
 

Meeting Notes 
 

 
 

 
Subject:  Interprovincial Crossings Environmental Assessment 

(EA) Study 
Sujet : Étude d’évaluation environnementale des futures liaisons 

interprovinciales 
Date: September 14, 2011 Date : Le 14 septembre 2011 
Time: 6:30 pm to 9:30 pm Heure : 18h30 to 21h30 
Location: NCC Boardroom 324 Endroit : CCN, la salle de réunion 324 
Meeting: PCG1B Réunion : PCG1B 
 
Meeting Purpose/But de la réunion 
To present follow-up comments on values, priorities, and results from Round 1 public consultation activities and discuss study tasks, timeline and public 
consultation activities. 
 
Attendees/ Étaient présents 
Committee Members/Membres du comité Other/Autres 
Organization Organization 
Action Sandy Hill / City Centre Coalition NCC-CCN 
Beacon Hill Community Association MTO 
Blackburn Community Association  MTQ 
Common Sense Crossings City of Ottawa 
CREDDO Roche-GENIVAR 
Greenbelt Coalition Williamson Consulting 
King Edward Ave. Task Force  
Lindenlea Community Association  
Lowertown Community Association  
Manor Park Community Association  
Rockcliffe Mews Residents Association  
Rockcliffe Park Residents Association  
Sustainable Solutions  
Templeton  
Transport Action Canada  
 

Roche-GENIVAR Joint Venture 
15 Fitzgerald Road 

Ottawa, Ontario K2H 9G1 
Telephone (613) 829-2800 

Fax (613) 829-8299 
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Absentees/ Étaient absents 

Committee Members/Membres du comité Other/Autres 
Organization Organization 
Britannia Yacht Club Ville de Gatineau 
Cardinal Creek Association  
Chambre de Commerce de Gatineau  
City of Ottawa Roads and Cycling Advisory Committee  
Common Sense Crossings  
Federation of Citizens Associations   
Federation of Citizens Associations of Ottawa-Carleton  
Greenbelt Coalition  
Greenspace Alliance of Canada’s Capital  
King Edward Task Force  
Lowertown Community Association  
Manor Park Community Association  
Orleans Chamber of Commerce  
Ottawa Chamber of Commerce  
Rideau Street BIA  
Rockcliffe Mews Residents Association  
Rockcliffe Park Residents Association  
Sustainable Solutions  
Tecumseh Gatineau  
Transport Action  
 
 
Distribution 
Organization 
Beacon Hill Community Association 
Common Sense Crossing 
Councillor's Assistant (Tim Tierney) - Beacon Hill-Cyrville 
Counsellor - Innes 
Counsellor – Orléans 
Crystal Beach/Lakeview Community Association 
Manor Park Association 
New Edinburgh Community Association 
Rockcliffe Park Community Association 
Rockliffe Mews CC 
Rothwell Heights Association 
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Item  Assigned/Timeline 

1.0 WELCOME  

1.1 Angela Iannuzziello provided an introduction.  

2.0 CONSULTANT PERSONNEL REPLACEMENT  

2.1 
Angela Iannuzziello explained that the previous project manager has left Genivar and that she is the 
tentative Project Manager, pending final approval by the NCC of consultant personnel change 
proposal.   

 

3.0 REVIEW OF PREVIOUS PCG1A ACTION ITEMS (NO ITEMS)  

4.0 REVIEW OF ROUND 1 CONSULTATION  

4.1 Howard Williamson provided an overview of recent and upcoming activities and summarized the 
values that the consultant team has collected.   

4.2 

 Review Public Consultation Schedule 

 Web Site Update 

 “Do It Yourself Kit” 

 Street Surveys 

 Community Value Planning Workshops/Reports 

 World Cafe Events/Reports 

 Lessons Learned from Round 1 Consultation 

 Additional Values 
 

 

5.0 QUESTIONS, COMMENTS AND FEEDBACK  

5.1 The following questions, comments and feedback was provided by PCG members.  

5.2  What will be done with all the information that has been collected?    

5.3  It was indicated that there was the impression that some sort of public consultation was to take 
place in the downtown core in September (Sandy Hill, Lowertown, downtown core).  Without  
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Item  Assigned/Timeline 
this, the PCG felt that the Study Team is missing a big piece of the puzzle.  Consultation outside 
of the area in question is not conducive to consultation.   

5.4 
 There were objections to the specific categorization of the DIY Kits.  The PCG felt that there 

was a generalization of some very specific feedback that was provided.  This was not captured 
until the last bullet of the community value plan slide.   

 

5,5  The PCG felt that they were being asked for values without the information to base it on.  

5.6 
 It was indicated that the lack of capacity of the bridge is not fully demonstrated.  The PCG to 

provide to the consultant team diverging information on this.   PCG Members 

5.7 
 The PCG felt that the value of evidence-based decision making is not shown in the Phase 1 

document.  No one buys into the fact that all of the results from Phase 1 are valid.    

5.8 
 The truck study that was done in Phase 1 is now being redone which gives the impression that 

there was not enough information.  If the justification for the bridge was based on this truck 
study then the justification is not there.   

 

5.8 
 It is important to significantly reduce the truck traffic on the King Edward Bridge.  Any new 

bridge should increase transit modal share.  No new bridge has been presented as really 
boosting transit.  All will increase car traffic, so therefore will have a significant increase in traffic. 

 

5.9 
 Interest in the upcoming technical studies was expressed – what data we plan to collect, how 

we plan to collect it.  The PCG would like to have the opportunity to review this data before the 
next Public Consultation session.  

 

5.10 

 Last Phase recommendation was to go ahead with one crossing and at the last minute, 
politically it was changed to three crossing locations.  One key problem is that there is a terrible 
situation on King Edward.  Should not have a capital city with trucks and trailers going through 
it.  Truck traffic should be eliminated from downtown and that was understood as the main 
reason for having the bridge.  What is the transportation system in Ottawa?  Would have 
expected a ring road.  Do not seem to be going in the right direction.  Seem to be going ahead 
with Phase 2 without knowing what Phase 1 is.   

 

5.11 
 Based on the raw traffic data, elaborate drawings were prepared for various tunnel solutions.  A 

Carleton University study indicated that there was nothing that would obstruct a tunnel.   

5.12 

 Lessons learned did not capture the fact that some of the public believes that the process is 
flawed.  They are unsure what the objectives are.  They need to understand what the NCC feels 
this project is trying to achieve.  For example, would like to know what percentage of trucks we 
are aiming to eliminate from the downtown corridor.  What are you trying to do?  Would like 
something that is measureable.   
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Item  Assigned/Timeline 

5.13 
 Feel that they are being misled and not respected.  The public disputed the weightings from 

Phase 1 and now they have to live with it.     

5.14 
 It was a political decision in Phase 1.  If we do not build a bridge, what do we do with the trucks?  

The goal of this study is to get the best possible environmental studies in relation with corridors 
5, 6 and 7.   

 

5.15 

 There is going to be a real cost to a community with this bridge.  The value of evidence-based 
decision making is paramount.  Cannot see the values that counteract the cost of this bridge.  
Trying to use a community value as a discriminatory tool where you cannot, they are just as 
important to each corridor.   

 

5.16 
 Do not think we can do the job unless we know what we are trying to solve.  Why do we need 

the bridge?  The goal has to be first, then the community values.  Could we characterize it as an 
environmental and economic viability and social study? 

 

5.17 
 Is there flexibility to consider the Ontario and Quebec corridors separate?  From transportation 

perspective there needs to be connectivity.  Any combination of alternatives would need to 
remain within a corridor. 

 

5.18 

 Would like to be involved in the OD of goods study.  Little opportunity to look at how information 
will be collected if the next PCG meeting is in February.  Would like to know what the data is 
and what the pluses and minuses are.   Response: The technical advisory role and 
responsibilities are those of the Technical Advisory Committee. The PCG must not be seen as 
inclusive of any such formal role, although all technical related comments issued by PCG 
members will be made part of the study record and circulated to the Partners and Consultant 
team relevant personnel. 

 

5.19 

 Value of community cohesion has been damaged through this process.  Respect and promote 
the cohesion of the communities should be added as a value.  Would like to maintain good 
relationships with neighbours from downtown to Orleans.  Is there a way to design this process 
that is less damaging to neighbourhoods.  Corridors each had their own nights for consultation, 
could not share with corridors on the other side of the River.   

 

5.20 
 Do not look at impact only on one of the communities, but look at overall impact on all 

communities.    

5.21 
 Communities to get together and come up with another option within the three corridors and 

help solve the downtown issues with truck and traffic.    

5.22 
 If the weightings are going to be completely redone for this Phase, how can we be sure that 

these are the top three corridors under different weighting than Phase 1.  Response:  Phase 2B 
work does not reject the data and analysis of Phase 1, it builds on it.   
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Item  Assigned/Timeline 

5.23 

 Between now and when the next PCG happens they would like to be more informed about the 
technical processes, the data collection, etc.  What will be in the technical reports?  When can 
they expect them?  How will economic impact be measured?  There is a survey of truck traffic 
and none of the PCG is part of that.     

 

5.24 
 It is not satisfactory to ask us to trust you to comment after the fact.  Compartmentalization of 

technical versus non-technical is phony.  There are people around the table who can make a 
contribution.  Would like to know the raw data and how you are analyzing it.   

 

5.25 

 Environmental inventories and technical studies are to be delivered in fall 2012, looks like this 
information is delivered around the same time as the decision of which corridor will be carried 
forward.  Response: the graphic is deceiving, there will be an opportunity to comment on the 
technical studies before the announcement which reveals the preferred corridor.  

 

5.26  Will TAC presentations, meeting notes, etc. be available to the public?    

5.27  Could we see the outcomes of the stakeholder meetings as well?    

5.28 
 If this bridge does not solve the truck problem the City has been thinking about banning trucks 

completely on King Edward.  If most of these trucks end up on the Chaudière Bridge then these 
communities are not a part of the consultation process.   

 

5.29 
 Maintaining status quo is one option that needs to be shown or be a baseline/reference 

scenario.  What will potentially happen to the city if no bridge is built?    

5.30 

 From the meetings in June were there any suggestions made or alternatives to getting rid of 
trucks in the downtown core?  There were many references during the WC and CVP sessions to 
alternatives such as ring roads and tunnels.  This should have been included in the 30,000 ft 
review. 

 Cultural heritage / cultural landscape was not mentioned as one of the community values.   

 

5.31 
 How can a bridge be justified based on a small reduction of traffic on King Edward.  Gatineau 

residents should take the bus.    

5.32 
 Developed an inclination of how the evaluation may be weighted from looking at the DIY Kit.  

Worried about poor data that is misinterpreted and lead to poor conclusions.    

5.33 
 Next meeting is February 2012 and the Public consultations are listed as the same timeframe.  

We will have to find another way to provide more time in the next round.  Will there be 
communications via e-mail in the mean time?   

 

5.34   Some PCG members are not satisfied with the process to date and want more input.  
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Item  Assigned/Timeline 

5.2 Based on the above comments, the Study Team provided the following responses, commitments and 
future action items:    

5.2.1 
 Fred Gaspar reiterated that Phase 2B builds on Phase 1 and is not starting the project from 

scratch .  It was commented that Phase 1 was not “agreed upon” with all members of the public.  

5.2.2  The Study Team is complementing an existing data base with further details (e.g. truck data).   

5.2.3 

 To address the concern related to data collection and analysis, it was agreed that technical 
processes and reports will be forwarded to the PCG.  While the PCG is not a technical 
committee, to remain open and transparent, it is important for all stakeholders to be informed 
about data and results.   

Roche-GENIVAR 

6.0 UPCOMING MEETINGS  

6.1  Stakeholder Meeting, September 20, 2011  

7.0 OTHER BUSINESS  

7.1 It was noted that simultaneous translation will be provided for all future PCG meetings.   Roche-GENIVAR 

7.2 
The DIYK WEB pages have remained active pending this PCG meeting event. It was requested that 
the DIY Kit be available online until the end of September to acknowledge any community 
representative’s late input.   

Roche-GENIVAR 

8.0 NEXT MEETING  

8.1  PCG2– February 2012 (t.b.c.)  
 


