

• Section 8 of OPA 28 
obligate the municipality to 
proceed with the studies 
expeditiously 
 
• Re: Bill 51 development 
applications can appeal if 
the process takes too long – 
developers would then pay 
based on the $17 million 
assessment, not the $52 
million.  
 

  • A person would like to sell their 
home but is unable to with the 
current uncertainty. Inquired about 
when a decision would be made of 
how much front yard might be taken 
in order to know how much the 
residence might be impacted.  
 

• Phases of the 
Environmental Assessment 
process and the current 
status of the project were 
described 
 

  • Questioned when the Phase 2 
Report would be released and if the 
public would be given a chance to 
review it.  

• The final Phase 2 Report 
will be presented at two 
final Public Information 
Centres and at the final 
Stakeholder Advisory 
Committee.   

Transportation 
Capacity Modified Route: 

Option 5 
• Option 5 involved expanding 
Dundas Street in portions, and not 
widening the downtown section 
through removing parking spaces, and 
restricting left turns at peak periods. 
This would increase capacity from 
1000 cars per hour to 1600 cars per 
hour 
 

• The option was analyzed, 
but not pursued due to 
issues of capacity and safety, 
all of which would decrease 
capacity to 600 vehicles per 
lane per hour.  
 
• As such, costs of this 
option were not analysed 
 

  • No formula exists for analysis that 
sees Option 5 resulting in reduced 
capacity.  
 

• Reiterated capacity and 
safety issues 
 

13 



Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • Questioned why Waterdown Road 

widening would result in more 
capacity than downtown Dundas 
Street widening 
 

• Listed capacity issues (lane 
width, side friction, green 
time and snow storage) 
 

  • Suggested all that needs widening is 
the 1km downtown core of Dundas 
Street, and the section of Dundas 
Street on the east side of Waterdown 
Road that joins the proposed north-
south link 
 

• Described how the traffic 
modelling concludes that an 
additional lane of capacity in 
each direction through the 
entire corridor was 
warranted - the solution 
must solve the problem of 
capacity 
 

 Option 5 • Suggested a by-pass to the North 
 

• The option was analyzed, 
but came second, and that 
does not include business 
displacement costs 
 

  • Suggested if look at the criteria their 
suggestion may come in first 
 

• Resident was told that a 
meeting to discuss this will 
occur 
 

 Preferred Route • Wondered if an expanded 
Waterdown Road would lead to a 
bottleneck at Highway 403 
 

• The Ontario Ministry of 
Environment is expanding 
the interchange 
 

  • Wondered if improving current 
roads was considered 
 

• Existing roads cannot 
handle projected traffic  
 
• Improvements are waiting 
until the study is completed 
 

  • Concern regarding overflow onto 
surrounding rural roads 
 

• It is not expected, but if so 
will be accommodated 
through the City’s road 
programs 
 

  • Wondered about over-capacity of 
traffic in the city core 
 

• Can be addressed in 
Phases 3 and 4 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • Suggests that not all of Dundas 

Street from Pamela to Evans needs to 
be widened to 6 or 7 lanes, therefore 
costs are exaggerated in the evaluation 
tables 
 

• Option 3 includes an 
additional lane on Dundas 
Street in each direction 
through the entire corridor, 
a need indicated in Phase 1 
 

  • Is traffic demand based on existing 
or future traffic 
 

• Both 
 

  • The route does not improve 
downtown Dundas Street capacity 
 

• The issues may be 
examined in Phase 3, but is 
of a different scope. This 
issue is substandard widths, 
and thus it bottlenecks at 
peak times.  
 

  • Will Parkside be upgraded 
 

• A section of Parkside Dr. 
is proposed for 
improvement. 
 

  • If the primary flow of traffic from 
Waterdown Road is diverted along 
Mountain Brow Road towards the 
new development land to the east, 
what about the impact of increased 
traffic flow into downtown 
Waterdown via Mill Street? 
 

• The 
Waterdown/Mountain 
Brow/North-South link will 
carry the “through” traffic 
to/from Dundas Street. The 
next phase in the 
environmental assessment 
will undertake detailed 
traffic engineering 
assessments at these 
intersections. It has never 
been the intention for Mill 
Street to carry heavy traffic 
flows. 
 

Routing Modified Route: 
Option 5 

• Suggests this option minimizes all 
potential effects, as the team did by 
refining Waterdown Road option 
 

• The further refinement of 
Waterdown Road was 
illustrative for landowners, 
due to property impact 
concerns. More detailed 
refinement will occur in 
Phases 3 and 4 
 

 Preferred Route • Questioned if the route is a by-pass 
 

• The need is due to 
development, not a by-pass 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • What will happen to Waterdown 

north of Mountain Brow Road? 
 

• Will be addressed in 
Phases 3 and 4 and  
Secondary Plans 
 

  • Questioned why King Road is not 
to be expanded 
 

• Using King Road requires 
new alignment, not just 
widening, and it does not 
solve the capacity problem 
 

  • Questioned the justification for 
using any portion of Parkside Drive 
 

• The route was based on a 
comprehensive evaluation 
 

  • Question on how will traffic be 
routed if there is a problem on 
Highway 403 
 

• There is no easy answer – 
Hamilton and the Ontario 
Ministry of Environment do 
have an emergency plan 
 

  • Wondered about the connection 
between the North/South and the 
East/West 
 

• Will be explored in Phases 
3 and 4 
 

  • Wondered if both King Road and 
Kerns Road would be closed off from 
Mountain Brow 
 

• Not decided – will require 
an environmental 
assessment 
 

  • Questioned if Boulding Avenue Will 
terminate at the north end or if it will 
connect to the bypass as a 3 way 
intersection 
Asked about the possibility of the 
North/South route that ends at 
Highway 5 and Dundas Street to go 
instead north through the hydro 
parkland to connect with the new 
East/West corridor being considered 
 

• Phase 3 will determine the 
detailed alignment of the 
East/West corridor as well 
as the North/South 
corridor.  It is not proposed 
to extend the North/South 
corridor north of Dundas 
Street along the hydro 
corridor. 
 

  • Concern of perceived errors and 
discrepancies in the technical work of 
the Waterdown/Aldershot 
Transportation Master Plan-Phase 2 
Draft Report 
 

• Individual data and 
calculation concerns were 
explained 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
 Hwy 

403/Waterdown 
Rd Interchange 

• Resident does not want service road 
going past home and proposed 
alternative design to Highway 
403/Waterdown Road interchange. 
 

• The interchange is not 
part of the 
Waterdown/Aldershot 
Transportation Master Plan 
 

 General Inquiries • Is an East/West route being 
considered? 
 

• The 
Waterdown/Aldershot 
Transportation Master Plan- 
Phase 2 Draft Report 
outlined a suite of measures 
to improve transportation 
capacity in the study area 
 

 Suggestions • Suggestion of a new road south of 
the Mountain Brow/Waterdown 
Road intersection 
 

• Will be examined in the 
next phases of the study 
 

  • Suggest use the hydro cut 
 

• The suggestion is not 
reasonable or feasible to 
solve the problem 
 

  • Suggests extending the East/West 
end of Highway 6 
 

• Traffic volumes do not 
warrant this extension 
 

  • Suggests extending the East/West 
road to Concession #5 
 

• This could not be justified 
at this time 
 

  • Wondered if the route of 
Concession #5 had been considered 
 

• Was analysed, but not 
considered reasonable or 
feasible to solve the 
problem 
 

  • Suggest buying back Highway 407 to 
act as a North/South route 
 

• Highway 407 formed part 
of the road network in the 
modelling 
 

  • Suggests a new North/South 
between King Road and Waterdown 
Road 
 

• Considered, but not found 
to be reasonable or feasible 
 

  • Suggests an intersection at Highway 
6, a wide-curve intersection at 
Highway 5, and bypasses with bridges 
at through roads 
 

• All reasonable options 
were explored  
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • Suggests that the design include a 

barricade for both Burke Street and 
Boulding Avenue 
 

• Option to be looked at as 
part of Phase 3 
 

Traffic Modelling Preferred Route • Would the route handle truck 
traffic? 
 

• Waterdown Road is not 
envisioned as a truck route 
– although the final study 
will address it 
 

  • Questioned the need for an 
additional lane on Dundas Street 
 

• Due to the system as a 
whole, and future additional 
entry points 
 

  • How will the route affect the 
Certificate of Approval for Barnes 
(which is tied in to a driveway re-
location, which can only occur with a 
northern route) 
 

• Assessed during Phase 3, 
and are in discussions with 
the Ontario Ministry of 
Environment 
 

  • Questioned how future ‘Big Box’ 
development at Clappison’s Corners 
was analyzed 
 

• If development is 
approved, upgrades will 
then be triggered 
 
• Traffic modelling included 
the development 
 
• The April 06 Marshall 
Macklin Monaghan study 
was not a part of this 
modelling 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
  • Questioned a Northern Route, when 

the westbound traffic goes west or 
south 
 

• Explained how traffic flow 
is modelled, and while the 
majority of P.M. peak traffic 
will go south, vehicles can 
also turn north or west.  
 
• The recommended route 
is not intended to serve as a 
by-pass 
 
• Criteria besides traffic 
performance were also 
considered when selecting 
the preferred route 
 
• The capacity is needed to 
support approved growth 
 

 Suggestions • Maintain access from Flanders 
Drive to Mountain Brow Road 
 

• These issues fall under 
Phases 3 & 4 
 

  • Would like to stop use of Boulding 
Ave. and Burke St. for traffic cut-
through – suggests the new 
north/south route intersect Dundas 
Street east of Pamela, or merge the 
new east/west route with Parkside 
east of Boulding 
 

• Phases 3 and 4 will look at 
such details 
 

Transit Alternatives Buses • Costs undervalued due to missing 
items, including bus infrastructure 
 

• The level of detail is 
consistent with a Phase 2 
Environmental Assessment, 
and estimates were reviewed 
against 2005 construction 
tenders 
 
• Bus costs will depend 
upon the routing chosen 
 

  • Suggests parking lot, at either 
Clappison corners or Highway 5  for 
a general area for vehicles, so people 
can commute by bus or with someone 
to the GO Station 
 

• Will be considered in 
Phase 3 of the project along 
with all other transit issues 
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Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan: Phase 2 
Summary of Public Input (July 2005 to December 2007) 

FACTOR TOPIC QUESTION/CONCERN RESPONSE 
 General • Wondered why the report only uses 

a 5% transit mode split 
 

• Even a 15% split did not 
solve the capacity issue, but 
a %5 split is realistic 
compared to the rest of the 
Greater Toronto Area 
 

  • General support for transit, even 
light rail 
 

• This report recommends 
that Burlington and 
Hamilton undertaken a 
transit operations analyses – 
to study routes, hours and 
frequency 
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C5 - Detailed Responses   



From: Tanner, Mary Lou 
Sent: February 10, 2006 8:24 AM 
To: 'Al Seferiades'; aalmuina@dillon.ca 
Cc: steve.oliver@cogeco.ca; Head, Andrew 
Subject: RE: Waterdown Transportation 
Good Morning Al 
  
I'm pleased to have provided you with Alvaro's letter yesterday at our meeting; allow me to clarify based on the 
letter and our discussions yesterday. 
  
1.  My understanding is that the City has received the petition. 
  
2.  Yesterday you spoke of the difference between the Stantec study being "voted on" and "approved".  To be 
clear, neither happened.  As Councillor McCarthy indicated, Flamborough Council did not vote on the Stantec 
study.  Beyond Council voting, there is a regulatory approval process that must be followed.  Any person or 
agency can request the Minister of Environment to review Class Environmental Assessments.  It is the Minister's 
decision to approve the EA or not.  The Stantec study was never filed on the public record for review as it was 
never voted on.  Thus, in addition to it not being voted on, it was also never approved.  Please note that both the 
Niagara Escarpment Commission and Conservation Halton opposed the recommendations of this study.  How the 
Ministry of Environment would have dealt with these objections cannot be stated because the report was never 
filed on the public record for approval. 
  
3.  We recognize there are concerns about the proposed use of the East West route as a truck route.  We have 
committed to reviewing this in the current report as well as during Phases 3 and 4 of the study (which have not yet 
been started). 
  
4.  The level of detail and planning being done during Phase 2 assesses a number of factors, including 
commercial accesses.  This identifies potential business impacts; the class of business is not necessary at this 
point in the study. 
  
5.  As indicated yesterday, the issues with the Barnes property are numerous including potential contamination, 
business loss costs for any property acquisition, and liability that the municipality may take on.   
  
I hope this information clarifies the City's perspective on the points you raise.  As always, please don't hesitate to 
contact me should you require further information or clarification. 
  
Regards, 
  

Mary Lou Tanner, MCIP, RPP  
Manager, Strategic and Environmental Planning  
Capital Planning and Implementation  
Public Works Department  
City of Hamilton  
PH (905) 546-2424, x. 5101  
FAX (905) 546-4435  

mtanner@hamilton.ca 

 
 
This E-mail message (including attachments, if any) is intended for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain 

information that is privileged, proprietary , confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified 

that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, 

please notify the sender and erase this E-mail message immediately. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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…cont’d 

 
February 2, 2006 
 
 
Mary Lou Tanner, MCIP, RPP 
Manager, Strategic and Environmental Planning 
Capital Planning and Implementation 
Public Works Department 
City of Hamilton 
320 - 77 James Street North 
Hamilton, ON  L8R 2K3 
 
 
Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan Phase 2 
Proposal from the North East Parkside Drive Residential Community – 
Option 5 
 
 
Dear Ms. Tanner: 
 
This letter presents our response to the presentation received on Friday, December 16, 
2005, from the North East Parkside Drive Residential Community representatives. 
 
The issues raised by the community representatives included: 
 

1. The Consensus of the Parkside Community; 
2. The history of Parkside Drive; 
3. Concerns about increased traffic and safety; 
4. The current operation of Barnes Environmental; 
5. Proximity of homes to the Parkside ROW; 
6. Alternative east-west corridor – “Option 5”; and 
7. Access to Highway No. 6. 

 
We have addressed each of these matters below in the same order. 
 
 
1. The Consensus of the Parkside Community 
 
The presentation referred to a petition that was being circulated to Parkside Community 
residents in opposition to the preferred east-west corridor recommended in the 
Waterdown/Aldershot Transportation Master Plan – Phase 2 study.  We have not yet 
received a copy of this petition but understand it is in the process of being submitted to 
the City.  It was suggested the Parkside Community did not have advanced notice of the 
study and that it was not represented throughout the study process. 
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…cont’d 

The study exceeded its requirements with regard to public communication and 
consultation – a fact of which we are very proud.  We had significant involvement from 
the community at all public consultation sessions and residents from all corners of 
Waterdown and Aldershot participated/commented on the study and process.  A number 
of Parkside Residents spoke to yours truly during the consultation process about the 
study.  The opposition presented by the community representatives was not evident 
through the public consultation process. 
 
 
2. The history of Parkside Drive 
 
Reference was made to the “history” of Parkside Drive in terms of previous 
transportation studies and its current rural characteristics.  Reference was specifically 
made to the Master Plan Study undertaken by Stantec Consulting Limited (September 
1999) and the Town of Flamborough Transportation Master Plan. 
 
The status of the Stantec study was clearly presented by you at the meeting and we will 
not comment further.  With regards to the Town of Flamborough Master Plan study 
referenced, it is important to note that this study recommended that Parkside Drive be 
widened to 4 lanes throughout Waterdown to the eastern limit at the then proposed 
“Waterdown by-pass”.  Further, the Town of Flamborough Official Plan (and current 
City official plan documents) identifies Parkside Drive as a “regional” roadway.  
Typically these roadways consist of 26 to 36 metre right-of-ways and accommodate up 
to four lanes of through traffic. 
 
It is clear that the “history” of Parkside Drive has always identified this roadway as a 
key link in the area roadway network and has been designated from the outset for 
higher order traffic movement. 
 
 
3. Concerns about increased traffic and safety 
 
Many of the concerns expressed with regards to traffic volumes and safety should be 
addressed in the future Phases of the class environmental assessment process – mainly 
Phases 3 and 4.  In these phases, detailed analyses will be undertaken to ensure that 
preferred corridor (Option 4) is designed and constructed in accordance with the 
classification and function of the roadway.  These take into account roadway safety 
issues for all roadway users (pedestrians, cyclists, motorists) and roadway operations 
(driveway access/egress, intersection operations). 
 
We do not share the concerns expressed. 
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…cont’d 

4. The current operation of Barnes Environmental 
 
Concern was expressed about the current operation of Barnes Environmental – both the 
business itself and truck access/egress at Parkside Drive.  As for the business operation, 
this does not have an impact on the study process or recommendations.  We cannot 
comment on this matter further other than it is a legally operating business.  As for 
access/egress issues, any issues identified will be addressed in Phase 3 of the study 
process for the preferred corridor (Option 4). 
 
 
5. Proximity of homes to the Parkside ROW 
 
Concern was expressed that homes are too close to Parkside Drive.  A property plan 
was also presented showing the house layouts relative to the Parkside Drive right-of-
way.  As we indicated in our comments on Item 2 above, Parkside Drive has been 
designated as a higher order roadway for a long time.  Further, it is important to note 
that in the property plan submitted by the community representatives, the plan clearly 
indicates property was taken from the subdivision developer of Fellowes Crescent for 
right-of-way widening of Parkside Drive, as presented in the graphic below. 
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Further, as the study team presented the concept drawing for Option 4 to the community 
representatives, it was pointed out that over time, the City has been taking additional 
right-of-way on the north side of Parkside Drive as property owners made applications 
for site plan modifications, hence the “saw tooth” pattern of the north side right-of-way 
limit of the road. 
 
Having homes backing or fronting onto major roadways is not an uncommon urban 
design in the GTA. 
 
 
6. Alternative east-west corridor – “Option 5” 
 
An alternative corridor was presented by the Parkside Community representatives – 
“Option 5”.  This option was evaluated by Dillon and the results indicate that Option 5 
would be ranked second overall.  It is not surprising to see that two options would be 
similar since for most of the route they are the same.  Option 5 was ranked second in 
the Data Standardization Method 1 and tied for first with Option 4 for Data 
Standardization Method 2.  Therefore we ranked it second overall.  However, what the 
analysis does not include is the business displacement cost associated with Barnes 
Environmental and the nursery.  If these costs were included, the “tie” that resulted 
from Method 2 (Data Standardization Method) would easily be broken in favour of 
Option 4.  In addition, there is a potential for the lands to be contaminated and an extra 
cost and risk associated with the Barnes Environmental property. 
 
 
7. Access to Highway No. 6 
 
Concern was expressed about access to Highway No. 6 from Parkside Drive.  It was 
noted at the meeting that as the MTO makes improvements to Highway No. 6 between 
Highway No. 5 and Highway No. 401, access to the Highway No. 6 will be controlled.  
In the interim, it will be possible to have at-grade access on Parkside Drive and the 
proposed east-west corridor.  However, as the MTO moves north on the corridor with 
its improvements, the intersection of Highway No. 6 and Parkside Drive will be closed 
and the at-grade intersection at the east-west corridor will have to be grade separated. 
 

*** 
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I trust the above addresses the matters raised by the North East Parkside Community. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
DILLON CONSULTING LIMITED 
 

 
Alvaro L. Almuina, M.Eng., P.Eng. 
Associate 
 
cc: A. Head – City of Hamilton 

C. Covelli – Dillon Consulting Limited 
D. McKinnon – Dillon Consulting Limited 
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APPENDIX D 
Cost Calculations 

 



NOTE:

Costing presented in this Appendix is based on pricing 
determined at the time of writing this report and is still valid for 
Master Plan purposes.



Project New East-West Link

Description Road widening to 4 lanes

From Highway 6

To Dundas Street

Category Road Widening / New Alignment

Cost Estimate
Construction 11,200,000$     

Utilities 1,000,000$       

Engineering

Sub-Total 12,200,000$     

Contingency 1,815,000$       

Total = 14,015,000$     

Comments

See attached detailed costing

WATERDOWN ALDERSHOT TMP

COST CALCULATION SHEET



Project Waterdown Road Widening

Description Road widening to 4 lanes

From Highway 403

To Mountain Brow Rd

Category Road Widening / New Alignment

Cost Estimate
Construction 11,000,000$     

Utilities 425,000$          

Engineering

Sub-Total 11,425,000$     

Contingency 1,710,000$       

Total = 13,100,000$     

Comments

See attached detailed costing

WATERDOWN ALDERSHOT TMP

COST CALCULATION SHEET



Project Waterdown Road Widening

Description Road widening to 4 lanes

From Waterdown Road

To Dundas St

Category Road Widening / New Alignment

Cost Estimate
Construction 4,200,000$       

Utilities 250,000$          

Engineering

Sub-Total 4,450,000$       

Contingency 660,000$          

Total = 5,100,000$       

Comments

See attached detailed costing

WATERDOWN ALDERSHOT TMP

COST CALCULATION SHEET



Project Dundas Street Widening from New Link to Hamilton Boundary

Description Road widening to 6 lanes

From Hamilton Boundary

To Brant Street

Category Road Widening / New Alignment

Cost Estimate
Construction 3,100,000$       

Utilities
Engineering 400,000$          

Sub-Total 3,500,000$       

Contingency 700,000$          

Total = 4,200,000$       

Comments

Based on benchmark costing of $2.32M per kilometer x 1.33 km

WATERDOWN ALDERSHOT TMP

COST CALCULATION SHEET



Project Dundas Street Widening from Hamilton boundary to Brant Street

Description Road widening to 6 lanes

From Hamilton Boundary

To Brant Street

Category Road Widening / New Alignment

Cost Estimate
Construction
Utilities
Engineering

Sub-Total 10,040,000$     

Contingency included

Total = 10,040,000$     

Comments

See attached sheet from Halton TMP 

WATERDOWN ALDERSHOT TMP

COST CALCULATION SHEET



Project Transit Service

Description Transit service capital and annual operating costs

From
To

Category Transit

Cost Estimate
Construction
Utilities
Engineering
Other 2,700,000$       (capital only)

Sub-Total 2,700,000$       

Contingency not included

Total = 2,700,000$       

Comments
Capital
Route 1 (Peak and Off-peak) 3 @ $450,000

Route 2 (Peak Period Reverse Route) 3 @ $450,000

Operating (per year)
Route 1 (Peak and Off-peak) 34.2 Hours @ $72.55

Route 2 (Peak Period Reverse Route) 18.1 Hours @ $72.55

WATERDOWN ALDERSHOT TMP

COST CALCULATION SHEET

624,705$                     

272,514$                     

1,350,000$                  

1,350,000$                  



Project Dundas Street / New Link Intersection Improvements

Description New intersection and signalization

From
To

Category Intersection Improvements

Cost Estimate
Construction 900,000$          

Utilities
Engineering 100,000$          

Sub-Total 1,000,000$       

Contingency 200,000$          

Total = 1,200,000$       

Comments

Signalization & dual SB LT lanes, WB RT Lane

WATERDOWN ALDERSHOT TMP

COST CALCULATION SHEET



Project Dundas Street / Brant Street Intersection Improvements

Description Intersection Improvements

From
To

Category New Intersections / Traffic Management

Cost Estimate
Construction
Utilities
Engineering

Sub-Total 940,000$       

Contingency included

Total = 940,000$       

Comments
See attached sheet from Halton TMP 

WATERDOWN ALDERSHOT TMP

COST CALCULATION SHEET



Project East-West Link / Highway 6 Intersection Improvements

Description New intersection

From
To

Category
Cost Estimate New Intersections / Traffic Management

Construction 500,000$          

Utilities 450,000$          

Engineering 50,000$            

Sub-Total 1,000,000$       

Contingency 200,000$          

Total = 1,200,000$       

Comments
New intersection and traffic signal

WATERDOWN ALDERSHOT TMP

COST CALCULATION SHEET



Project East-West Link / Centre Street Intersection Improvements

Description New intersection

From
To

Category New Intersections / Traffic Management

Cost Estimate
Construction 450,000$          

Utilities -$                  

Engineering 50,000$            

Sub-Total 500,000$          

Contingency 100,000$          

Total = 600,000$          

Comments
New intersection and traffic signal

WATERDOWN ALDERSHOT TMP

COST CALCULATION SHEET



Project King Rd / North Service Rd Intersection Improvements

Description Intersection Improvements

From
To

Category New Intersections / Traffic Management

Cost Estimate Burlington DC WB RT Lane

Construction 900,000$          100,000$ 

Utilities 50,000$            20,000$   

Engineering 150,000$          18,000$   

Sub-Total 1,100,000$       138,000$ 

Contingency 100,000$          100,000$ 

Total = 1,200,000$       238,000$ 1,438,000$  

Comments
- Intersection improvements per Burlington 2004 DC
- Additional WB RT Lane

WATERDOWN ALDERSHOT TMP

COST CALCULATION SHEET



Project Traffic Management

Description Traffic Management

From
To

Category New Intersections / Traffic Management

Cost Estimate
Construction 250,000$          

Utilities
Engineering

Sub-Total 250,000$          

Contingency n/a

Total = 250,000$          

Comments
To accommodate future traffic management needs in the area roadway network
such as queue jump lanes, transit signals, etc.

WATERDOWN ALDERSHOT TMP

COST CALCULATION SHEET



Transit Spine Service
Daily Buses

Link Metres
Peak Hour 
Frequency

Off Peak 
Frequency 

(min)

Local, 
Express, 

Highway, or 
Local

Speed 
(km/h)

Trip Time 
(min)

Peak 
Hour 

vehicles
Off Peak 
vehicles

Peak Hour 
vehicles

Off Peak 
vehicles First Bus Last Bus 

Peak, 
Hours of 
Service

Off-Peak 
Hours of 
Service

Total Daily 
Bus Hours

Capital 
Unit Cost 

($)
Bus 

Purchase
Total Capital 

Cost

Annual 
Capital 
Costs

Operating 
Unit Cost 

($/hr)

Total 
Operation 

Cost

Annual 
Operating 

Cost 
(Weekday)

Saturday 
Service LOS 

Percent 

Sunday 
LOS 

Percent

Annual 
Operating 

Cost
TOTAL 

ANNUAL COST
Route 1 (Peak and Off-peak)

Waterdown Rd 3,000 15 30 E 40 5 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 5:45 22:30 6.00 10.75 3.4 450,000   0.3           135,000           11,250          72.55 248             62,389          0.5                -             68,826        80,076              
Internal Waterdown 12,320 15 30 L 20.5 36 2.4 1.2 2.4 1.2 5:45 22:30 6.00 10.75 27.3 450,000   2.4           1,081,756        90,146          72.55 1,984          499,927        0.5                -             551,506      641,653            
Waterdown Rd 3,000 15 30 E 40 5 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 5:45 22:30 6.00 10.75 3.4 450,000   0.3           135,000           11,250          72.55 248             62,389          0.5                -             68,826        80,076              

15 E 40 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5:45 22:30 6.00 10.75 0.0 450,000   -           -                  -               -              -                0.5                -             -              -                    
SUBTOTAL 18,320 15 30 45 3.0 1.5 3.0 1.5 5:45 22:30 6.00 10.75 34.2 3.0           $1,351,756 $112,646 $2,479 $624,705 $689,159 $801,805

Route 2 (Peak Period Reverse Route)
Waterdown Rd 3,000 15 0 E 40 5 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 5:45 22:30 6.00 10.75 1.8 450,000   0.3           135,000           11,250          60 108             27,216          -                -             27,216        38,466              
Internal Waterdown 12,320 15 0 L 20.5 36 2.4 0.0 2.4 0.0 5:45 22:30 6.00 10.75 14.4 450,000   2.4           1,081,756        90,146          60 865             218,082        -                -             218,082      308,228            
Waterdown Rd 3,000 15 0 E 40 5 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 5:45 22:30 6.00 10.75 1.8 450,000   0.3           135,000           11,250          60 108             27,216          -                -             27,216        38,466              

E 40 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5:45 22:30 6.00 10.75 0.0 450,000   -           -                  -               60 -              -                -                -             -              -                    
SUBTOTAL 18,320 45 3.0 0.0 3.0 18 3.0           $1,351,756 $112,646 $1,081 $272,514 $272,514 $385,160

Net Capital Costs Net Operating CostsHours of ServiceTransit Service Net  Service
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