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Time: 

 
7:00 p.m. – 9:00 p.m. 

 
Date: 

 
5 April 2011 

 
Place: 

 
Kanata Beaverbrook Community Centre, City of Ottawa 

 
Present 

Study Team 
Jabbar Siddique, Project 
Manager, City of Ottawa 
David Hopper, Delcan 
Kelly Roberts, Delcan 
 

Richard Eade, Pedestrian and 
Transit Advisory Committee   
Rod Maclean Pedestrian and Transit 
Advisory Committee   
Sara Dehler Morgan’s Grant 
Community Association  
Councillor Marianne Wilkinson 
 

Absent City Advisory Committees 
Environmental Advisory 
Committee 
Roads & Cycling Advisory 
Committee (RCAC) 
Accessibility Advisory 
Committee 
Ottawa Built Heritage Advisory 
Committee 
Ottawa Forests and Greenspace 
Advisory Committee 
 

Wards/Community Associations 
Sampat Sridhar , Bay Ward 
Ian Boyd, Bay Ward 
Sean O’ Reilly College Ward 
Leo Paoletti, College Ward  
Glen Cairn Community Association  
Kanata Town Centre Community 
Association 
Dennis Hearn Katimavik-Hazeldean 
Community Association  
Gary Sealey Kanata Beaverbrook 
Community Association,  
Steve Hulaj Kanata Lakes 
Community Association  
Margot Menna  Dunrobin 
Community Association  
Judy Makin March Rural Community 
Association 
Glen Cairn Community Association 
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Meeting Notes Action 

 
Welcome Jabbar Siddique 
Background 

In April 2010 the City deferred the March Road Corridor portion of the 
West Transitway Connection study in order to evaluate, in further detail, 
alternative routing options. The City of Ottawa is now proceeding with 
this the Western Transitway Connection Highway 417 / Eagleson to 
March Road North Environmental Assessment Study.   

Challenges: 
 Connection with West Transitway near Hwy 417/Eagleson interchange 
 Location of TW station near Hwy 417/Eagleson interchange 
 Access to future Transitway station from neighbourhood and existing 

Eagleson P&R lot which happen to be a popular point for transit riders 
in Kanata etc. 

 If West TW is converted into LRT facility in future, how Kanata North 
section of BRT would work with LRT system, LRT/BRT system 
integration, etc. 

 Integration of transit line from Kanata south (along Eagleson Road) 
with EW & Kanata North Transitways  

 
Rod Maclean – Are there any reports available explaining the use of 
Eagleson as a Transit Priority Corridor? 
 
David Hopper – In general it would include signal priority, queue jumps 
lanes etc. 
 
Rod Maclean – Why is it a problem for integration?  If LRT goes to Terry 
Fox it needs to go north on March Road? 
 
David Hopper – We still need to figure out how buses will enter and exit 
the Transitway to serve local neighbourhoods and the areas south of the 
highway. 

 

Corridors 
Sarah Dehler – What is an enterprise area? 
David Hopper – Areas that provide opportunities for mixed use 
development. (NB – this term is no longer used along March Road in the 
Official Plan but the area is still intended for large mixed use development) 
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Design Concepts 
 Design drawings for March and Teron corridors were presented 
 Two alternatives were identified for March Road: 

o Median (Interior) Transit Lanes 
o Shoulder (Exterior) Transit Lanes 

 Three alternatives were identified for Teron Road: 
o Median (Interior) Transit Lanes 

 At-grade Campeau intersection 
 Grade separated Campeau Intersection 

o Shoulder (Exterior) Transit Lanes 
o Mixed Transit/traffic operation 

 
Sarah Dehler – Although the bus volumes don’t warrant grade separation 
today, what about future volumes? 
David Hopper – It will likely be the train volumes running on the railway 
track that trigger a grade separation and not the buses. 
Kelly Roberts – It would be a similar situation to the Transitway at 
Fallowfield where the grade separation will be determined by the number 
of VIA trains. 
 
Jabbar Siddique – Woodroffe has shoulder transit lanes and there are 
violations. 
David Hopper – As bus volumes increase violations decrease as the lanes 
are not as empty. 
Richard Eade – Most violations are likely cheating for right turns at 
intersections. 
 
Richard Eade – For how long would Teron operate well in mixed traffic?  
Will there be any transit priority measures? 
David Hopper – It will operate well for the foreseeable future.  There may 
be signal priority measures for transit. 
 
Sarah Dehler – Will transit interfere with fire station? 
David Hopper – Accommodations can be made to all the alternatives to 
prevent interference. 
Kelly Roberts – Emergency Services representatives are on the ACG. 
 
Sarah Delher – Were grade separated pedestrian/cycling links considered 
for Teron? 
David Hopper – No – they are expensive and not well used due to safety 
concerns. 
Jabbar Siddique – Once a preferred alternative is selected, we will look at 
compensation details. 
 

Please refer 
to attached 
design 
drawings 
 

Evaluation of Design Concepts 
Rod Maclean – Beaverbrook as a community was at one point pursuing 
heritage status. 
David Hopper – Teron Road is not the preferred alternative regardless. 

See attached 
Evaluation 
text 
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Jabbar Siddique – Why doesn’t the shoulder option have the same multi-
modal and TOD ratings as the median option? 
David Hopper –The shoulder options has right turn restrictions and is 
perceived as less “concrete” than a median option in terms of influencing 
land development.  The median option also provides shorter crossing 
distances and pedestrian refuges as passengers only need to cross half of 
the road on each trip. 
Rod Maclean – 2 lanes are much easier to cross than 6. 
Richard Eade – Median lanes have less traffic and crossing conflicts. 
 
Sarah Dehler – Are there other examples of median transit? 
David Hopper – Not in Ottawa, but there are several in Toronto and 
Vancouver (Spadina, Harbour Front, St. Clair) 
 
Highway 417/Eagleson 
Design considerations and Constraints were presented 

 connection to Park and Ride 
 connection to future Transitway 
 3-way connection to operating bus routes 
 poor geotechnical conditions 
 buried infrastructure conflicts 
 pedestrian connectivity 
 Watts Creek and tributaries 

 
Rod Maclean – How will the Park and Ride be accessed? 
David Hopper – We are looking at creating pedestrian links and will have 
a discussion with the NCC about relocating the Park and Ride but there 
are constraints on the south side as well. 
 
Richard Eade – What is the status of the MTO redevelopment of the 417? 
David Hopper – There are no new studies being planned for the area. 
 
Richard Eade – Can the ramp be readjusted or the station in a trench? 
David Hopper – We will look at a number of possible arrangements.  The 
trench would be similar to the conditions at St. Laurent and will be 
considered in the next steps as well as details regarding geometry. 

Please refer 
to attached 
design 
drawings 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Park and Ride 
Park and Ride lot locations will be reviewed during the subsequent 
stages.  Consideration will be given to: 
 Urban boundaries 
 Smaller internal sites near stations 
 Land availability 
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Rod Maclean – Who would use a March Road location off peak? 
David Hopper – Local users will use it.  In general an end destination is 
better.  Undertaking a survey of users at Eagleson to help inform the 
decision. 
Rod Maclean – How many spots are there currently? 
Jabbar Siddique - Approximately 1,200 parking spaces in both the east 
and west lots at Eagleson. 
David Hopper – And an additional 500 at Terry Fox 

 
Distribution to all  
Please advise Kelly Roberts of any errors or omissions from these meeting notes 
(phone 613- 738-4160, fax 613-739-7105, e-mail k.roberts@delcan.com). 
 
 
 
 
H:\ISO\TO3065\TOC\GEN\Consultation Groups\PCG\Apr 2011\NEW PCG Meeting notes 5apr11.doc 









































Criteria Rationale for 
Criteria 

Indicators March Road 
Median 

March Road 
Shoulder 

Teron Road Median Teron Road Median 
(Grade Separated) 

Teron Road 
Shoulder 

Teron Road 
Mixed Traffic 

Compatibility 
with Existing and 
Future Road 
System 

 Maintain 
appropriate levels 
of service within 
road corridor 

 Minimize 
potential for spill-
over or cut-
through traffic on 
local road 
network 

 Roadway Level of Service  Fair 
 All left turns are 

controlled and 
consolidated at 
intersections 

 Required U-Turn 
for some drivers 

 Little potential for 
spill-over or cut-
through traffic 

Good 
 Right turns must 

cross bus lane 
 Little potential for 

spill-over and cut-
through traffic 
 

Fair 
 All left turns are 

controlled and 
consolidated at 
intersections 

 Required U-Turn 
for some drivers 

 Little potential for 
spill-over or cut-
through traffic 
 

Good 
 All left turns are 

controlled and 
consolidated at 
intersections 

 Required U-Turn for 
some drivers 

 Little potential for 
spill-over and cut-
through traffic 

 No impact at 
Teron/Campeau 
intersection 

Fair 
 Right turns 

must cross bus 
lanes at 
multiple access 
points 

 Little potential 
for spill-over or 
cut-through 
traffic 
 

Poor 
 Mixed traffic 

operation 
reduces 
reliability 

 Does not 
protect bus 
operations from 
congestion 
 

Compatibility 
with Existing and 
Future Transit 
Operations 

 Supportive of an 
efficient rapid 
and local transit 
service network 

 Reduces transit 
travelling time 
for passengers 

 ease of connection to 
existing and future transit 
routes 

 

Very Good 
 Short and direct 

route 
 Good connectivity 

for local routes 
 

Fair 
 Short and direct 

route 
 Good connectivity 

for local routes 
 Pedestrians must 

cross wide road in 
one stage 
 

Good 
 Short and direct 

route except for 
the Teron / 
Campeau area 

 Good connectivity 
for local routes 

Good  
 Short and direct 

route except for the 
Teron / Campeau 
area 

 Good connectivity 
for local routes 

Poor  
 Short and 

direct route 
except for the 
Teron / 
Campeau area 

 Good 
connectivity for 
local routes 

Fair 
 Short and 

direct route 
except for the 
Teron / 
Campeau area 

Multi-modal 
Integration 

 Providing a 
network of 
multiple types of 
transportation 
systems supports 
the use of 
alternative 
transportation 
modes (i.e., 
other than the 
automobile)  

 effectiveness of integration 
of transit with road and 
with bicycle/pedestrian 
networks 

 compatibility with existing 
and future 
bicycle/pedestrian networks 

Very Good 
 Median platforms 

allow for superior 
pedestrian access 

 Width of corridor 
allows for bicycle 
lanes 

 Good connectivity 
at cross-streets 
 

Very Good 
 Marginally less 

pedestrian access 
as passengers 
must cross wide 
road in a single 
stage 

 Width of corridor 
allows for bicycle 
lanes 

 Good connectivity 
at cross-streets 
 

Fair 
 Median platforms 

allow for superior 
pedestrian access 

 Constrained width 
limits bicycle lane 
opportunities 

 Connectivity 
limited to 
signalized 
intersections 
 

Fair 
 Median platforms 

allow for superior 
pedestrian access 

 Constrained width 
limits bicycle lane 
opportunities 

 Connectivity limited 
to signalized 
intersections 
 

Fair 
 Marginally less 

pedestrian 
access as 
passengers 
must cross 
wide road in a 
single stage, 
however street 
is narrower 

 Constrained 
width limits 
bicycle lane 
opportunities 

 Connectivity 
limited to 
signalized 
intersections 

Good 
 Narrow 

roadway allows 
for good 
pedestrian 
access 

 Opportunities 
for bicycle 
lanes 

 Good 
connectivity at 
cross-streets 
 

Maximize 
Ridership 
Potential 

 Have the 
greatest effect on 
reducing travel 
times for users 

 Have the 
greatest ability to 
influence future 
demand 

 degree of transit priority 
achieved 

 ability to influence TOD 
potential 

 ability to provide ridership 
capacity beyond expected 
2031 ridership 

 

Very Good 
 High degree of 

priority 
 Reduced travel 

time 
 Capacity for future 

expansion 
 Positive TOD 

potential 
 

Fair 
 Good degree of 

priority 
 Slightly reduced 

travel time 
 Capacity for future 

expansion  
 Positive TOD 

potential 
 

 

Good 
 High degree of 

priority 
 Slightly reduced 

travel time 
 Capacity for future 

expansion  
 TOD potential 

dependant on area 
redevelopment 

Good 
 High degree of 

priority 
 Slightly reduced 

travel time 
 Capacity for future 

expansion  
 TOD potential 

dependant on area 
redevelopment 
 

Fair 
 Good degree of 

priority 
 Slightly 

reduced travel 
time 

 Capacity for 
future 
expansion 

 TOD potential 
dependant on 

Poor 
 Mixed traffic 

operations 
along Teron 

 Limited 
capacity for 
future 
expansion 

 Limited TOD 
potential 



area 
redevelopment 

Compatibility 
with 
Existing/Planned 
Communities 

 Protection of 
existing built 
facilities  

 Protection of 
features 
important to the 
community 

 Displacement of, or loss of 
access to, existing land 
uses  

 Compatibility with existing 
use of land 

Good 
 Compatible with 

arterial function of 
March Road and 
existing land uses 

Good 
 Compatible with 

arterial function of 
March Road and 
existing land uses 

Poor 
 Not compatible 

with Teron Road 
portion of the 
route 

Poor 
 Not compatible with 

Teron Road portion 
of the route 

Fair 
 Somewhat 

compatible with 
Teron Road 
portion of the 
route 

Fair 
 Somewhat 

compatible with 
Teron Road 
portion of the 
route 

Urban Design 
Potential 

 Supportive of 
improved visual 
environment 

 Ability to incorporate 
streetscaping 
improvements, public art 

 Ability to create/support 
vibrant public spaces 

 Compatibility with existing 
visual environment 

Good 
 The width of the 

road allows for 
streetscaping 

 Median facility is 
compatible with 
visual 
environment 
 

Good 
 The width of the 

road allows for 
streetscaping 

 Curb lane facility is 
compatible with 
visual environment 
 

Poor 
 Teron Road 

portion will require 
removal of 
streetscaping 

 Limited 
opportunities for 
improvements  

 Widened road is 
not compatible 
with visual 
environment 

Very Poor 
 Teron Road portion 

will require removal 
of streetscaping  

 Limited 
opportunities for 
improvements 

 Widened road is not 
compatible with 
visual environment 

 Underpass is not 
compatible with the 
neighbourhood 

Poor 
 Teron Road 

portion will 
require removal 
of streetscaping 
and provides 
limited 
opportunities 

 Widened road is 
not compatible 
with visual 
environment 

Fair 
 Limited 

opportunities 
along Teron 
Road for 
additional 
streetscaping 
 

Effects on Built 
Heritage 
Features and 
Archaeology 

 Protection of 
heritage and/or 
archaeological 
features 
important to the 
community 

 Impact on identified and/or 
potential archaeological 
resources (i.e., area of 
land/feature which will be 
affected) 

 Impact on identified 
heritage features including 
buildings and landscapes 

Not distinguishing 

All of the alternatives are located in existing road allowances or immediately adjacent to them where there is little potential for impact 

Effects on 
natural heritage 
features 

 Protection of 
significant 
habitats, species, 
corridors, and 
other natural 
spaces. 

 Loss/impact on significant 
species (flora/fauna) 

 Potential impact on non-
significant natural areas 
(i.e., common woodlots, 
common fields, and 
common habitats) 

Not distinguishing 

All of the alternatives are located in existing road allowances or immediately adjacent to them where there are few natural features that have not already 
been disturbed.  Mitigation for remaining features can be achieved. 

Effects on 
Municipal 
Services and 
Utilities 

 Identification of 
impacts to 
municipal 
services and 
utilities 
 

 Minimizes utility relocations 
 Minimizes drainage impacts 

Good 
 Very few services 

under March Road 
 Additional 

drainage 
infrastructure 
requirements 

 
 

Very Good 
 Very few services 

under March Road 
 No additional 

drainage 
infrastructure 
requirements 
 

Poor 
 Services on Teron 

will need to be 
relocated and 
expanded 

 Additional 
drainage 
infrastructure 
requirements 

 
 

Very Poor 
 Grade separation 

requires relocation 
of major sewer and 
watermains 

 Services on Teron 
will need to be 
relocated and 
expanded 

 No additional 
drainage 
infrastructure 
requirements 

Poor 
 Services on 

Teron will need 
to be relocated 
and expanded 

 No additional 
drainage 
infrastructure 
requirements 

 
 

Fair 
 Some services 

along Teron 
may need local 
adjustment 

 No additional 
drainage 
infrastructure 
requirements 

 
 

Capital cost • Identification of 
the preliminary 

 Estimated construction 
costs (infrastructure, 

Very Poor 
 High – major 

Very Poor 
 High – major 

Good 
 Road construction 

Very Poor 
 High – major 

Good 
 Road 

Very Good 
 Some road 



capital costs of 
the construction.  

• Construction 
difficulties 

construction complexity, 
ability to phase) 

• Potential throw away costs 

structure at south 
end 

 Road construction 
and local widening 

 Minimal throw 
away costs related 
to future extension 

structure at south 
end 

 Road construction 
and local widening 
 

and local widening 
 Minimal throw 

away costs related 
to future extension 

structure at south 
end 

 Road construction 
and local widening 

 Minimal throw away 
costs related to 
future extension 

construction 
and local 
widening  

construction in 
northern 
portion 

 Use of existing 
road minimizes 
cost 

Land Acquisition  • Identification of 
the land 
requirements to 
determine overall 
cost of project  

 Estimated area of all 
required land 

Good 
 Some land 

required at 
intersections for 
local widening 
 

Good 
 Some land required 

at intersections for 
local widening 
 

Very Poor 
 Approximately 

14,425 m2. of land 
required along 
Teron Road 
 

Very Poor 
 Approximately 

15,025 m2 of land 
required along 
Teron Road 
 

Poor 
 Approximately 

1,750 m2. of 
land required 
along Teron 
Road 

Very Good 
 Lowest land 

requirement 
 

 

 




