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100 John West Way, Box 1000
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May 11, 2012 C03-C11-32

Denis Kelly, Regional Clerk
Corporate Services Department
York Region Administration Building
17250 Yonge Street, 4th Floor
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6Z1

Dear Mr. Kelly:

Re: I|ES11-055 — Leslie Street and St. John’s Sideroad Pedestrian Trail
Crossings

Please be advised that this matter was considered by Councit at its meeting held on
November 8, 2011. In this regard, Council adopted the following resolution:

THAT Council receive report IES11-055; and

THAT Council support Option 2 - Underpasses just below grade as a reasonable
solution to pedestrian access; and

THAT Council approve the principle of a 50/50 funding arrangement with York
Region based on an estimate of $1.2M per underpass and subject to Regional
approval; and

THAT Council approve a 2012 budget of $50,000 per crossing to accommodate
50 percent of the design costs to be completed and funded through York Region;
and

THAT staff investigate funding alternatives and partnerships.

Coum



Enclosed is the staff report pertaining to this matter. Through inadvertence this was not
formally communicated at the time.

Yourg-fruly,

irector of Customer and
Legislative Services/Town Clerk

JDL/pt

Copy: Director of Infrastructure and Environmental Services
Director of Parks and Recreation Services
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=% TOWN OF AURORA -
AURORA GENERAL COMMITTEE REPORT No. IES11-055

SUBJECT: Leslie Street and St. John’s Sideroad Pedestrian Trail Crossings
FROM: l Sirﬁanovskis, Director of Infrastructure & Environmental Services

DATE: November‘i, 2011

. RECOMMENDATIONS
" THAT Council ireceive report IES11-055; and

‘ THAT Councit support Opt:on 2- Underpasses just below grade as a reasonable
so!utzon to pedestrian access; and

THAT Council approve the principle - of a 50/50 funding arrangemenf with York
. Region based on an estimate of $1.2M per underpass and subject to Regional
- approval; and

. That Council approve a 2012 budget of $50,000 pe:; crossing to accommodate 50
o Iipe_rcent of the design costs to be completed and funded through York Region.

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

This report provides further mfonnatxon on activities related to the St. John's Sideroad
" and Leslie Street underpasses

: BACKGROU@

At its meeting of April 14, 2009 Council adopted the followansj ”recoh]mendation from the
Town of Aurora Leisure Services Advisory Committee meeting of March 23, 2009 and.
its associated Trails Sub-Commiittee:

“That Staff be directed to complete the following recommendations:

THAT the Leisure Services Advisory Commitiee recommends fo Council
that all of the information conceming grade separated trail crossings that
are being contemplated by the Trails Sub-Committee associated with the
St. John's S:demad/ Leslie Street Corridor be forwarded fo the appmpnate

redesign of these roads; and
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THAT separated multi-use bike routes be set further info the boulevard and
separated from the curb by a grass strip and that St. John's Sideroad,
Bayview Avenue and Leslie Street reconstruction projects respect that
standard and include physically separated multi-use trails; The Town has

- been supporting the developing of a Trails Master Plan that is being
developed through the Leisure Service Adwsory Commitiee (L.SAC) and
the Trail Sub-Committee. Proposed frails mapping has been submitted to
LSAC ini 2009 and the infent is that this mapping fonn the basis for the
future Trails Master Plan.”

At its meeting on November 10, 2009, Council adopted the following recommendations
from .the Leisure Services Advisory Committee 'meeting held on October 15, 2009.

“THAT the Leisure Setvices Advisory Commiiee receive the information
being presented on the Town of Aurora Trails Map; and - :

THAT the Trails Sub-Committee recommends to Council and is suppon‘ed
 bythe Leisure Services Advisory Committee that the proposed trails as _
" recommended by the Trails Sub- Commrttee in the 2C Secondary Planning

Area be adopted; and

THAT. Pub!:c Works Staff be directed to continue fo work with the Regtbn
of York to construct three grade separations as indicated on the mapping
at the St John s Sideroad and Leslie Street focatfons and

" THAT Staff be requested to investigate the process requ;red in. order fo
obtain !evel and grade separated railway crossings; and .

THAT this resoluﬂon be referred fo the 2C Secondary P!anmng Comm:ttee
for implementation.”

-~ Town staff supported by a representative of the Trails Sub Commrttee met Wlth
" Regional staff on July 20, 2009 and provided correspondence to the Reg:on on August
13, 2009 regarding consideration of underpasses as fo!lows

o Appreciating that an early request is desned, what is the ﬁming envelop for
. requesting that the underpasses be considered for both projects, and would
' an addendum to the ESR be requ:red if the request is submitted after the
. studies are completed?

s What funding opportunities exist through the Regron to support pedestrian fraﬂ
improvements?

o "« Could an estimate for undeipass construction be pmwded in advance of town '
. design criteria? :
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A formal response was received by the Region on June 29, 2010 for Leslie Street and
August 30, 2010 for St: John’s Slderoad recommending against underpasses.

A report was prepared for the Town Council meeting of September 14, 2010 (attached
as Appendix “A”) and the following recommendations were carried: -

“THAT York Region be requesfed to inciude a description and identify the.
potential underpasses along St. John's Sideroad and Leslie Streef within
their current environmental studies where possible; and :

THAT York Region be requested to include funding for this project in their
2011 capital program as the project supports the Regional initiatives of

" ‘Healthy Communities’, Walkable Communities’, and ‘L:nked Green
Spaces’, and are of neg:onaf significance; arid

THAT a copy of this report be pro Vided fo the York Region CIerk’s Office.”

n addition, the Commissioner of Transportation from York Region delegétéd at the
September 14, 2010 meeting on the matter with the foliowing comments belng recorded
in the minutes as follows:

(b) Kathleen La'ewe!fyn-Thoma's Region of York
Re: ltem 1(6) - IES10-043 ~ Leslie Street and St John s
S:demad

. Pedestrian Tra.d Cmssmgs
. Kathleen Liewellyn-Thomas, Commissioner of Transportatfon
. Services for the Region of York, and Steve Collins, Manager of
Capital Projects (Roads Branch-Transportation Division), discussed
and updated Council on the three projects currently underway. Mr.
Collins stated that currently there are two significant projects
underway inthe Town of Aurora. He discussed the Leslie Street
* project that extends from Wellington Street to Mulock Drive. It is in
the environmental assessment process stage and has gone
through a second public meeling. Mr. Collins nofed that even
_though the development is in the lalter stages, the process allows
- for consuitation and discussion until the environmental assessment.
“report is filed. He said that they would continue to work with staff
‘and the public to facilitate responding fo questions. The
- environmental assessment study should be ready by the first
. quarter of 2011 and once that has received clearance it would
- move onfo the detailed engineering stage with a proposed start to
~consstruction in 2015. Mr. Collins advised that the St. John’s .
- Sideroad project (Bayview Avenue to Woodbine Avenus) is not
o schedu!ed fo start construgtion until 2014 He noted that th.'s pmject




‘November1,2041 . .4- - ' ReportNo.|ES11-055

is a continuation of the phased-in implementation that originally*
commenced in 2000. Mr..Collins said that there has been
discussion with Town staff and with Mr. Wehrenberg regarding
technical analysis and how the Region can participate to facilitate
frail crossings. He advised that interesting ideas can be considered

- through the environmental assessment vehicle. Ms Liewliyn-

- Thomas noted that many ideas had not been considered previously

- within the original scope of the project but that altematives will be
looked at by Regional Council for advantages and/or disadvanlages
fo be the most cost effective fo the public. She staled that as there -
had not been crossings there in the past, negative impacts had not
been considered, but as these crossings are now potentiaily
desirable for the future, consideration would be given fo
accommodate future plans and oplimize the investment.

(¢) Klaus Wehrenberg
Re: ltem1(6) — IES10—O43 Leshe Sfreet and St. John s
 Sideroad .

- Pedestrian Trail Crossmgs S
Klaus Wehrenberg stated that pedestrian crossings are not ;usf for
pedestrians but also for cyclists and for linking green spaces as

. well. He noted that when environmentally sensitive lands are
involved, they need fo bs taken into consideration in the
environmental assessment study. Mr. Wehrenberg requested
answers fo questions regarding the filing dates of environmental

- assessment reporis for the Leslie Streef widening, St. John's

~ Sideroad widening and the Water Main Project. He also wanted fo

- know when the Water Main Project was separated from the Leslie

- Street widening. Mr. Wehrenberg expressed concem thaf, under
the Regional Pedestrian and Cycling Master Plan approved by
Regional Council in 2008, surveys that were to be statistically valid
were not conducted as originally mandated under the Terms of

" Reference. He stafed that in contrast with the Town of Aurora’s
Parks and Recreation Services Department survey, inpuf received
showed that the most important aspect was walking, cycling, and
hiking, and that it was desirable to have infrastructure fo

- accommodate self-propelled traffic. Mr. Wehrenberg noted that with

~ the potential employment opportunities for over 5,000 people east

- of Lesfie Street and potentially 8,000 people living west of Leslie ,

_Street this will create a fremendous amount of self-propelled traffic
between these two areas. He alsec said there are environmentally
‘sensitive lands that need to be linked. He stated that all of these -
needs should be considered for accommodation and connection. .

. Mr. Wehrenbery said that the Region decided to-reconstruet these-. -
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roads so they should carry the costs. He stated that the Region
should also deal with the :mpacts and provide the means for
- conecf:on

(b} Kathieen L.'ewenyn-'."hbmas, Region of York
Re: Item 1(6) — IES10-043 — Leslie Street and St. John's
Sideroad - ] p

Pedestrian Trail Crossings
Mr. Collins responded to the inquiries fmm Mr Wehrenberg and
explained that the St. John's Sideroad environmental assessment
was originally filed in 2000 for the phase from Yonge Street to
Woodbine Avenus, and the Leslie Streef project was separated
from the Water Main Project because the schedule changed on
~ the Water Main Project that would allow it fo be pre-approved fo the
. design and construction stage. He noted that York Region had the
opportunity to take advaritage of modifications to the process which
- could speed up the Water Main Project. Ms Llewellyn-Thomas
nofed that she would be holding back on the filing of the
~ environmental assessment report until the new year when she
would present that along with the Town of Aurora’s concems S0
that they wdl be addressed at the same tfme

in response to the Council's request, the York Regaon staﬂ' prepared a report for
Regional Council that was presented to the Committee on February 2, 2011. The
follomng recommendatlons were carried: :

It is recommended that Regional Council:

1. Approve the at-grade pedestrian/cyclist crossings of Leslie Street (Y.R.
12), between Wellington Street (Y.R. 15) and Mulock Drive (Y.R. 74), and
St. John's Sideroad (Y.R. 26), between Bayview Avenue (Y.R. 34) and '
Woodbine Avenue (Y.R. 8), as the preferred altemative for
accommodating pedestiian and cyclist movements ecmss the Reg:onal
corridors in this area. '

2. Approve the inclusion of the at-grade pedestrian/cyclist crossings on
Leslie Street as the preferred altemnative in the Environmental Study -
Report for the widening of Leslie Street (Y.R. 12}, from Wellington Street
(Y.R. 15) to Mulock Drive (Y.R. 74), and in the detailed design of St John's
. Sideroad (Y.R. 26), from Bayv.-ew Avenue (Y. R 34) fo Woodb:ne Avenue

'(Y R.8)."
- At its meeting of September 13 2011, Council carr;ed the follomng lTlOthﬂ
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“THAT the Region be advised that a response has not been received
for Aurora’s request for grade separations: and

THAT a meeting be requested with the Region to discuss the Lesfie
Street reconsfruction, and. the St Johns Sideroad and Leslie Street
underpasses and

- THAT staff provide a written report to Council.”

' The Region has been notified of the motion and a meeting occurred with the Region on

October 13, 2011 regarding this matter. This report fulfils the final part of the above
motion and provides a comprehensive history of the matter for Counci consideration.

COMMENTS

The Councll of Aurora is provided this report as a summary of activities to date
on this matter to altow for an informed decision.

The matter of underpasses and the overall implementation of the Trails Master Plan has
been a fong standing vision for the Parks and Recreation Department and the Town.
Infrastructure-and Environmenial Services was requested to assist in the realization of
underpasses as part of the input to the Regional road projects for Leskie Street and St.
John's Sideroad. - Direction from the previous Council was made as outlined in
Appendix “B” and a Regional response recommendlng at grade crossmgs was adopted
by Regional Council. :

All pertlnent actlvﬂy on th(s mafter up to February 2011 is included in the appendlces )
and provides the foundatlonal mformatuon on decisions to date.

Meeting of October 13, 2011 ‘provided additionat opportunity to communicate:
Town of Aurora and York Reglon requiremenbs

The meeting with York Region senior staff was-another oppartunlty to review the histoty
of the underpasses and clarify understanding of the Region’s and Town’s positions on

‘the matter. The outcome of the meeting was an understandmg that underpasses are a .

critical feature in the implementation of the Trails' Master Plan for which the plan would
be significantly diminished without them. The Region's position relates to Regional .

versus local priorities and that full funding of these underpasses does not make

economic sense considering all the other Regional needs. However, the Region would -
reconsider undetrpasses if the Town was able to demonstrate a financial commitment
towards the project A commitment of fifty percent funding was suggested as a
reasonable target for consrderatlon It is from this point that further information is being
provided. :

" Future direction on underpasses is now a fi nanclal issue and decisions at this

point require a better understanding of the proposed costs. :
The capltal cost for underpasses has been quoted as $1 M to $1 2M per crossmg -
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depénding on length. This estimate was proviﬁed through the Region as part of the
preliminary engineering work undertaking during the Environmental Assessment (EA)
process. There have been concerns about the validity of these estimates and requests

~ for detailed design and tendering costs to be secured as a more accurate way of

arriving at costs. Understanding the timing and cost of these activities, the Region at
this point is unwilling to incorporate the underpasses in the defailed design without
certainty that the Town will contribute funding fowards the project.

The Région has been clear that the budget for an underpaes is based on a fimited
scope and that required additional costs must be considerad by the Town.
The cost estimate for an underpass is based on the following assumptio’nS'

- e ltis an order of magnitude estimate which by definition is an estimate wrth an
- implied accuracy of -25% to +75%.
+ There is no grading or ramping included such as approaches or requ:red scul
stabilization outside the limit of the underpass.
+ Length is determined based on a future widened road w:th 1 Om of cover or just:
below the road surface.
« Tunriel is a concrete box with dlmensmns of 2400mm x 3000mm wide (7’-6" high
- by 9-10"wide). '
» No other works such as fighting or all season use of the underpass are included.

Additional factors requested by the Trails Sub-committee that will increase the cost and

. that are not consudered in the above estimate are:

. The underpass width should be 5000_rnm not 3000mm {165 wide).

» Lighting should be equal to daylight quality 24 hours per day (like a tennis court}.

« The underpass should be at the base of the valleys fo better oonnect to the trails
 network. _

e

The Reglonal Order of Magnitude Estimate Methodology has been included to

" inform staff on the considerations and confidence of the current estimate.

An ongoing question has been the level of accuracy of the current estimate. The Region
has provided the details of the estimate which is included as Appendix “D”. The hope of .

the Trails Sub-Committee has been that an accurate “tendered cost” will be lower than
the estimate which will make: the underpasses more aftractive. However, based on the
information provided and past experience with capital projects, the tendency is for final
construction costs to exceed early estimates. This may not be as exireme in the case of

. the underpasses as the design parameters can be ‘reasonably defined. However,

unknown conditions such as soils, final location and market conditions can s:gnlﬁcantly,
mﬁuence the final cost :

The Town must be comfortable with current available information to make a ‘*ge! _
no go” decision understanding that future key declsmn pomts exist where final

- commitmenis c.an be reconsmered

koA w8 12 te e = t% epna o oh ma ie F T g T L T ISP PP
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As with any significant capital project, a decision to proceed can only be based on the
information known today. Should the current information fit the investment strategy of
the Town then the project should be approved. As new information emerges and
conditions change, the fest can be revisited and alternate directions proposed. it is not
reasonable to expend significant engineering effort and costs through a tendering and
design process for the sole purpose of securing accurate costs after which a decision is

rendered. Those opportunities will occur as the project moves through an incremental -
- commitment process. . _

Staff considered three cost scenarlos for a typical underpass to determine overall
cost implications,

To better inform a decision, staff prepared three separate cost estamates for a proposed
crossing on Leslie Street just south of St. John's Sideroad. The road section is included

- as Appendix “E” and is from the Region's EA documents. The estimates are based on

1) a level crossing as proposed by the region, 2) an underpass just below grade as

* evaluated by the region, and 3) an underpass at the base of the valley as réquested by

the trails committee. The tables are mc!uded as appendix “F* and summanzed as
follows: : :

Option 1 - Level Crossing

$100,000 to $200 000 as reported by the Region with an additlonal $22 000 reqwred for
access points.

| 'Ogt:on 2. Under_‘gass |ust below grade

$1,000,000 regional estlmate with an add;tlonal $43,000 for lighting and access points

QOption 3- - Undemass at vallev floor

$1,800,000 underpass with an addatuonal $40,000 for lighting and access pomts

The Trails Sub Committee request for wider underpasses increases cosis _
The request to increase the underpass by over 60 percent will have an impact on the

‘cost per meter as increased bearing capaclty will have to be faciored into the
construction. Assuming an impact of 20 percent in cost lmpact would add an addttlonal
- $200,000 to Option 2, and $360,000 to Option 3. '

ALTERNATIVE(S) TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS

. As directed by Council

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

"Trauls Master Plan identifies long term funding needs mcludmg consideratlon for
. underpasses _
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There is currently no funding approved in the capitat budget for this project. The recently
adopted Trails Master Plan identifies underpasses as an integral component of the traifs:
network and considered costs in the long term capital program.

. York Region is willing to consider 50/50 cost sharing alternative.
The Region has indicated consideration of 50 percent cost shanng on the underpasses
- which will require Regional approvai _

York Region Pedestrian and Cyclmg Mumclpal Partnershlp Program as a funding

opportunity.

There may be funding available via other programs offered by the Region or thfough
other levels of government.

. The regional partnersh:p prograrﬁ is a program that funds up to 50 -percent of a local
-municipal project for qualifying pedestnan and ‘cycling infrastructure .that supports a
regional scale network. This program was used to partially fund the Town's section of

the Nokida Trail. The York Region Pedestrian and Cycling Municipal Partnership Pohcy--_ :

is attached as Appendix "G". Condi Ithf‘lS of the program include:

Municipality must commit a minimum of 50 percent of the funding; -
An application must be submitted;
The program itself has an annual funding cap of $500,000 for the entire region;
- Will only fund mfrastructure that forms part of a network plan adopted by the._
municipality; .
"The design and public consultation must ‘be completed and the project shovel
ready; .
- Must support a regional scale network;
must support the objectives and poltcres of the Region;
Resolution of local council; and
Maintenance and responsibility is assumed by the mumcupahty

Y ‘> & @

CONCLUSIONS

This report outlines current available information on the costs and implications of
~ underpasses for Leslie Street and St. John's - Sidercad. Council has previously
requested that the Region fund consfruction of-the requested underpasses and the -
Region has commitied to only fund level crossings which are currenﬂy included in the -
EA documents. Itis requested that Council provide direction on this i lssue

ATTACHM ENTS

- » Appendix “A” Report No. IES10-043: - Lesl:e Street and St. Johns Slderoad' :
Pedestrian Trail Crossings
“« Appendix "B” — Extract from September 14, 2010 Counc&! Meeting
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» Appendix "'C"' — York Region Transportation Services Committee Report - February
2, 2011 ' '
Appendix “B” — York Region Estimate

Appendix “E” — Leslie Street Class EA Study -

Appendix “F" — Leslie Street Crossing — Order of Magnitude Estimate

Appendix “G” — York Region Pedestrian and Cycling Municipal Parinership Policy .

PRE-SUBMISSION REVIEW

Executive Leadership Team meeting of October 19, 2011

‘Prepared by: Hmar S:manovsk:s, Director of Infmstructure and Enwronmentat

‘Serwces Ext, 4371

“Director of Infrastructure " Chief Administrative Officer
- & Environmental Services : _ -
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=% TOWN OF AURORA

- AURORA  GENERAL COMMITTEE ‘No. (ES10-043

SUBJECT: Leslie Street and St. John's Sideroad Pedestrian Trail Grossings
FROM:  llmar Sithanovskis, Director, Infrastructure and Environmental Services

DATE: September 7, 2010

RECOMMENDATIONS

THAT York Region be requested to include a description and identify the potential
underpasses along St John’s Sideroad and Leslie Street within their current

' environmentaf studies where possible; and

- THAT York Region be requested fo include funding for this pro;ect in ﬁrelr 2011

capifal program as the project supports the Regional initiatives of ‘MHealthy
Communities’, ‘Walkable Communities’, and *Linked Gneen Spaces and

THAT, should York Regron not provide funding, the Town of Aurora review fundmg

- requirements through the 2011 budget process; and

THATa copy of this report be provided fo the York Region Clerk’s Office.
PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

. To request reglonal support in proceeding with fmp!ementatlon of grade separated crossing
- along Leslie Street and St. John’s Sideroad. :

BACKGROUND

At its meeting of April 14, 2009, Council adopted the following recommendation from the
Town of Aurora Leisure Services Advisory Comm:ttee meeting of March 23, 2008 and its

associated Trails Sub-Commitiee:

“That Stalf be directed to complete the folfowing recommendations:

THAT the Leisure Services Advisory Commiftee recommends to Gouncil that aif
of the information concerning grade separated trail crossings that are being
contemplafed by the Trails Sub-Committse associated with the St. John'’s
Sideroad/ Leslie Streef Corridor be forwarded to the appropriate Town or Region
of York Staff for their comments and inclusion in the redesign of these roads; and-

THAT separated muiti-use bike routes be set further inlo the boulevard and
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- separated from the curb by a grass strip and that St. Johr’s Sideroad, Bayview

Avenue and Leslie Streef reconstruction projects respect that sfandard and
include physically separated multi-use frails;The Town has been supporling the
developing of a Trails Master Plan that is being developed through the Leéisure
Service Advisory Commiifiee (LSAC) and the Trail Sub-Commitfee. Proposed trails
mapping has been submitied to LSAC in 2009 and the infent is thaf this mapping .
form fhe basis for the fu&ma Traifs Master P!an

At its meetmg on November 10, 2009 Councif adopted the follo-mng recommendations
from the Leisure Services Advisory Commlttee meetmg held on October 16, 2009. -

. “THAT the Leisure Services Advisory Committee receive the information bemg- "
‘presented on fhe Town of Aurora Trails Map; and

. THAT the Trails Sub-Commiftee racommends to Councrf and is supported by
the Leisure Services Advisory Committee that the proposed trails as recommernided
by the Trails Sub-Comm!ifee m the 2C Secondary Pfanmng Anea be adopted and -

- mATPubIrc Works Staff be. directed to contine to wodc with the Region of York to
. construct three gratie separalions as indicated on tz‘ae mappmg at the St. John’s
Sidercad and Leslie S&*eet locafions; and '

_ ?HAT Staﬂ' be :equested fo mvestrgate the process requneo’ in orderto obtam feve!
_ and grade sepamted famvay omssmgs* and ) .-

- THAT this resolution be refened to the 2C Secondary Piannmg Comm;tfee for' ‘
:mpfemenl’aﬂon

Town staff supported by a representative of the Tralis Sub~Comm|ttee mat W|th Regional ‘
staff-on July 20, 2009 and provided correspondence fo the Region on August 13, 2009 -
(Appendrx A%, regardmg considerahon of underpasses as follows:

. Apprec:atmg that an early request is desired, what is the ammg envelopfor =
requesting that the underpasses be considered for both projects, and would
an addendum to the ESR be mqumad if the request is submrtted after the
sludies are completed?

o What funding Oppoﬂunmes exist thmugh the Reg:on fo support pedesfrfan trail
improvements?

o Could an estimate for underpass conslruction be pruwded :n advance of fown
design criferia?

A forma! response was received by the Regton onJune 29, 2010 for Laslie Street and Aug
30 2010 for St' John's Sldemad (Appendix “B”) :
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. This report reviews planning status of grade separated crossmg and the Regicnal
responses {o dale, along with reoommended ad;ons

_COMM ENTS

: 1 Ptanning Swtus Related 0. Pedestnan and Tralls Network

York Region. Redesgnan and Cycling Master Plan Sfudy_

in March 2008, York Region completed the Pedestrian and Cycling Master Plan Study:
which is “infended to guide the Region as it works with local municipalities over the next 25
years and beyond to :mp!ement a comprehensive pedestiian syslem and on and off-road
region-wide cycling network.” There was significant stakeholder engagement in the
development of this plan in particular with Mr. Atkins being represented on the Technical
Advisory committee and. Mr. Wehrenberg on the Public Ad\nsory Committee both
-representing inferests for the Town of Aurora. i

-The vision of the plan is to create a pedestrian and cycling supportive environment that -
encourages both ut!lltanan and recreational travel by walklng, cydmg and USmg publxc
translt thmugh

. Establlshed promottonal and educational pollcies and programs mciudmg a marketmg
- strategy, -
+ A coptintous system of sidewalks on Reglonal and local roads as well as a deslgnated o

. regional-scale network of cycling facilities;
» A regional-scale network integrated with local mumcapal pédestian and cyclmg
infrastructure and public transit service that connects communities and people of all
ages wrth where they live, work and want to go. ,

Even though iocal municipafities are responsible for. impiementing sndewalks frails and
enoouragmg pedestnan friendly land development, the Region also has a significant
interest in improving conditions for walking and cycling in York Region. The intent of this
planis therefora to prioritize, assist in implementation and potent:ally fund projechswhere
local inifiatives support the fegional objectives. ,

. As the plan was intended to serve a reglonal oontext, route selection was focused ‘on
supporting the regional context of connectivily. In achieving this objective there were also -
a number .of criferia considered during the final .route- selection” being safety,
connactivity/access, convenience, aﬂractweness cost and ‘route allgnment.

- The 10 year planning horizon for improvements to-the Aurora pedeetnar_l system includes: |
*. ¢ New sidewalks along Bathurst Street between St. John's Sideroad and Bloomington |

Road, along Bloomington Road to Yonge Street and along St. John' s Slderoad from =
Bathurst Street to Yonge Street.




ot Al b ey e s e e e

~August 17, 2010 _ : -4 - - __Report No. IES1B-043
. The Syear plannmg horizon for mpmvements 16 the Ausora cychng network includes: )

. Prowdmg a north south connection along Leslte Street; oo
» Providing east west routes. generally between Bathurst Street along St John 43
Sideroad, Bloommgton Road, Wellington Street, and Vandorf Sideroad where such
. facilities do not curréntly meet the regional intent; and '

"« Provide north south connections: along Yonge Streat and’ Baywew Avenue where_

. practical and in lme with road reconstruction.’ '
A drewing of the Plan is presented.as Appendix “C”. The significance of the Planin rélation _
to this report isthat the Region has not identified any portion of the pedestrian and ¢ycling
network within the 2C Iands as would be expected considering the regional context.
Town of Aurora Oﬁ"ctal Plan and 2C Seoondary Plan Status

The Townis currently updatmg its Officiat Plan (oP) and in the pracess has reviewed policy
‘related to trails: The current OP contains municipal trail network amendmentswhtch were

. adopted-December 1993 and approved in Febtuary 1995 which state:

f‘3.5.2.5 a) X consider providing grade separation at key i‘r,\terseoiions‘ of trails

.- with railways and arterial roads; where {rails cross roads at grade, signs and

. where appropriate signals shall assist safe crossing and orientation; atgrade

crossing of frails at Reglonal roads should. only be made at oontmlled
tntersections

Appendix “D" refets to Schedule "I" ofthe current OP titled Aurora Trail Netwom Conoept.
The draft proposed policy “Draﬂ 2" dated July 19, 2010 is wrtua!ly unchanged with the

- exception of the word ”Regional’ as follows:

“1 4.2.8 a) X consider prov:dmg grade separation at key intersections of traiIS‘

. with railways and Regional roads; where trails cross roads at grade, signs
and where appropriate signals shall assist safe crossing and orientation; at
. grade crossing of trails.at Regional roads should only be made at oontrol[ed
infersections;” -

-1t is therefore clear that thé Towns policies support the notion- of considering grade

separated crossings at Regional roads.

‘The Draft Pmposed Poholes for the 2C Secondary Pian braft 1, dated July 9, 2010, also
contains similar wording as above under proposed section 6.2. 8 ).
Town of Aurora Trails Master Plan

~ The Town, in oonjunotson w:th support and mputfrom the Trails Sub-Commsﬁee is inthe
. process of completing the Draft Trails Masfaer Plan. Within this document, Section 6.2.2
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tefers to Grade Separated Crossings as follows: ) :

“Itis intended that the proposed grade separated crossings be constructed at
the same time the connecting trail segment(s) are constructed. However,
should an opportunity arise in advance of the timing identified in the master

- plan, the Town should work with appropriate agencies to implement the

- crossing. For example, the. Town should work with York Region when a
Regional road is being upgraded and a grade separation has beenidentified -

. in the master plan as the preferred method of achieving the crossing. In
these cases, the schedule will be dependent on the Region's schedule for
Environmental Assessment and construction. In seme locations it may be

- possible and preferable fo develop an interim solution such as a pedestrian
activated signal or median refuge island.”

. Costs to implement the grade separated crossmg are not included in the estlmated netwark

costs for the followmg feasons:

e Costs for these vary wrdely depending on the style and- ultimate design of the
. . structure(s); | :

e The des:gn timing, and consfruction of many of the proposed grade separafed -

crossings would be subject to infrastructure improvements. being made. by other - -
. "agencies such as York Region. In these cases the final dasign would be partofa - -

larger mfrastructure improvement project that would be subject to an Environmental.

‘Assessment pmoess and subsequent detail deStgn, and )

- » There may be an oppartunity to partner with dgencies for these - projects. For
- example, it is.reasonable to assume that the Town would be able to partner and
cost-share with the Region for grade separations of Regional road, thus an accurate
estimated cost to the Town for each can not be developed until each locaﬁon has
been studied in more detail as part of pre-desngn of those structures. -

_Appendtx “E” refers to the Draﬂ Traifs Master Flan Loca’uon Map forvanous mfrastruetures .
- daied March5, 2009. :

Roads

' 2. Council Support RegueSted for Grade Segaraﬁed Trail Crossmgs on Regio nat '

. The Town, through the above approved and pending policies and Council endorsed -
- . resolufions, is requesting that the Region cansider the inclusion of three underpasses

along Leslie Street and'one underpass along St. John's Sideroad as outlined in Appendlx .

' nEn

’ 'This request has been communicated to Reg:onal staffas aarly as July 2009. The Region‘
* position to date has been to not actively consider this request untif such fime as the Town,

through resofution of Council, requests this infrastructure be included and that a funding
source be provided to offset the environmental assessment, engineering and construction
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. gosts. Considering the recent response from the Region, it is now appropnate to seek

Council support on these crossmgs

" 3. Status of St. Joh n's Sideroad arid Leslie Street Road Reconstmcﬁor.rProiecﬁs .

The two reglonal roads are proeeedmg separately as the regional road pregram ldent:ﬁes .
the roads bemg compieted on different time lines. _ _ ,

'St. John's Srderaad

The St. John's Sideroad project has a planned cenipletmﬁ date of 2015 and will provide for
two lanes of traffic. The Environmental Assessment (EA) and concluding Environmental
Assessment Report (ESR) have been completed and the detailed desngn is over 60

" peicent complete at this time. The Region infends to tender the project in early 2012, - o
subject to property and utilrly relocation needs, for completion by 2015, : .

o At this point, it-may be neeessary to prepare an addendum fo the ESR to consider the '
" impacts of a.grade separated crossmg along the water course. -

Leslie Street

Leslie Street is planned fobe oompleted in 2016 and w1|| prowde for four lanes of ﬂaﬁic.

‘The EA for this project is nearing completion with the filing of the ESR planned for early
. 2041, Detailed demgn would start the summerlfall of 2011, with tendenng ant{clpated for. .

eany 2015,

,S:mllar to St John s Slderoad an addendum to the ESR may be- reqmred to include the'
three propased- underpasses. Although there. may,be an opportunity to include a brief ~ -

description of the desire to proceed with underpasses, the Region has indicated that any

-reference to imderpasses in the cuirent EA would not be sngmf canl and would- requu*e "

additiona} work dunng the design phase.

4. Approval Reguxrements under the Mumc:pal CIass Enwronmental Assessment
- Process - - . . ) '

‘me Municipal Class Environniental Assessment Proeess is the Mlmstry of Environrnent’s

-apprcved process for environmental approvals of specific projects. The assessment
_ process is divided into five phases of activity and,-depending on the defined schedule of
the proposed activity, may require some or all of the-phases to.be completed. These L

phases are;

1. Problem or Opportunity ' , IR
2. Altetnative Sokdions ’ :

. 3. Allernative Design Concepts for Preferred Solut!ons

4, Environmental Study Report (ESR)

5. Implementation/Monitoring
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A project is categorized based on its environmental impact as a Schedule A or A+, B, orC
project. Schedule A projects are considered pre-approved with minimal requirementsmd
Schedule C projects require full application of the process.

Construction of underpasses or overpasses for pedestran, recreational, or agricultural ise- -

are identified as Schedule B projects of under $2.2M and as-Schedule C projects of over

$2.2M. As the project scope is-above $2.2M, this project would require a Schedule C
- environmental assessment which involves all of the above five steps.

Tralls Master Plan _Statug and Cohformance fo EA Process

The Town is ctatrently undertaklng a trails master plan proged to setthe plannzng direction .
for the longer term. This plan has beén scoped to identify frail locations but does not ’
address grade separated crossmgs in relation to the environmental assessment process
-requirements. This document is in final draft form and is expected to be presented to
Council before fali 2010 :

Within the oontext of the enwmnmental assessment process, a master plan can be used o )
fulfil, at a minimum, the first fwo phases of the above process. To update the documentto.
satisfy the requzrements of the Class EA prooess. ata mm;mum the following wnuid have
to be completed: _

o Define problem as it relates {o the crossings (i.e. need to move people fmm east snde to .
-west side of Leslie Street as part of trails netwoﬂq, ‘ L

identify all alternative solutions available; .

Inventory-natural, social and economic environments;

Identify impacts of alternative solutioris and mitigating measures;

Identify recommended solution for each location (‘ e underpass or at grade orossmg), .

Public and agency consultation; and .

Notice of completion and 30 day-public and agency rewew

A master plan that includes the enwronmentai aspects of these crossmgs would be the-.
logical deliverable fo the Region in order to proceed to the subsequent phases of the Class
EA process within the context of their Class EA activities for both of the road projects. As
_these crossings are likely to be considered a Schedule C undertaking due fo the expected
cost, an addendum fo the current road ESR's would most likely be required as the current
timing of the regional projects would not provide sufficient time to complete the hecessary

- investigations for these crossings. The St. John's Sideroad ESR has already beenfiledand '

- the Leslie Street ESR is scheduled fo be filed in earfy 2011.
Appendix “F" provides information from the MEA Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment Process, and Appendix “G" provides excerpts for the: Draft Trasls Master Plan

. re!ated to underpasses
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5. Regional Funding Opportunities |

The Region has indicated that they are unable to provide any funding towards the
implementation of these crossings. If the Town was interested in including these cossings
-in the two road projects, then the Town would have to fund any required feasibility studies,
design and construction costs. The Region was unable fo commit fo including any detailed
analysis of the crossings-in their current program until the Town confirms that funding is
available and approved for this project. . :

" The Regional Pedestrian and Cycling Master Plan Study also does not identify any
-avaitable fundmg for this project as local trails and regional road underpasses are not
considered in the Plan. The focus of the Plan is for pedestrian crossings at planned
: m’eersections as supported by the identified routes within the Plan.

6. Estimated Construction Costs

The Region provided preliminary construction cost estlmates for the three crossmgs on
Leslie Streel. The estimate was based on a shallow underpass (approximately 1m below
road grade), with dimensions of 3.0m wide by-2.4m high. The cost was approxamately
'$1.0M per crossing for a fotal estlmated cost of $3.2M for the three crossings. The trails
master plan has idenfified a minimum width of 4.2m or greater for structures exoeedlng

18min Iength and a minimum height of 3. Om ' . o

- .Aiso there s proposed watennam along Lesl:e Streét which ilrmts the locatlon of any

crossing which effectively forces either a shaflow crossing or a deep crossing. Subsequent
discussion with Regional staff identified significant additional costs ifthe crossings were to -
be either of larger scale or located at a lower efevation near the valley floor. The est:mate
for each crossing may be upwards of $1.7M or $5.1M for three crossings. * '

Using the same cost parameters, it would be expected that the cost for the St. John s
- crossing would afso be approximately $1.0M to $1.7M.

The Region also confirmed that the estlmates were only for the crossings and did not
- include any enfrance gradmg, ramps or pmperty issues. Other considerations include
lighting, security, accessibility issues, ﬂood oontrol and life safety and seasona! clearing
requirements.

. The Region’s consultant prcmded the Town with an. engmeenng estimate of $200,000 per
crossing including electricallighting requirements and foundation design. Itis expected that
this estimate would-also include any preliminary design and environmental assessment
activities. This is'an upper limit based on each tunne! being desighed independently from
the curreednt regional studles and will be revised once a decision fo praceed has been
oonﬁtm : _ .
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Next Steps

Consndenng the status of these road projects and the Town’s Trails Master Pian the
following steps are outlined for consideration: .

« That the Region be requested to include these underpasses in the respective road :
projects to the extent possible.

+ Thatthe Region be requested to fund these projects as a logic extension of the reglonal

pedestrian objeclives.

s That the Town consider feading the first two phases of the Class EA proeess to confim
route selection,

« That aconsultant be retained to undertake the first 2 phases of the Class EA process fo -
recommend the preferred solution for the crossings.

» That the Region be requested to incorporate the work completed by the consuitantand -

undertake the completion of the remaining phases of the Class EA process on behalf of
the Town and in conjunction with the curent work being undertaken for the roads.

» That a capital project be established in the 2011 budget cycle to identify the necessary
funding for construction in the required years of the proposed projects.

ALTERNATIVE(S) TO THE REPORT

1. Town to fund and complete Phases 1 and 2 Class EA activities in advanoe of
Regional suppoit. .

. 2. Not proceed with the lmplementai:on of the crossmgs

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

" The construction budget foreach brossmg is $1.0Mfora shaliow crossing and up fo $1.7M

for deeper crossings. Increasing the crossing height and width would increase costs
proportionately.

Funding for environmentat assessments and desugn would be required for 2014/2012 with
construction funding being required in the year of construction (2014/2015 and 2015/2015)..
The Region has been requested to provide the necessary funding for this project. Should
the Regional funding request not be approved, staff will include the request for funding
through the 2011 budget process.

CONCLUSIONS

The two projects, St. John's Sideroad and Leslie Street, are currently moving th.rough the
environmental and design phases. As underpasses for frail connections are a pnontyfor
the Town of Aurora, it is now appropriate to request the inclusion of these structures in the

: reglonal road projecis.
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Itis therefore recommended to request that York Region include these struciures i n their
- pro;ects and fund the projects in support of Regional pedestrian initiatives.

- The Town should consider Tunding these prqects in the 2011 capital plan if no other
source of fundtng is secured. _

ﬂT__&!'W_Em

. Appendix A" — Letter to York Region dated August 13, 2008
Appendix “B” — Response letter dated June 29, 2010 from York Regton
Appendix “C" — Drawing of Plan for Proposed Cycling Network -
Appendix "D” - Scheduie *I"-Aurora Trail Network Concept

_Appendix "E” - Draft Trails Master Plan Location Map _ '
Appendix “F" - {nformation from the MEA Municipal Class Enwronmental Assessment
Process .

« Appendix "G" - Excerpts from the Draft Trails Master Plan related to grade separated
crossings : _
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Se:wces Ext. 4371 _ _ o . -
Imar Simanovskls .  ° ' Neil Garbe S -
Director, Infrastructuie & . - Chief Administrative Officer:

Environmental Services -
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Yente v Good Coropany

August 13, 2009

; : Mr. Paul Jankowski -
P ) General Manager, Transponahon Serwces
T Regional Municipality of York ' '
" 90 Bales DrE
East Gwillimbury, ON L.0G 1B0

Dear Mr. Jankowslq

Sincerely,

lirar Sir‘nanpvsklé_, P.
Director, Publlc Works

Al Downey, Town of Aurora
Jim Tree, Town of Aurora
Klaus Wehrenbeng

APPENDIX “A”

-

cc.  Stephen Collins, Reglon of York -

Ce Pubthud(ébeparunaﬁ
LA, Stmanovskis
905-727-3123 ext 4371,

lsimmrsida@e—wmra.ca
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1 Municiped Driva,
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Hequest fora pedestriari underpass for St, Johns Sideroad and L%lie Street

~ On July. 20, 2003 Regiona! staff et with our staff and the Chalr.of the Trails Sub-Cummrttea,
. Mr. Klaus Wsehrenberg, regarding a request to incorpotate several pedestrian underpasses -
along St. Joha's Sideroad and Laslie Street, The conclusion of the mesfing was that Town staff
* would be required to submit a fotmal request before the Underpasses would be considered. This
“request woutd be through Counc!l once the Town's Tralls Maater Pian is endorsed.

R 1If1e interim, it Is requested that the Region prcvnde comment on the foﬂowmg

" .= Appreciating thal an ear!y requast is desired, what is fne timing envelop for requesting
- that the underpasses be considered for both projects, and would an addendum to the -
ESR be required if the request is submitted aiterme sludiesare completed? - -

What funding opponunﬂ:ies exist through the Reg(on fo support pedestnan {rall
Inmmvemenis?

. ml;iga a}?n esllmate for- underpass construction be provided in advance of town design
orit ,

* @APubBe Woriesﬂeomdsﬁns foad Deslgn ared Plamirg\TOE-ADNHS‘s Pedestrian Underpass S( Juhns‘m 08 13 ietter o reginn ‘
. requesting Information doc £ . -
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" Appendix 1 - Project Schedules

- 35 Pm;edsplannedandappmdmﬂerOnhmRegulaﬁomSBﬁiDG

- §36. Expanmons, unpmmcmsandmdtﬁcahmtomsmgpatml

141, All other road related works

APPENDIX “F

Manicipal Class EA

Description of e Project
(Note: The Schedules shall be reviewed inclusively

Cost leit for Project Appmved Under

" Schedule

o ensure that the correct schedule is selected.)

124 Reconswuction of a water crossing where the reconstructed
- fhacility will be for the same purpose, use, capacity and at the

capacity.} This includes ferry docks.

same location.. (Capacity refers toc:ﬂ_:ea'hydmulm or road

25. Reconstruction of & water crodsing where the reconstructed
facitity will not be for the same purpose, use, capacity or at the
same location. (Capacity refers to either hydraulic or Toad

city.} This incl

- <22m { - >22m

>22m

7. Construction of new grade separations

- <8.7m

28 Construction of underpasses or averpassas for pedestrian,
recreational or apricultural nse

- <22m >2m

Construction of’

roadways

30. Reconstruction or allaeranou of a structure_or the grading
adjacent to it when the structure is over 40 years old, whers the
proposed wn:k will alwr the Imsnc stroctural systm overall

. Construcﬁonofmisebamcm.w.stmdmeaﬂmhaswaﬂsand
- berms or & combipation of the two

- | @2m | >22m

: :E-’t_Z. Newfencemstallaumsnulammtedwﬂhanothmpmject

- [33. Utility femoval, modificatior or relocation for safety or assthetiof

& &

134 Restoration of 2 ftlicxhty lmmdm;ly after a paturel disaster,
: pmwdodﬂwfaaluymforﬂlesamepmpomme,mpamyendat
the same location

&

" (see Section A2.104 of Municipal Class EA)

yards and maintenance fecilities wherez_lglaud aequmt:on is
required

37. Expansions, mpmvements andmodﬁimommmsung patvol
required

yards -and mammnanaeﬁcﬂmcswhemlandwqmmmnxs;_‘

- <22m | >22m

?;8. Bstablish new patrol yards or maintenance facilities

39.. Retirement of existing roads and road relatéd facilities

40, Retirement of existing abeways

4. Anypmjectwlnchwnldothmebesubjecﬂofhmdgssm )

and has filfilled the requirements outlined in Section A.2.9 of|
this Class BA and for which the relevent Planning Act
documents kave been approved or have come into-effect ynder
) thel’wAct,R.S.O 1990, ﬂapta‘l’l&asameﬂded. ]
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Miicipal Class EA

Part A~ Class EA Planning Pracess
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APPENDIX “G"

Excerpt From the Draft Trails Master Plan Refated to Grade Separated Crossings )

5 9.2 Underpasses and Tunne!s
" "Dften an underpass or tunnel is the only way to cross significant banfers such as elevated
- railways and muifilane highways. Designing trails through underpasses and tunnels can be
chalienging because: of the confined space. Underpasses should be wide enough to
- accommadate all trall users whether they are travefing by fool, bicycle, in-ine skates, wheelchair
of other forms of transportation. Where feasible, it is suggested that trail widths theough -
_ underpasses be equal to or greaterthan that of the approaching trall The foaowmg are design -
mnscderatlons for undemesses of funnels;
« The minlmum recommended underpass or tunne[ width for a rnu!t:—use trallis 3.6 m.
Where the structure.exceeds 18 m in length, in high ttafﬁo andfor urban areas the width
- shoukd be increased to 4.2 m or greater;
"+ For shorter length underpasses, a vert[cal daaranoe of 2.5 m is usually sufﬁdent
recommended;

. Forlongersmwtureaaverﬂca!cleammearsOmshou!dbeoons:dered If service andfor L

emergéncy vehicles are to be accommodated within the underpass, an increase in
. vertical cleatance may also need to be provided; . )
¢ Underpasses and tunnels.can be a security concern and glso present maintenance
- challenges. To address these issues, tunnels should be well iit with special consideration
made to security, maintenance and drainage. Approaches and exits should be clear and
; czpen to prpvlde mnrestﬁcted views into and beyond the end of the struciure wherever
. A!JUtments shqu!d be appmpnately painted with hazard markmgs- _
: - a- - Offensive graffiti and debris should also be removed promptly and regulaﬁr and .
- »  Ideally, the transition bétween the {rafl and underpass erossing should be fevel and
provide for accessibility. #n the case where an underpass crosses beneath ground-level
. .l(avgl.ways.,ramps should ideally be provided to provide a fransition down to the lower
. -~ giade upder.the. passage, with 9mda of a[ignment changes being taken-up by theacuess
. ramps whérsver.ngssible _ e ‘

' 6.2.2 Grade Separated crossings

" Itisintended that the proposed grade separafed crossings be oonstructed at the same time the
. connecfing frall spgment(s).are constructed. However, should an opportunity asise in advance of

« the timing identified in the master plan, the Town should work with. appropriate agencies fo )
. m'q:lement the crosying. For sxample, the Town should work with York Region when a Regional

. road is being upgraded-and.a grade separation has beer idenfified In the master plan as the

" preferred method of achieving the crossing. In these cases, the schedule will be dependent on
fhe Reglon's schedule for Environtental Assessment and consiruction. In some {ocations it
may be possible and preferable fo davelop an mledm solution such asa pades(nan aclivated .
slgnal o median L refuge lsland



APPENDIX «g»

EXTRACT FROM GENERAL COMMITTEE MEETING NO. 10-14

HELD ON TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 7, 2010 AND ADOPTED AT
- COUNCIL ON TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 14, 2010

o ailiioae

VIl CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS REQUIRING SEPARATE DISCUSSION

6. IES10-043 — Lestie Street and St. John's Sideroad Pedestrian Trail
Crossings

General Committee recommends:

THAT York Region be requested to include a description and identify the
underpasses along St. John's Sideroad and Leslie Street within their curent
environmental studies; and :

THAT York Region be requested to include funding for this project in their 2011
capital program as the project supports the Regional initiatives of ‘Healthy
Communities’, ‘Watkable Communities’, and ‘Linked Green Spaces’, which are
of regional significance; and

THA'I_' a copy of this report be provided to the York Region Clerk’s Office.
" GARRIED

L3 : EXTRACT!GORRESPONDENCE ROUTING INFORMATION
i Exiernal Golrespondence was sent by Council Secretariat: YES X .| NO l
External Correspondence to be sent by: . o .
"ACTION DEPT: CAD Building Corporate | Customer& Infrastnictura Legal Parks & Planning |
(To Director . & By-law & Finance Legisiative & Environ. Recreafion & Dev.
& Assistanf) X
ACTION STAFF; '
(if other than above) _
- INFO DEPT: CAO Brilding Comporate | Customer & Infrastructure Legal Parks & Planning
(Yo Director | &Bylaw | &Finance Legisiative & Environ. Recreation | &Dev.: J
L & Assistant) . i IR " ; - .
INFO STAFF: . : - :
. (i other than shove) . _ -

oy _ P , SR A ~ Page{of 1



“APPENDIX “C”

THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF YORK

Transportation Services Committee
February 2, 2011
Report of the
Commissioner of Transportation Services

REQUEST FOR GRADE-SEPARATED PEDESTRIAN UNDERPASS CROSSINGS OF
LESLIE STREET AND ST. JOHN'S SIDEROAD
TOWN OF AURORA

1. RECOMMENDATIONS

. Itis rccommended that Regional Council:
- 1. Approve the at-grade pedcstnan/cychst crossings of Leslie Street (Y R. 12), between
- - Wellington Street (Y.R. 15) and Mulock Drive (Y .R. 74), and St. John’s Sideroad
(Y.R. 26), between Bayview Avenue (Y.R. 34) and Woodbine Avenue (Y.R. 8), as
the preferred alternative for accommodating pedesirian and cyclist movements across .
* the Regional corridors in this area, '

-2. Approve the inclusion of the at-grade pedestrian/cyclist crossings on Leslie Street as
the preferred alternative i in the Environmental Study Report for the widening of Leslie
Street (Y.R. 12), from Wellington Street (Y.R. 15) to Mulock Drive (Y.R. 74), and in
the detailed design of St John’s Sideroad (Y.R. 26), from Bayview Avenye (Y.R. 34)
to Woodbine Avenue (Y.R. §). _

2. ° PURPOSE

This report provides information to Regional Council related to the Town of Aurora’s
request to construct grade-separated pedestrian underpass crossings of Leslie Street in the
vicinity of St. John’s Sideroad and of St. John’s Sideroad, west of Leslie Street. A

.. Regional context plan is appended (see Attachment 1). '

3. BACKGROUND

- The Town of Aurora has requested York Region fund and build grade-
‘separated pedestrian underpasses as part of the Leslie Street and St.
John’s Sideroad projects

In August 2009, the Town of Aurora submitted a fetter requesting York Region to
consider including grade-separated pedestrian underpasses in the ongoing Class

Transportation Services Commitiee ' R : S ' 1.
February 2, 2011 . . ) o .



Request for Podestrian Underpasses
Leslie Street and 5t. John Sideroad, Town of Aurom

Environmental Assessment (EA) for Leslie Street improvements and the dngoing detailed
design project for St. John’s Sideroad improvements.

A grade-separated pedestrian underpass crossing is typically a cuivert or bridge structure
constructed below the elevation of the pavement. The structure facilitates pedestrian
movements from one side of the Regional right-of-way to the other without pedestrians
having to walk across the pavement. .

The four pedestrian underpasses requested by Town of Aurora are generally located:;
»  Crossing Leslie Street approximately 260 m north of State Farm Way '
¢ Crossing Leslie Street approximately 160-m south of St. John’s Sideroad

» Crossing Leslie Street approximately 380 m north of St. John’s Sideroad

* Crossing St. John’s Sideroad approximately 325 m west of Leslie Street

The locations of these crossings are appcndéd to this report (see Attachment 2).

~ These underpasses are located in the vicinity of the Aurora 2C Lands, where municipal
planning is currently at the Secondary Plan stage.

These pedestrian underpass crossings were not identified as being warranted in York
Region’s Pedestrian and Cycling Master Plan (2008) because of the lack of need for the
grade separated crossing and that pedestnan movements could be accommodated at
signalized intersections. _

Town of Aurora staff are currently completing a Trail Master Plan project and the
recommended concept is expected to provide justification and more detailed information
regarding the proposed trail network and the requested underpasses. This Trail Master
Plan is planned to be presented to the Council of the Town of Aurora in 2011, for
consideration.

York Region has three separate infrastructure projects undémay in the
vicinity of Leslie Street and St. John’s Sideroad

York Region has three separate infrastructure projects, at different phases of delivery, in
the vicinity of Leslie Street and St. John’s Sideroad.

Staff are now completing the Class Environmental Assessment for Leslie
Street improvements between Wellingfon Street and Mulock Drive

This section of Leslie Street is in the final stages of preparation of a Class EA for the road
improvements. The Environmental Study Report (ESR) is anticipated to be finalized in
the spring 201 1, This report will recommend Leslie Street be widened to four lanes with
left and right turn lanes at intersections, and ceatre left turn lane, where appropriate. The
construction of this work is scheduled to start in 2015 based on the draft 2011 Ten Year
Roads Constructlon Program.

2 . T . Transportation Services Commities
: _ February 2, 2011 -



: Request for Pedestrian Underpasses
l..esﬂe Street and St. John Sidaroad, Town of Aurora

Detailed design is also underway for upcoming improvements to St. John's
Sideroad hetween Bayview Avenue to Woodbine Avenue

This section of St. John’s Sideroad is currently in the detailed design phase, with this
work approximately 60% complete. The Class EA was completed in August 1999 from
Yonge Street to Woodbine Avenue. The recommended improvements included widening
between Yonge Street and Bayview Avenue and upgrading St. John’s Sideroad to York
Region standards, with left and right turn lanes being added at intersections, between
Bayview Avenue and Woodbine Avenue. The construction of this work is scheduled to
start in 2014 based on the draft 2011 10-Year Roads Construction Program.

Construction of a new Regional watermain along Leslie Street is well
underway

York Region is presently constructing a 750 mm diameter watermain alohg Leslie Street
from Wellington Street to Mulock Drive. The construction began in Scptember 2010, and
is scheduled for completion in fall 2011.

Consultation with Town of Aurora staff has been ongoing

Discussions with Town of Aurora staff have been ongoing since September 2009 with

formal responses submitted to Town of Aurora staff on June 28, 2010 and August 30,
2010. The response letters suggested a number of potential underpasses options,
identified other elements that should be considered when determining the appropriate

- underpass concept, and the approximate construction cost of each underpass. Th;s

information is discussed in greater details in the followmg sectmns.

At their meeting on September 13, 2010, the Council of the Town of Aurora adopted
General Committee Report No., IES10-043 recommending the underpasses - '

Senior Regional staff attended the September 13, 2010, meeting of the Council of the
Town of Aurora. During this meefing staff agreed to defer the completion of the Leslie
Street Class EA Study until York Region’s Transportation Services Committee has had
anopportunity to consider the Town of Aurora’s request. ,
ANALYSIS AND OPTIONS |

York Region staff have completed a preliminary assessment of the

_ pedestrian crossings of Leslie Street and 8t. John’s Sideroad

As part of the technical work completed on the Leslie Street Class EA and St. John’s
Sideroad detailed design, a preliminary assessment of the options, benefits, irpacts, '
constractability and costs were undertaken.

TmasporhtlonSaMoesComrrﬂttee : S -
February 2, 2011 _ - : .




Request for Pedestrian Underpasses )
Leslie Street and St. John Sideroad, Town of Aurora

Three options for grade-separated pedestrian undetpass crossings were |
reviewed and assessed

Three options were reviewed and assessed to provxde gmdc—scpamtcd pedcstrmn
underpasses. These options are:

Option 1 — Combmmg the requested pedestrian underpass structures with already piarmed
. watercourse crossing structures.

Optlon 2 - Providing separate structures for the pedestrian underpasses, at the preferred
crossing locations, at the elevation of the vailey floor

Option 3 — Providing separate structares for the pedestrian underpasses, at the preferred
crossing locations, at an elevation just below the pavement surface

In addition, two other options for accommodating pedestrian movements in
this area were considered

Twa additional options were reviewed and assessed to accommodate pedestrian
movements in this area. These options are:

Option 4 — Providing grade-separated pedestrian overpass crossings. These crossing
would be bridge structures over top of Leslie Street and St. John’s Sideroad.

. Option § - Providing at-grade pedestrian crossings, at the preferred locations, cdmpleted
with separate pedestrian activated signal system.

On balance, the benefits assoclated with Opfion 1 through Option 4 are -
relatwe!y equal

The benefits associated with the grade-separated options, Option 1 through Opﬁon 4 are

relatively equal. The common benefits of theses options are:

» Grade separated options do not require pedestrians to cross the pavement

. » They may be perceived as minimizing pedestrian delays or effort of walking up and

down between the elevations of the trail and the roadway, therefore encouraging more
people to consider active forms of travel thereby reducing vehicle travel.

» Promote Regional initiatives of providing healthy and walkable communities, and
linking green spaces.

Option 1 and Option 2 have the additional benefit of maintaining the connection for
pedestrians between the trail system and the natural environment during the crossing of

 the Regional right-of-way. That is, pedestrians do not need to leave the natural
environmeit area to cross the Regional right-of- way They will continue through the
right-of-way along the valley floor. ‘

4 _ ' Sl Transportation Services Commitioe
. . - ‘February 2, 2011



Request for Pedestrian Undarpasses’
Lesiie Street and St. John Sideroad, Town of Aurora

Option 5 does pro_Vide many of the same benefits as Options 1 through 4

Option 5 does provide many of the same benefits as Option 1 through Option 4, That is
Option 5 promotes the Regional initiatives of healthy and walkable communities, it
provides a location specific link between the green spaces on opposite sides of the
roadway

_In addition, an aI-gradc crossmg is significantly less expensive to implement and
" maintain, therefore increasing the ability of the Reglon to plan, fund, construct and
operate such an option.

‘The incremental im pécts of the Options have been-assessed

The incremental impacts resulting from each of the options have been assessed at a very
preliminary level of detail, These impacts are presented in Table 1.

February22011 . : - - )



Request for Pedestiian Underpasses

Leslie Street and St. John Sideroad, Town of Aurcra

Incremental Impacts of Options

Option Description [ncremental Environmental Effects
1 Combine » Significant grading and vegetation removal
. underpass » Significant long-term operational, mamtcnauoe and
; crossings with  future replacement costs
: watercourse  Significant pedestrian safety and security concerns
culverts through a long tunnel (60-80 metres) structures
= Must be constructed as part of road improvemenis
 Extremely high capital cost {over $IM per crossing)
2 Separate « Significant grading and vegetation removal " High High
underpass « Significant long-term operational, maintenance and
crossings at ~ firture replacement costs
the Valley « Significant pedestrian safety and security concerns
floorelevation  through a long tunnel (60-80 mefres) structures
« Significant constructability issues if not constructed as
part of the road improvements
» Extremely high capital cost (over $1M per crossmg)
3 Separate + Moderate grading and vegetation removal Medium Medium
underpass + Significant long-term operational, maintenance and
crossings just furture replacement costs
below the « Pedestrian safety and security concems through a
clevationof tunnel (40-60 metres) structures
the pavement ¢ Moderate constructability issues if not constructed as
part of the road improvements
« High capital cost (over $1M per crossmg)
4 Overpass » Significant grading and vegetation removal requised in ~ High High
crossings ordet to construct the approach ramps - to meet AGDA
standard these ramps will be af least 80 metres Iong and
would be required at both ends of each structure
» Additional property required to accommodate structure
supports and approach ramps
= Poor aesthetics and integration between overpass
structures and surrounding naturat and built
environments . _
» Significant long-term operationsi, maintenance and
future replacement costs
« Sigmificant difference in grade for pedestriang between
the trail and overpass elevations
« Moderate constructability issues if nof constructed as
part of the road improvements
» Extremely high capital cost (over $1M per crossing)
5 At-grade » Difference in prade for pedestrians between trailand ~ Low Low
crossings pavement elevations
» Low long-term operations, malmaemnce and future
replacement costs
» Moderate capital cost ($100K-$200K per crossing)
6 Tmnspartaﬁon Senvices Commitiee
. February 2, 2011
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Request for Pedestrian Underpasses -
Lesfie Street and St. Sohn Sideroad, Town of Atrora

Building grade-separated crossings {underpass or overpass) as part of the
initial road construction would be easier than retrofitting these later

The comstruction of the watercourse crossing structures pose significant constructability
challenges, including the length, depth relative to the roadway elevation, significant
excavation requirement and traffic management during construction. Therefore, in light
of these challenges, the incremental issues associated with i mcorporatmg the pedestrxan

. crossings during construction of the road improvements are minor.

The risks of constructing in the vicinity of York Region’s 750 mm watermain would
necessitate significant protection measures.

The incremental challenges associated with building the grade-separated pedestrian
crossings following York Region s road improvement projects are significant. These will
mclude access, traffic control on a wider and busier roadway, restoratmn, etc.

While Optlon 3is the preferred grade-separated alternative, a preliminary
estimate of the initial capital construction cost for it, is appro:umate!y
$4.4M

From the grade-separated options, Option 3 is preferred. This option has similar benefits
to the other grade-separated options; however, the incremental environmental effects,
relative impacts and relative costs are the lowest, of the grade-separated options.

As part of the technical analysis a preliminary estimate of the initial capital costs of the

preferred grade-separated option, Option 3, concurrently with the rodd improvements is
appmmmately $4.4M of which, $3.2M is for the crossings of Lestie Street and $1.2M is
for the crossing of St. Yohn’s Sideroad.

This represents the initial capital costs of constructing the structures and does not include

-the ancillary work of building the trail system, lighting and security measures, special
‘requirernents, if any, to satisfy Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA)

requirements, efc. Further, in order to fully understand the total lifecycle costs of these
grade-separated pedestrian crossings, a fulsome review of the long-ﬁcnn operation and
maintenance costs should be undertakcn

It must be noted that the Region has not included the extremely high capital costs of such -
crossings in the 10-Year Roads Construction Program. In light of the greater
environmental impacts, these options are not considered to form part of the technically-

. prcferred solution to be advanced through the Region Class EA submission, Furthermore,

it is suggested that Regional funding options not be c{mmdered further in the absence of a

_comprehensive policy review.

" Transpariation Senvicas Commitiee . - g S §
Febrvary 2, 2011 . - -



Request for Pedestrian Underpasses
Leslie Street and Si. John Sideroad, Town of Aurora

Overall Option 5, is the preferred alternative for accommodating pedestrian
movements and trail use in the vicinity of Leslie Street and St John’s Road
because it achieves the same benefit for pedestrians and cyclists and is
significantly less expensive

When considering the overall balance of impacts and benefits, Option 5 is the preferred
alternative, There are Regional benefits of providing at-grade pedestrian crossings
separate from the signalized infersections, as noted above, On a balance of impacts, the
at-grade crossings are significantly less impact than any of the grade-separated crossings
and could be accommodated within the Region’s 10-Year Roads Construction Program in
the future.

Further, Option 5 does have sxgmﬁcant additional benefits over the grade-separa.ted

options, some of which include:

» Limited incremental impacts from a natural environment perspective.

« Removes the safety and security concerns w1th directing trail users to a tunnel
structure,

.« Provides better connectmty between the proposed on-road bike lanes on Leslie Street
and St. John’s Sideroad and the perpendicular trail system.

¢ Nominal incremental capital costs and operation and maintenance costs.

¢ Potential for York Region to fund both the capxtal construction and operation and
maintenance costs of at-grade pedestrian crossings.

+ Nominal incremental cost of constructing the at-grade crossings as a retrofit
following the road improvements.

Regional staff are now moving forward to submit the Class EA for the
Leslie Street improvements with the at-grade crossings forming part of the
technically-preferred solution and completing the Sf. John’s Sideroad
detailed design improvements including as at-grade crossing

As part of the technically-preferred solution for Leslie Street, at-grade pedestrian
crossings will be included in the final Environmental Study Report (ESR). The ESR will
document the need and justification for the pedestrian crossings and will include an
analysis of the options considered and the final recommendation.

As part of the St. John’s Sideroad detailed design project, Regional staff will incorporate
at-grade pedestrian crossing to accommodate fiture pedestrian movements in the area.

3 . Transportation Services Committee
o ) ~ February 2, 2011
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Request for Pedestrian Underpasses
Leslie Street and St. John Sideroad, Town of Aurora

Fi NANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The capital construction cost of four at-grade pedestnan crossings has
" . been estimated to be approximately $300K

The estimated initial capital costs of constructing four at-grade pedestrian crossings in the

vicinity of Leslie Street and St. John’s Sideroad is approximately $300K; the timing of
the expenditure is unknown because it is dependant on the construction of the trail system
planned by the Town of Aurora. '

LOCAL MUNICIPAL IMPACT

The Town of Aurora will benefit from having a connected trail system between the
residential land uses west of Leslie Street with the employment land uses east of Leslic

" Street. Providing safe and efficient means for pedestrians and trail users to cross the

Regional Roadways while using the trails will provide benefit not only to the Town of
Aurora but also York Reg:on

CONCLUSION

Based on their safe and secure accommodation of pedestrians and cycllsts and their low

cost, at grade crossings are the preferred solution for trait-user crossings of the Regional
roadways and will be documented in the Environmental Study Report for York Region’s
Class EA for Leslie Street from Wellington Street to Mulock Drive.

. For more information on this report, please contact Mr. Paul Jankowskx, General

Manager, Roads at Ext. 5901.
Recommended by: - Approved for Submission:

Kathleen Llewellyn-Thomas, P. Eng. Bruce Macgregor
Commissioner of Transportation Services  Chief Administrative Officer

Januaty 24, 2011

Attachments - 2
- EC/SC/mhy
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APPENDIX “D”
Clarke, Ann

PagequZ

Subject FW. Leslie St EA - Pedestr(an Tunnel Cost Estimate

From. Chiu, Edward [mailto:Edward Chiu@vork 4]
Sent: October 20, 2011 3:37 PM '
To: Simanovskis, Iimar

- ‘Subject: FW: Lesle St EA - Pedestrian Tunnel CostEsﬁmatae

. Good afternoon limar,

.-l understand that you are looking. for the estimate that was used for the pedestnan crossangs on Leslie

Street.

Please find the estimate prowded by GENIVAR for your use. You will note that this cost is S|gmﬁcantiy

: hlg her than what was provided in our Council Report ($8M versus $3.2M).

" That is because the cost 1dent|t' ed in the Council Report is located approximately 1 m below the road

" ‘elevation versus what the Town was suggested {ie., at the same elevation as the watercourse crossing).

- As the elevation of the underpasses is further below the road grade, the cost of the underpasses will

_ increase due to the required length of the crossing.

Hopefully this information can be of use to you.

Edward Chiu, P.Eng.
Sr. Project Manager
Capital Delivery - Roads _
Transportation Services - - U ‘
The Reglonal Municipality of York

" 90BealesDr E.
- East Gwillimbury, Ont. LOG 1 VO

Pit 905-830-4444 x5908-

Fi 905-836-4580 .

emal: edward.chiu@york ca

From: Tony Fares [malfto:Tony. Fam@gemvar com]
Sent: Friday, August 06, 2010 2:08 PM -
To: Chiu, Edward .
Ce: Vivian. Mak; Cart Woodman
- ‘Subject: RE: Leslie St EA - Pedestrian Tunnel Cost Estimate

. HiEd, |
You may assume that the dssngn fioe is 3-10% of constructior cast (say $ 800 000). '

. This will include the electrical and Foundation design fees.’
EA study would be a separate fee (Say $100,000).

1012512011



£ GENIVAR

-Tony Fares, P.Eng. | Structural Engineer
GENIVAR | Constructive people

221-39 Robertson Rd, Ottawa, ON, K2H 8R2
Tel # 613-828 4445, Fax # 613 828 4077
www. genivar.com

é Please consider rke_emkom:mt befare printing this message.

Page 20f2

' From “Tony Fares [ma:[to Tony Fares@genivar. com]
Sent: Friday, August 06, 2010 1:16 PM
To: Chiu, Edward
Cc: Vivian Mak; Carl Woodman
. Subject RE: teslie St EA - Pedestrian Tunnel Cost Estimate-

Hi Ed,

‘Here below the cost estimate {class D) for 3 pedestrian tunnels:

»  Geo. Tech investigation: 0.15 M.
¢ Traffic Control: "2.50 ML
¢ Protection system: 0.750 M.
» Environmenta| protection 0.25 M.
e Excavation (7500m3x $20) 0.15 M.

~*  Granular B (16000t x $15)° 0.24 M.
¢ Concrete & Rebar (6501113 x $2500) 163 M.-
- nghung 020 M.
L]

Misc. S S 0.50 M

Total 6. 37 Mx 25% (contmgency) 8M

‘Tony Fares, P.Eng. | Structural Engineer

GENIVAR | Constructive people *

* 221-39 Robertson Rd, Ottawa, ON, K2H 8R2

Tel# 613-828 4445, Fax # 613 828 4077
WwWw.genivar.comn

ﬁ-_P!ease consider the envirorment before printing this message.

10/25/2011
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"APPENDIX “F”
Leslie Strast Crosslng Just South of St. John 's Slderoad
Order of Magnitude Esﬁmate {-25% +75%)

Case 1- Al Grade Cmssing

Elament ] Unit Quantity | Cost Extenston
Pedestrian Crossin ional Contribution) (Approx 17 m} LS 1 150,000 { $ - 150,000
West trall approach from vafley 3m wide M 50 140 | § 7,000
"|East trail approach from valley 3m wide m ap 140 | § 4,200
General earth works grading and slope stabilization g 1] ! 100001{% 40,000
Total Estimate ' ! ] 171,200 |
-Cage 2- Underpass 1 m below grade
Elgment : Unit Quantity | Cost Extension
Undem?s {43m per region estimate) LS 1] $ 1,000,000 1,000,000
West trall approach from valley 3m wide m 37 140 5180
East frail approach from valley 3m wide m 27 140 (3 3,780
General earth works grading and slope siabilization LS 1 5000 % 5000
electrical supoly LS 1 1500018 15,000
lighting . m . . L 43 300 | 8,600
ADDA consideraﬂons Unknown et this time) LS 1 5,000 5,000 |
Total Estimate ] 3 1,042,560 560 |

Cass 2- Underpass 1 m balow grade

Elament Unit Quantity | Cost Extension . ’
Undemass (60m to reach river valley) m_ 60 30,2008 1 1,812,000 |30% Incraase to account for Increased surcharge
West trail approach from valley 3m wide m [HE 149 | § 700
East trail approach from vallay 3m wide m 5 140 o700
electrical supply LE 1 20,000 000
lightin: m 80 20015 12,000
ACDA considarations {Unknown &t this time) LS 1 5,000 | § 5,000
f 1,850,400

[Total Estimate




APPENDIX “G”
. G Council Attachment 1

8

S - wvuaal Approved Y N
Y N

CAQ Approved: -

POLICY STATEMENT:

This policy allows York Region to provide up to 50% funding to local mumclpalltics and
stakeholder groups for qualifying pedestrian and cycling infrastructure that support a regional
scale network,

APPLICATION:

- By approving a fixed budget each year and by providing an evaluation strategy for qualifying

- and ranking applications, this policy shall be used to provide funding to local municipalities and
stakeholder groups for the qualifying pedestrian and cycling infrastructure.

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this policy is to allow York Region to participate in the construction of quallfymg
local municipal and stakeholder group pedcstrlan and cycling infrastructure that serve a regional
_context. The apphcatlon process can be found in the Program guidelines in Appeudtx A,

DEF]NITIONS:

Pedestrian and Cycling Municipal Partnership Policy ~ York Region’s technical guideline for
the evaluation of pedestrian and cycling infrastructure applications from the local municipalities
and stakeholder groups for York Regxon funding contribution.

 DESCRIPTION:

Firstly, on a yearly basis York Region will approve a fixed amount of funding to be provided for
Pedestrian and Cyclmg Partnership projects.

In a typical scenatio, local municipality and/or stakeholder group will compleie a dcmgn study
“for the proposed project. The municipality and/or stakeholder group must commit a minicum of
50% of the funding, but will be seeking financial assistance for the initiative.

The local municipality and/or stakeholder group prepares an application to York Region’s

‘Pedestrian and Cycling Municipal Partnership Program’ and submits the application by the
_established deadtine.
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Municipal Pedestrian and Cycling Partuership Policy - Approval Date

- Upon receipt of the pedestrian and cycling partnership application, the York Region Pedestrian

-and Cycling Review Team cvaluates each application to determine the level of Regional funding
contribution in accordance with criteria outlined in the Municipal Partnership gundchnes and
recommends qualifying applications for funding to Reg:onal Council.

Any unallocated funds from the Municipal Partncrhlp Program will be carried forwand year to
year. .

RESPONSIBILITIES:
The Pedestrian and Cycling Review Team will be created in order to take on the role of
reviewing and scoring all applications. The team will be made up of the followmg personnel:
Manager, Transportation Planning
Cycling Program Coordinator
Director, Roads Capital Delivery
Manager Service Planning, Transit
Manager, Long Range Planning
. Manager, Health Department

The team may also inctude representatives for the affected focal municipalities as needed.

REFERENCE:
Draft Approval (Regional Council Repoit #, Clause #, DATE)

CONTACT: . .
Director, Infrastructure Planning — Planning and Development Services Department

APPROVAL INFORMATION

-{ CAO Approval Date:
Committee: ‘ S | Clause: Report No:
Council Approval: " MinuteNo. Page:  Date:
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Appendix A of Attachment 1

Pedestrian and Cycling Mumclpal Partnership Program
Gurdelmes -

wmﬁmm'@&w

1. Background:
The purpose of the Pedestrian and Cychng Municipal Partnershlps Program is to enoourage walkmg and
cycling by accelerating the development of pedestrian and cycling infrastructure throughout York Region.

- Walking and Cycling for transportation purposes (woik, school and errands) reduces the number of trips

" made by motor vehicles and contributes to the reduction of traffic and green house gas {GHG) emissions,
thereby improving the quality of life for York Region residents.

2. Funding: _

This cap1tal cost-sharing program is admmlstered and funded by the York Region. The Region will
contribute up to 50% of the consfruction cost of a project under this program. The partnership program is
funded in the amount of $500,000 per year and will be based on approved submissions for a particular
budget year. The amount of project funding will be based on the policy adopted by Council. No approval
will be granted for work elready done, as the intent of the Program is to expand municipal pedestrian and
cycling infrastructure. If a third party, including another agency, is confributing to a project, that
contribution must be deducted from the project’s fotal eligible cost and the Program share calculated on
the bafance.

Projects approved under the ngram maust adhere to the design and route submitted to receive ﬁmdmg
Changes proposed after a contribution agreement is signed must be approved by the Region prior to
construction, although approval is not guaranteed.

Any unallocated finds from the Municipal Partrierhip Program will be carried forward year to
year.

- 3. Eligible Projects:

The Region will only provide financial assistance for infrastructure which forms partofsa

network plan prepared and adopted by 2 municipality and/or agency (i.e. Conservation authorities, trail
associations, etc.).

Plans that have been adopted by a local government, or which will be incorporated into the next update of
- the official community plan, will be accepted as a network plan.
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In order for a project t6 be eligible; design work and public consultation must be completed prior to
application, with the project “shelf ready™ for construction.

Eligible projects include those that encourage commuter walking and cycling through the development of
infrastructure that supports a Regional scale network.

The following criteria must all be met ir order for the proposed project to be considered for paitnership -
funding. The project must:

Support a Regional scale network.

Support the objectives and policies of the Region.

Be supported by a resolution of Jocal council.

Accompanied by a design study.

Accompanied by a commitment from the local municipalities and/agency for:

»  50% or more of the capital cost of constuction.

« All maintenance and rehabilitation responsibilities.

4. Eligible Costs: o

‘The Partnership Program will assist local mumc:palmes and key stakeholder groups in expanding their .
network by funding up to 50% of eligible capital work. The Program share is calculated ﬁ'om the total
capital cost of the project net of all third party contributions.

Regional staff will evaluate each project on the basis of the identified technical criteria to defermine the
percentage of Program funding. A list of recommended projects would then be presented to Regional
" Council for approval. .

_Eligible proposals include, but are not limited to, prOJects that:
»*  Are supportive of commuter walking or cycling.
+ Are on-road or off-road facilities for public use under the jurisdiction of local municipalities,
conservation anthorities or other stakeholders that serve a Reglonal context,
Provide linkages fo multi-modal facilities.
Help reduce traffic congestion on a Regional road.
Connect neighbouring municipalities.
Remove bairiers {e.g. crossing of a Regional road) and enhances the overall experience of the user.
Are part of an adopted network plan.
Provide a safe walking/cycling environment.
Are for public use,
" Are new projects.
Are ready for construction.

* & B % & 8 " w8

o Non-eligible proposals include, but are not limited to, projects that: -
" . » - Emphasize localized recreational cycling/walking,
*  Already have full funding commitment from other sources.

Typical eligible iterps are labour and material costs for:
« Pavement Material -

» Signage

= Safety Barriers

» Hard Landscaping

P@gedof?
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Lighting (as per Regional policy)
Bridge Structures

Utility Relocation

Traffic Control

Project Management,

4 & & » @

- -Project elements not eligible for Regional funding include:
Property acquisition
Administration / overhead
Design and planning
Landscaping
. Maintenance works
New curb & gutter (unless necessitated by project design)
New sidewalks (unfess necessitated by project dc51gn)
Interlocking pavers
End of trip facilities that are not part of the construction praject (i.¢. bike racks, lockers, etc.).

a & » 8 5 @ " & 2

3. Project Selection:

Proposals are selected using a pnonty ranking system to determine which apphcatlons best

meet the Program’s geal of encouraging commuter walking and cycling, reducing traffic congestion and

‘that support a Regional context. Each application is given a score and in cases where funding is not

available for all applications submitted in a budget year, the applications scoring the highest would be
recominended for the upcoming year’s fundmg,

The higher the leveraging of Progmm funding, the higher will be the priority ranking in the selection-
process. Hence, projects requiring more proportional share of Program funding will be given a sliding
score in tlm priority ranking in the selection process, -

Funding for projects is awarded based on the following:
Number of Regional objectives met '
Cost effectiveness

Scale/overall plan and phasing

Safety -

Potential usage

Construction timing

Connections/linkages

Remove barriers

Attractiveness of the project.

6. Application Package:
Applications submitted under the MPP must include the following materials:

e Rationale for the route and the long term goals and ob_lemvas of the project (see Project Deacnptlon
on the application form)

» Network plan

‘s Fully completed application form including:
- Bvidence that public consultation is complete and that issues have heen addressed

- Copies of all necessary permits
- Cost estimates and llstmg of works to be undertaken
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- Regional approval , if applicable

¢ Detailed description of design and works to be completed.
- A typical cross-section drawing
- Detailed design drawings.

« Warrants for traffic signals - the following information (smmped by a P. Eng, or certified by the
municipal clerk that the information is correct) must be attached for the main and cross street where
each signal is proposed:

- Traffic signal warrant sheet
- . Pedestrian signal warrant sheet
‘e Map detailing the following;
- Existing network and proposed routes
- Existing road nefwork .
- Location of trip generators such as town centres, recreation facilities and schools
- - Municipal boundaries and portions of neighouring municipalities
_»  Additional material may include:
- Letter(s) of endorsement from local pedestrian and cycling groups, schools, major employers, etc.
- Coiour photographs of the project site .

7. Submission Deadline:

Local municipalities and stakeholders must make an application for Program funding via the Pedestrian
and Cycling Municipal Partnership application form. ‘For 2007 and 2008 funding allocation, interested
parties must submit an appllcatlon by August 1, 2007 for projects to be considered for the 2007 and 2008
construction scasons.

" As a standard procedure starting in 2008 for budget allocation for 2009 and beyond, interested partners
must adhere to the following timelines to qualify for Regional funding contribution.

March 31 Receipt of Qualified Proposal and Draft Cost Estimate :
The submission of an application is required by March 31 of each year where the apphcatmn will be
screened for eligibility,

September 01 Finalized Design and Cost Estimate
By September 1% of the same year, applicants will be required to submit a complete design study for
Regional review as well as a detailed cost breakdown of the praject.

November (1 Budget Submission

As per the submitted and agreed upon project cost estimate, budget submissions for the suceessful
applications for each year will be forwarded to Council recommending the Region’s conmbutlon to the
projects for approval.

January / February Budget Approved - Funds A vailable

When the Regional Roads Capital Budget is approved, Program funding will then be committed for the
construction works associated with the successful applications.
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Please send application packages, or direct questions to:

Rosa Ruffolo

TOM Coordinator

Planning and Development Services Department
Regional Municipality of York

- 17250 Yonge Strect

Newmarket, Ontaric

L3Y 6Z1

Rosa.Ruffolof@yorkca .
Phone:1-877-464-9675x5061

© Fax:  905-895-0191
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