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SUBJECT: 
 

WESTERN LRT CORRIDOR (BAYVIEW TO BASELINE) PLANNING 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT - RECOMMENDED 
CORRIDOR  

 
OBJET : 
 

ÉTUDE DE PLANIFICATION ET D'ÉVALUATION 
ENVIRONNEMENTALE DU COULOIR OUEST DU TLR (DE BAYVIEW 
À BASELINE) – COULOIR RECOMMANDÉ 

 
 
REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS 
That Transportation Committee recommend that Council: 
 
1. Approve the Richmond Underground corridor as the preferred corridor to 

extend Light Rail Transit westerly from Bayview Station to Baseline Station, 
as described in this report; 
 

2. Direct staff to complete the functional design for the Richmond 
Underground corridor; and 
 

3. Direct staff to complete the Environmental Assessment process and 
documentation based on the functional design and file the Environmental 
Study Report in accordance with the Ontario Transit Regulation 231/08. 

 
 
RECOMMANDATIONS DU RAPPORT 
Que le Comité des transports recommande ce qui suit au Conseil : 

mailto:Vivi.Chi@ottawa.ca


 2 

 

 
1. Approuver le tracé souterrain du couloir Richmond en tant que couloir 

privilégié pour l’extension de la ligne ouest du train léger de la station 
Bayview à la station Baseline, tel que décrit dans ce rapport; 
 

2. Charger le personnel de procéder à la conception fonctionnelle du tracé 
souterrain Richmond; et 
 

3. Charger le personnel de réaliser l’évaluation environnementale et de 
rédiger les documents connexes, fondés sur la conception fonctionnelle, et 
de soumettre le rapport d’étude environnementale conformément au 
Règlement de l’Ontario 231/08 sur le transport en commun. 

 
 
Executive Summary 
Assumption and Analysis 
 
The Western Light Rail Transit Corridor (WLRTC) from Bayview to Baseline was 
identified in the 2008 Transportation Master Plan (TMP) as the next phase for LRT 
implementation following the completion of the Confederation Line from Blair Road to 
Tunney’s Pasture. 
 
On June 6, 2012, staff presented an Interim Report to Council including the long list of 
alternative corridors and the analysis results, and recommended that the top four 
corridors, all in the northern part of the study area, be carried forward for further 
analysis. Furthermore, the report concluded that Carling Avenue, as a primary corridor, 
should not be considered any further due to its low score on the criteria established in 
accordance with the Environmental Assessment process. 
 
On June 27, 2012, Council directed staff to do an additional analysis of Carling as well 
as develop a preferred WLRT alignment that is fully informed by the long-range 
planning work of both the National Capital Commission (NCC) and City of Ottawa, and 
bring back the results of this analysis along with a technically preferred WLRTC 
alignment in mid 2013. 
 
The study team revisited a number of issues, including the development of a lower cost 
Carling alignment which was compared to the previously developed 15 alternatives and 
determined it still scored well below the top four corridors.  In addition, Capital Transit 
Partners (CTP) were hired to provide an independent Peer Review of the analysis and 
conclusions of the study as well as cost estimates.  
 
Based on the feedback and further analysis, the Carling corridor was removed from 
further study. As well, efforts to work with the NCC and applying specific capital interest 
criteria to jointly evaluate the top four corridors helped to identify alternate and more 
refined alignments for potential preferred corridors.  These refined alternatives were 
likewise jointly evaluated.  Among these, the Richmond Underground alternative scored 
the highest because it has a significantly reduced impact on the greenspace along the 
Parkway Corridor and the Byron Linear Park, it fulfills the long-term rapid transit 
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objectives by serving both regional and local needs fits into the long-term transit 
network, and with a $980 million price tag (2013 dollars, class D estimate) it is 
considered financially affordable as described below. 
 
Financial Implications 
 
A review of the City’s Transportation Master Plan is currently underway which will 
include an assessment of the Plan’s affordability.  This will include an update to the 
financial model for transit within the affordability parameters established under the 
Transit Long Range Financial Plan report of 2011.   
 
This same 2011 Long Range Financial Plan for Transit which assessed overall 
affordability up to 2048 included $4 billion for light rail projects, including the 
Confederation Line, leaving approximately $2 billion for all other light rail projects.  
Given the recommendation of the Western LRT Corridor preferred option at an 
estimated cost of $980 million is within the funding available for the next stage of light 
rail it is deemed, at this time, to be affordable.  This will be confirmed when the 
Transportation Master Plan Report is finalized in the fall of 2013.  
 
Public Consultation /Input 
 
Agency, Business, and Public Consultation Groups were formed at the beginning of the 
study in the spring of 2010. There were eight consultation group meetings. Members of 
consultation groups were given access to a study related File Transfer Protocol (FTP) 
site where all the background material and meeting notes have been posted. 
 
The National Capital Commission, as a major agency stakeholder has been involved 
with the study from the early stages. NCC participation began with the development of 
the study’s Statement of Work. A number of formal meetings between the City and NCC 
management and staff have taken place during the course of the study.  The City will 
continue to work with the NCC on the refinements of the technically preferred alignment.  
 
The general public has been involved with the study through three Public Open Houses 
(POH). The study was introduced at the first POH on November 29, 2010 at Tom Brown 
arena and 101 participants signed in. The technically preferred corridor was introduced 
at the second POH on April 25, 2013 at City Hall to 347 signed-in participants. The 
technically preferred corridor, based on NCC and public feedback, was presented at the 
third POH on June 17, 2013 at City Hall to 254 signed-in participants. 
 
A study website www.ottawa.ca/westernLRT, set up at the beginning of the study, 
contains the most relevant bilingual background material. 
 
Résumé 
Hypothèse et analyse 
 
Le couloir ouest de transport en commun par train léger (COTCTL), reliant Bayview à la 
station Baseline, a été désigné dans le Plan directeur des transports de 2008 comme 

http://www.ottawa.ca/westernLRT
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étant la phase suivante de mise en service du TLR après l’achèvement de la ligne de la 
Confédération reliant Blair au Pré Tunney. 
 
Le 6 juin 2012, le personnel de la Ville a présenté au Conseil un rapport provisoire 
comprenant la liste préliminaire des options de couloirs et les résultats d’analyse. Le 
personnel recommandait d’analyser plus en détail les quatre propositions de couloir les 
plus populaires, toutes prévues dans la partie nord du secteur à l’étude. De plus, le 
rapport concluait que l’avenue Carling, en tant que couloir principal, ne devait plus être 
candidat en raison de la faiblesse des résultats obtenus relativement aux critères établis 
conformément au processus d’évaluation environnementale. 
 
Le 27 juin 2012, le Conseil chargeait le personnel d’effectuer une étude supplémentaire 
du couloir Carling et de concevoir un tracé privilégié du COTCTL qui tienne entièrement 
compte du travail de conception à long terme effectué à la fois par la Commission de la 
capitale nationale (CCN) et par la Ville d’Ottawa et de présenter les résultats de cette 
étude ainsi qu’un tracé de COTCTL privilégié au plan technique au milieu de l’année 
2013. 
 
L’équipe d’étude a donc réexaminé un certain nombre de questions, notamment la 
conception d’un tracé à plus faible coût pour Carling, qui a été comparé aux quinze 
options précédemment élaborées et a déterminé que les résultats obtenus étaient bien 
en dessous de ceux des quatre propositions les plus populaires. De plus, les services 
de la firme Capital Transit Partners (CTP) ont été retenus afin de procéder à un examen 
par les pairs indépendant de l’analyse et des conclusions de l’étude et de fournir une 
estimation des coûts.  
 
Compte tenu des commentaires reçus et de l’analyse subséquente, l’option du couloir 
Carling a été abandonnée. En outre, les efforts de collaboration avec la CCN et 
l’application de critères précis de participation au capital afin d’évaluer les quatre 
premiers couloirs ont contribué à déterminer d’autres tracés mieux conçus en vue de 
couloirs privilégiés possibles, qui ont également été évalués en commun. Parmi ceux-ci, 
le tracé souterrain du couloir Richmond a obtenu les résultats les plus élevés parce que 
son incidence est très limitée sur l’espace vert longeant le couloir de la promenade des 
Outaouais et sur le parc linéaire Byron, parce qu’elle atteint les objectifs à long terme de 
transport en commun rapide en répondant aux besoins tant régionaux que locaux, 
parce qu’elle s’intègre au réseau à long terme de transport en commun, et parce que 
son coût de 980 millions de dollars (dollars de 2013, estimation de classe D) la rend 
abordable financièrement pour la Ville en fonction du modèle d’abordabilité de la 
trésorière.   
 
Répercussions financières 
 
L’examen du Plan directeur des transports de la Ville en cours vise notamment à en 
évaluer l’abordabilité. Il contiendra une mise à jour du modèle financier pour le transport 
en commun dans le cadre des paramètres d’abordabilité établis en vertu du 
rapport 2011 sur le Plan financier à long terme en transport en commun.   
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Ledit rapport 2011 sur le Plan financier à long terme en transport en commun, qui 
mesurait l’abordabilité générale jusqu’en 2048, incluait un montant de 4 milliards de 
dollars pour des projets de train léger sur rail, et notamment la ligne de la 
Confédération, réservant approximativement 2 milliards de dollars à tous les autres 
projets de train léger sur rail. Compte tenu de la recommandation concernant l’option 
préférée pour le couloir ouest de TLR, dont le coût est estimé à 980 millions de dollars 
est conforme aux fonds disponibles pour la prochaine étape de train léger sur rail, ce 
montant est jugé abordable, pour le moment. Cela sera confirmé une fois que le rapport 
sur le Plan directeur des transports sera terminé, à l’automne 2013.  
 
Consultation / commentaires du public 
 
Des groupes de consultation formés de représentants d’organismes, d’entreprises et du 
public ont été constitués au début de l’étude au printemps 2010. Huit réunions de 
groupes de consultation ont été organisées. Les membres de ces groupes ont eu accès 
à un site FTP portant sur l’étude et contenant l’ensemble de la documentation générale 
et des notes des réunions. 
 
La Commission de la capitale nationale (CCN), en tant qu’intervenant majeur, a 
participé à l’étude dès les premières étapes. La participation de la CCN a débuté avec 
l’élaboration de l’énoncé des travaux relatifs à l’étude. Un certain nombre de réunions 
officielles ont eu lieu entre la direction et le personnel de la Ville et ceux de la CCN au 
cours de l’étude. La Ville prévoit poursuivre sa collaboration avec la CCN en vue de 
peaufiner le tracé privilégié au plan technique. 
 
Les membres du public ont pu participer à l’étude à l’occasion de trois réunions portes 
ouvertes. L’étude a été présentée lors de la première réunion publique, tenue le 29 
novembre 2010 à l’aréna Tom-Brown et à laquelle 101 participants étaient présents. Le 
couloir privilégié au plan technique a été présenté lors de la deuxième réunion portes 
ouvertes, organisée le 25 avril 2013 à l’hôtel de ville, devant 347 personnes inscrites. 
Le couloir privilégié au plan technique, fondé sur les commentaires de la CCN et des 
membres du public, a été présenté lors de la troisième réunion, qui s’est déroulée à 
l’hôtel de ville le 17 juin 2013 devant 254 personnes inscrites. 
 
Un site Web consacré à l’étude (www.ottawa.ca/westernLRT), créé au début de l’étude, 
contient la documentation générale bilingue la plus pertinente 
 
 
BACKGROUND 

The Council approved rapid transit network is described in the 2008 Transportation 
Master Plan (TMP) and includes a light rail transit (LRT) connection between Bayview 
and Baseline Stations along the existing Transitway in the Scott Street trench and in the 
vicinity of the Sir John A. Macdonald Parkway. The planning of the Transitway, the 
backbone of the rapid transit network, goes back to the late 1970s. The bus based 
Transitway alignment was approved by the Region of Ottawa Carleton in 1978. The 
section between LeBreton and the Sir John A. Macdonald Parkway (Dominion Station) 
was built by 1984 and the originally planned 31 kilometres Transitway was completed 
by 1996.   

http://www.ottawa.ca/westernLRT
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As predicted more than two decades ago, by the early 2000s the portion of the transit 
link through downtown reached its capacity at about 10,000 passengers per hour. To 
address this capacity constraint and allow for continued growth in transit ridership, the 
construction of the Confederation Line with a LRT tunnel through the downtown is 
underway. The Confederation Line, which runs from Blair Station in the East to 
Tunney’s Pasture in the West, will be operational in 2018. 
 
Until the LRT line is extended to the west, Tunney’s will serve as a temporary transfer 
point to approximately 9,000 passengers/hour in 2018 and 14,000 by 2031. 
 
Building on the Confederation Line, the next LRT project is the Western Light Rail 
Transit Corridor (WLRTC) line, which will extend light rail service further west to 
Baseline station. This extension will move the transfer point from Tunney’s Pasture to 
Lincoln Fields and Baseline stations, which are both better positioned to accommodate 
future transfer activities. The WLRTC will approximately double the capacity of the 
existing bus based system.  In terms of the person carrying capacity, the WLRTC will be 
equivalent to approximately sixteen freeway lanes.  
 
 
DISCUSSION 

The Statement of Work for the Planning and Environmental Assessment Study of the 
WLRTC was approved by Transit Committee on June 17, 2009 
http://ottawa.ca/calendar/ottawa/citycouncil/tc/2009/06-17/ACS2009-ICS-PGM-
0050.htm. The purpose of the study is to develop the most appropriate primary rapid 
transit corridor between Bayview and Baseline Stations by assessing alternative 
corridors between the Sir John A Macdonald Parkway to the north and Carling Avenue 
to the south. 
 
An interim report on the study findings was presented to Transportation Committee on 
June 6, 2012 http://ottawa.ca/calendar/ottawa/citycouncil/trc/2012/06-06/02%20-
%20ACS2012-PAI-PGM-0132%20Western%20LRT%20Corridor%20EA.pdf. The report 
identified the need for both primary and supplementary transit lines in the study area. 
The report defined 15 alternative primary corridors and alignments, described the 
evaluation process and results, and recommended the top four alignments to be carried 
forward for further detailed analysis. These alignments included:  

• Richmond/Byron via Churchill/Richmond, with limited grade separation (R1) 
(Figure 1) 

• Parkway (O1) (Figure 2) 
• Richmond/Byron via Parkway/Cleary/Richmond, with limited grade separation 

(R9) (Figure 3) 
• Richmond/Byron via Rochester Field/Richmond, with limited grade separation 

(R5) (Figure 4) 
 

http://ottawa.ca/calendar/ottawa/citycouncil/tc/2009/06-17/ACS2009-ICS-PGM-0050.htm
http://ottawa.ca/calendar/ottawa/citycouncil/tc/2009/06-17/ACS2009-ICS-PGM-0050.htm
http://ottawa.ca/calendar/ottawa/citycouncil/trc/2012/06-06/02%20-%20ACS2012-PAI-PGM-0132%20Western%20LRT%20Corridor%20EA.pdf
http://ottawa.ca/calendar/ottawa/citycouncil/trc/2012/06-06/02%20-%20ACS2012-PAI-PGM-0132%20Western%20LRT%20Corridor%20EA.pdf
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Figure 1: Richmond/Byron via Churchill/Richmond, with limited grade separation (R1) 

 

 
Figure 2: Parkway (O1) 

 

 
Figure 3: Richmond/Byron via Parkway/Cleary/Richmond, with limited grade separation 
(R9) 
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Figure 4: Richmond/Byron via Rochester Field/Richmond, with limited grade separation 
(R5) 

 
On June 27, 2012, Council directed staff to do an additional analysis of Carling as well 
as develop a preferred western light rail transit alignment that is fully informed by the 
long-range planning work of both the National Capital Commission (NCC) and City of 
Ottawa, and bring back the results of this analysis along with a technically preferred 
WLRTC alignment in mid 2013. 
 (http://app05.ottawa.ca/sirepub/mtgviewer.aspx?meetid=2484&doctype=MINUTES). 
 
Based on Council, NCC, and public feedback, the study team revisited a number of 
issues, including the development of a lower cost Carling alignment. The new Carling 
alignment (C4) was compared to the previously developed 15 alternatives as part of 
Round 1 evaluation and determined it still scored well below the top four corridors. 
 
In early 2013, the study team hired Capital Transit Partners (CTP) to provide a Peer 
Review. The objective of the Peer Review was to provide an independent and impartial 
review of the WLRT Corridor Study particularly as it relates to project cost elements, 
and to identify any items or recommendations that should be further considered by the 
City and its consultant, Delcan. The scope of the Peer Review focused on the top four 
corridors and the Carling Avenue alignments.  
 
The Peer Review concluded that the “Carling Ave alignment has substantially higher 
capital costs, higher maintenance costs, capacity constraints, poorer ride quality, 
passenger service implications, slower speeds/higher travel times, visual impacts and 
isolates Tunney’s Pasture and is significantly inferior to other through-alignment 
options.” 
 
The re-evaluation of the Carling corridors concluded that this corridor should not be 
pursued further for the following reasons: 
 

• it fractures the rapid transit system network; 
• requires the continuation of bus operation along the Parkway beyond 2031, 

but provides lower level of service to the northern part of the study area; 

http://app05.ottawa.ca/sirepub/mtgviewer.aspx?meetid=2484&doctype=MINUTES
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• reduces the capacity of the primary line due to branching to LeBreton Flats at 
Bayview; 

• does not provide a good value for money; and 
• it is unaffordable. 

 
A summary of the Carling corridors analysis is in Document 1. 
 
Variations of the R9 and R5 alignments were then further investigated, and the study 
team, together with the peer review team, developed three new alternatives:  

 
Figure 5: Richmond Underground (R12) 

 

 
Figure 6: Richmond Underground North (R13) 
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Figure 7: Rochester - Richmond Underground (R14) 
 
Working with the NCC, the study team refined the evaluation criteria to better capture 
NCC planning objectives. A complete list of the revised evaluation criteria is presented 
in Document 2. With NCC participation, and by applying specific capital interest criteria, 
a second round of scoring was carried outfor all seven corridors, including the top four 
from the first round of evaluations and the three additional corridors developed as a 
result of the Peer Review and the April NCC Board meeting.  
 
 
Figure 8 shows the comparative evaluation results broken down by evaluation 
categories. 
 

• The evaluation determined that the Richmond Underground (R12) alternative 
scored the highest because it:  protects the Byron Linear Park; 

• significantly reduces impacts on the Parkway corridor; 
• supports the long-term rapid transit objectives by serving both regional and local 

needs; 
• improves community access to rapid transit services; 
• fits into the long-term higher order transit network; and 
• is financially affordable. 
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Figure 8: Round 2 Evaluation - Comparative Scoring of the Top Seven Corridors 

At the second Public Open House on April 25, 2013,  evaluation results and the 
recommended corridor alternative alignment were presented. Feedback was focused on 
four main themes, including concerns regarding: the removal of Carling from the list of 
options; the impacts on adjacent properties and the neighbourhood (visual, noise, 
vibration, property values); the impacts on Parkway lands (safety, trees), and the City’s 
focus on cost. 
 
Members of the public continued to suggest that Carling Avenue would be a better LRT 
corridor because it would have less impact on adjacent properties, would serve more 
users, and is more suitable for intensification. As previously discussed in this report, the 
Study team analysed the Carling corridor extensively and concluded that it is not a good 
corridor for a primary LRT connection because it fractures the transit network, does not 
provide sufficient capacity for future growth, and it is unaffordable (Document 1). 
 
Comments regarding the impacts on the neighbourhood and adjacent properties 
included: that a shallow LRT trench along the former CPR alignment between Dominion 
and Cleary stations would create a barrier to the river’s edge and pathway system, 
remove valued green space, and create noise and visually impact the adjacent 
residential community. The placement of the alignment under Richmond Road between 
Cleary and the Pinecrest Creek corridor addressed many of the local concerns about 
impact to the Byron Linear Park; however, the treatment of New Orchard and Cleary 
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stations as open air stations in a cut would have created some additional restrictions or 
impediments in terms of accessing Parkway greenspace and the waterfront.  
 
Mitigation measures were developed to address these concerns. The proposed LRT 
facility was lowered and bermed over for more than 700 metres of the alignment in the 
section immediately north of the residential area between the east end of Skead Street 
and Cleary Station. Further, a natural ventilation system of the enclosed section of the 
LRT alignment was introduced as opposed to implementing a mechanical ventilation 
system, which can be noisy. These measures will reduce the visual intrusion, noise, 
vibration and will improve access to the pathway along the section between Dominion 
and Cleary.  Concepts for Dominion, Cleary, and New Orchard Stations were also 
developed to minimise visual obstruction and maintain the privacy of adjacent 
residences. The plan also increases access to the riverfront; the recommended plan 
proposes two additional connections at Cleary and Dominion Stations in addition to the 
existing  accesses to the riverfront at New Orchard and Westboro Beach. Connections 
to the pathway system are provided at all station locations and at Rochester Field. 
 
Further, as announced at the June 27, 2013 NCC Public Board Meeting, the NCC vision 
for the Sir John A Macdonald Parkway includes the removal of buses and the potential 
repurposing of the Parkway lanes to an urban park to further enhance the capital 
experience. The additional riverfront access proposed as part of this project will further 
enhance the NCC vision for the Parkway. 
 
Finally, some members of the public were concerned that the City has been putting too 
much emphasis on the cost of the project instead of focusing on the long term vision for 
the City.  The City’s long term transportation vision is described in the Transportation 
Master Plan. The TMP identifies the roadway and rapid transit network that is needed to 
accommodate the planned growth of the city. Affordability is an important aspect of the 
transit and road infrastructure plan and the City’s Long Range Financial Plan for Transit 
takes this into account. The WLRTC budget must be prudently managed to ensure that 
there is sufficient funding to expand the rapid transit network to other parts of the city. 
 
The Richmond Underground option with mitigation measures was presented at a third 
Public Open House on June 17, 2013, and comments received indicate that it was a 
significant improvement over the previous proposal. Additional mitigation measures 
were requested at the meeting, and, to this end,, the study team will investigate the 
following during functional design: 

• lowering the alignment further to reduce the height of berming along the corridor; 
• lowering and covering the remaining 500 metre segment across the north edge 

of Rochester Field to Dominion Station to improve access to the Parkway 
pathway system; 

• identifying measures to address the loss of trees (e.g. tree mitigation plan) 
• re-visiting the number and location of stations between Westboro and Lincoln 

Fields to optimize placement; 
• minimizing impacts on adjacent communities at stations, including traffic pick up 

and drop off activity, noise, visual intrusion, safety and accessibility; 
• modifying Dominion Station by moving it to the north and reducing impact on the 

residential and adjacent wooded area south of the station; 
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• revisiting the design of Dominion, Cleary and New Orchard Stations to find ways 
to reduce the size of the station houses;  

• maintain pathway connectivity through the Pinecrest Creek Corridor; and 
• identifying likely construction techniques, staging and implementation and 

impacts during construction. 
 
Recommended Corridor: Richmond Underground (Figure 9) 
The description of the recommended Richmond Underground with mitigation measures 
identified so far is as follows: 

 
Figure 9: The WLRTC with the Richmond Underground  
 
Tunney’s to Lincoln Fields 
The technically preferred corridor extends the Confederation Line from Tunney’s along 
the Scott Street trench where the existing Transitway is converted to dual-track electric 
rail. The LRT line has stops at the existing Westboro and Dominion Stations (Figure 13). 
Heading west from Dominion Station, the line runs in a deepening trench along the 
NCC-owned former CPR corridor north of Rochester Field (Figure 10, Figure 11). 
Between the east end of Skead Street and the new covered station at Cleary (Figure 
14), the LRT trench is covered to avoid becoming a physical barrier and to ensure 
pedestrian and cycling connectivity.  Further, by burying this section of the LRT, views 
from the adjacent residences are maintained as much as possible (Figure 12). West 
from Cleary station, the line shifts slightly towards the south where it continues westerly 
under Richmond Road. Just west of Woodroffe Avenue, the tunnel takes a slight jog 
south underneath the Byron Linear Park.  An open air station, in a trench, is located in 
the vicinity of New Orchard Street. From there, the line continues west and shifts back 
under Richmond Road, then turns south and emerges from a portal in the Pinecrest 
Creek Corridor, south of Richmond Road and east of the Parkway. The line continues to 
run on the surface to connect to Lincoln Fields Station. 
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Figure 10: Eye-level View of Rochester Field looking east towards Dominion Station 

 

 
Figure 11: Rochester Field  

 
The Richmond Underground introduces two new stations between the existing 
Dominion and Lincoln Fields Transitway Stations: Cleary and New Orchard. As directed 
by Council, alternative designs with fewer and with more stations were also considered.  
Having only one station between Dominion and Lincoln Fields would reduce the number 
of residents and employees within the 600 metre walking catchment area, thus it would 
provide less service to the adjacent neighbourhood. If a third station was implemented 
travel times for transit passengers would be increased without significantly improving 
local access. The recommended design has two new stations at Cleary and New 
Orchard to maximise the catchment area within the 600 metres walking distance from 
the stations. 
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Figure 12: Illustration of the Bermed Cross Section between Dominion and Cleary.  
View Looking East from Cleary Station 

 
 

Figure 13: Conceptual Design of Dominion Station.   
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Figure 14: Conceptual Design of Cleary Station.  View from the Continental.  

 

 

Figure 15: New Orchard Station 

 
Lincoln Fields to Baseline 
South of Lincoln Fields station, the line generally follows the existing Southwest 
Transitway to Baseline Station. Until such a time as LRT is completed west to 
Bayshore, the Queensway Station may temporarily remain open to accommodate the 
bus rapid transit network that is currently in operation.  Once LRT is fully operational, it 
is anticipated that the Queensway Station will no longer be required and be removed.   
To accommodate the LRT line, three alternative designs were developed for Iris Station, 
located south of the Queensway in the Pinecrest Creek corridor. The first design has Iris 
Street closed and the LRT running on top of the existing Transitway. The second 
alternative has LRT in a shallow trench and Iris slightly elevated and crossing over the 
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LRT. The third alternative has Iris at the same level as today and the LRT is in a deep 
trench.  
 
Based on preliminary analysis and public feedback, the second alternative with the 
shallow trench is recommended (Figure 16as it maintains connectivity along Iris Street 
and has significantly lower impact on Pinecrest Creek than the deep trench.  
 

 
Figure 16: The Recommended Shallow-Trench Design at Iris 
 
After Iris, the line continues on the surface towards an underground tunnel which was 
constructed, through the Stimulus Funding program, as part of a final Baseline Station 
configuration.   
 
Stormwater and Flooding Issues 
Based on the information reviewed so far there does not appear to be any major flood 
risks along the corridor. The whole system will be designed to be above the 100-year 
water level. The Pinecrest Creek will need to be re-routed at the vicinity of the Iris 
Station. Stormwater and flooding issues along the entire corridor will be addressed at 
the functional planning stage of the study. 
 
Accessibility 
The City’s Accessibility Design Standards will be followed to remove and prevent 
barriers and to provide equal treatment to people with disabilities. City Staff will 
collaborate with all stakeholders throughout the development approvals process to 
ensure the WLRTC is designed to meet the requirements of these Standards. Attention 
will be also given to pedestrian and cycling access and bicycle parking at stations. The 
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WLRTC is planned as a grade-separated facility and there will be no at-grade crossings 
with vehicular traffic or pedestrians. Staff will also consult with the City’s Accessibility 
Advisory Committee to ensure that the design of this project considers safety for all. 
 
Cost 
The cost of the WLRTC project described above is $980 million in 2013 dollars. This is 
a Class D cost estimate with +- 25 per cent variation. The above cost will be included in 
the affordability model developed for the 2013 TMP update. 
 
NEXT STEPS 
 
The Study Team will develop the functional design for the approved Richmond 
Underground corridor.  This will entail additional refinements to further mitigate the 
impacts of the project where possible, and within project budgetary constraints.  
Specifically, the Team will examine: 

• a shifting of the Dominion Station to create more separation between the LRT 
facility and nearby homes and to protect the existing mature trees where 
possible;  

• the depth of the trench with the goal to lowering the corridor further to reduce the 
height of the berm; 

• opportunities to cover more of the open trench across the north end of Rochester 
Field; 

• a landscaping plan to further screen the LRT corridor in order to promote the 
natural setting of the Parkway corridor; 

• opportunities for early planting of trees/vegetation allowing them time to mature 
and to serve as a natural screen before LRT construction begins; 

• the station elements in an effort to reduce the footprint and profile of each of the 
LRT stations; 

• opportunities to improve accesses to pathways and their connectivity to the 
community as well as to the riverfront and along the Pinecrest Creek Corridor; 
and 

• a refinement of the project cost estimate. 
 
There will be on-going consultation with the NCC, stakeholders, agencies, Ward 
Councillors and the public as the functional design is developed. 
 
The completion of the functional design will lead to the formal Environmental 
Assessment process with a Notice of Commencement posting. The end product will be 
the Environmental Project Report (EPR) which documents the entire study process, 
findings (final functional design), and consultation efforts.  A Notice of Completion will 
be posted when the EPR is made available for the formal 30-day public review period.  
The study is expected to be completed by spring 2014. 
 
It should be noted that the evolution of Richmond Underground’s design does not stop 
with the completion of the functional design.  As with the Confederation Line, there will 
be opportunities for further refinements through the procurement process where 
proponents will be rated on their design innovations, and possibly elements that 
enhance the environment for adjacent communities and the Parkway corridor. 
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RURAL IMPLICATIONS 

This study has no rural implications. 
 
 
CONSULTATION 

Agency, Business, and Public Consultation Groups were formed at the beginning of the 
study in the spring of 2010. The Agency Consultation Group currently has 63 members 
representing various agencies, including City Departments, Provincial and Federal 
Agencies, and special interest groups.  The Business Consultation Group currently has 
24 members representing BIAs, school boards, hospitals, shopping centres, and other 
business interests. The Public Agency consultation Group currently has 41 members, 
representing various community associations and special interests groups. Members of 
consultation groups have access to a study related FTP site where all the background 
material and meeting notes have been posted. 
 
There were eight consultation group meetings (Table 1). Consultation group members 
were involved in the development of the Study Design, the identification of the long list 
of alternative corridors and the shortlisted 15 alignments, the development of the 
evaluation criteria and weights, and providing input for mitigation measures.  
 
Table 1: List of Agency, Business, and Public Consultation Group Events 
Date Consultation Event Topics Covered 
21 June 2010 Consultation Group 

Meetings #1 (ACG, 
BCG, PCG) 

• Study overview 
• Consultation group member roles and 

responsibilities 
• Study Design and Schedule Document  

4 October 2010 Planning Workshop • Development of Planning Objectives and 
Design Criteria 

9 November 
2010 

Consultation Group 
Meetings #2 (ACG, 
BCG, PCG) 

• Draft Existing Conditions report 
• Planning objectives and design criteria 
• Project need and justification 
• Identification of alternative corridors 
• Corridor evaluation methodology 
• Public Open House and Presentation #1 

22 March 2011 Joint Consultation 
Group Meeting  
(ACG, BCG, PCG -2 
sessions) 

• Project update 
• Corridor evaluation process 
• Weighting and ranking of planning 

objectives and design criteria by 
consultation group members 

27 April 2011 Consultation Group 
Meetings #3 (ACG, 
BCG, PCG) 

• Corridors review, operational 
requirements for WLRTC 

• Introduction of 15 Corridor Alignments to 
be evaluated 

• Criteria weighting/ranking results 
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13 June 2012 Consultation Group 
Meetings #4 (ACG, 
BCG, PCG) 

• Study update 
• Corridor alignments 
• Evaluation process and results 

1 May 2013 Consultation Group 
Meetings #5 (ACG, 
BCG, PCG) 

• Background 
• Corridors considered 
• Reassessment of Carling Avenue 
• Proposed Rapid Transit Network 
• Lincoln Fields – Baseline 
• Refined routes 

13, 17 June 
2013 

Consultation Group 
Meetings #6 (ACG, 
BCG, PCG) 

• Recommended corridor 
• Mitigation measures 

 
 
The National Capital Commission, as a major agency stakeholder has been involved 
with the study from the early stages. The WLRTC between Dominion, Lincoln Fields 
and Baseline cannot be completed without travelling on federal land. The technically 
recommended corridor requires 12ha of NCC land including approximately 1.5ha along 
the southern edge of the Parkway corridor from Dominion and Cleary, and 
approximately 3.1ha between Richmond and Lincoln Fields, and approximately 7.4ha 
between Lincoln Fields and Baseline Road, along the Pinecrest Creek Corridor.  
 
NCC participation began with the development of the study’s Statement of Work, and a 
number of formal meetings between City and NCC management and staff have taken 
place during the course of the study (Table 2). The NCC’s long term planning 
objectives, expressed in the Horizon 2067 Plan and Capital Urban Lands Masters Plan, 
have been discussed and captured in the evaluation of the corridors. 
 
Table 2: List of NCC Meetings 
Date Meeting With Topics Covered 
13 April 2011  Executive Management 

Committee  
Project review/introduction 

5 May 2011  
 

Advisory Committee on 
Planning, Design and 
Realty 

Project review/introduction 

28 August 2012  City/NCC Staff Workshop 
6 Dec 2012  NCC staff Project status update 
19 Dec 2012  NCC staff Focus on Carling, Richmond, Parkway 

details 
31 January 
2013  

NCC staff Focus on Carling 

25 February 
2013  

NCC staff 
 

Focus on the 4 top alignments 

14 March 2013  NCC staff Joint evaluation of top 4 alignment using 
NCC criteria 

21 March 2013  NCC staff Presentation outline with NCC (1) – focus 
on the April 25 NCC board meeting  

28 March 2013  NCC staff Presentation outline with NCC (2) – focus 
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on the April 25 NCC board meeting  
23 April 2013  NCC local board 

members 
Tour of the preferred corridor 

24 April 2013  
 

NCC Public Board 
Meeting  

Presentation to the NCC Board on the 
evaluation process, top four corridors, 
preferred corridor 

21 May 2013  NCC staff Joint evaluation of top 4 alignment and 
the additional 3 alignment developed - 
using NCC criteria Mitigation measure 
from Dominion to Cleary Station where 
also discussed in detail.   

27 June 2013 NCC Public Board 
Meeting  

Presentation to the NCC Board on the 
refined Rochester Field alignment, as 
requested by the Board, the preferred 
alignment and mitigation measures.  

28 June 2013 NCC Board motion  NCC board approved a motion requesting 
that the City bury the entire length of the 
LRT line (1.2 km) from Dominion to 
Cleary Station 

 
The City will continue to work with NCC on the refinements of the recommended 
alignment and required mitigation measures. 
 
The general public has been involved with the study through three Public Open Houses 
(POH). The study was introduced at the first POH on November 29, 2010 at Tom Brown 
Arena and 101 participants signed in. The main comments received include the 
potential negative impact on the green space along the Parkway and the Byron linear 
park, impacts on existing communities, and general support for corridors that encourage 
transit-oriented development.  
 
The recommended corridor was introduced at the second POH on April 25, 2013 at City 
Hall to 347 signed-in participants. A community briefing meeting has been held prior to 
the POH. 
 
On 9 May 2013, a community meeting was held in the College Ward to present the 
project with specific emphasis on the Iris Station options and to receive feedback. 
 
The mitigation measures for the recommended corridor, based on NCC and public 
feedback, was presented at the third POH on June 17, 2013 at City Hall to 254 signed-
in participants.  A community briefing meeting has been held prior to the POH. 
 
The major issues from the second and third POH’s have been discussed in previous 
sections of this report. All three POH were advertised in English and French local 
newspapers, and through the project newsletter e-mailed to 330 addresses. 
 
Two community forums for the affected areas were held prior to the second and third 
POH. 
 



 22 

 

In May 2013, Ward Councillors Katherine Hobbs and Mark Taylor went door-to-door 
along some sections of the Richmond Underground Line and solicited feedback on the 
corridor selection and potential mitigation measures. 
  
A study website www.ottawa.ca/westernLRT, set up at the beginning of the study, 
contains the most relevant bilingual background material. 
 
 
COMMENTS BY THE WARD COUNCILLOR(S) 

Councillor Taylor’s comments: “There has been much consultation and feedback and, 
after a lot of hard work, I am pleased that a more responsible option has been put 
forward. I feel satisfied that in creating the Richmond Underground option, the Bay 
Ward community has been heard. This option addresses many of the community’s 
major concerns to ensure that neighbourhoods are not disrupted, the Byron Linear Park 
is protected and residents have access to responsible transit.” 

Councillor Hobbs’ comments: “I am fully in support of the findings of the report to not 
recommend Carling as the primary rapid transit corridor for the western light transit 
extension. I appreciate the number of years of intense study that was undertaken to 
arrive at this conclusion. I believe that the fulsome examination that took place on this 
corridor will serve us well in the future, as I believe that the Carling Avenue corridor 
should continue to be recommended as a supplementary transit corridor in the City of 
Ottawa’s Transportation Master Plan (TMP) as also recommended in the report.” 
 
Councillor Chiarelli’s comments: “My comments are confined to the leg that goes 
through the transit way corridor to Baseline Station. However, As I indicated three years 
ago, I suspected the NCC would want an “all buried” option if the parkway was going to 
be considered.  I would still like to see how these potential costs line up against the 
other corridor options.  
 
A poll and survey was placed on my website between May and June 2013. Based on 
the tally from this survey I recommend Option 2 – Half up, Half Down for the Iris Street 
stop.  Although, the entombing of the ravine seems extreme in 2013.  
 
All comments and poll results I collected were sent to City Staff”. 
  
 
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

There are no legal impediments to implementing the recommendations in this report. 
 
 
RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS 

There are inherent risks with a project of this complexity.  Typically, underground utilities 
and underground soil conditions are major elements that could affect the project cost.  
However, information on the locations and conditions of underground services have 
already been collected.  The majority of the corridor is in an existing rapid transit 

http://www.ottawa.ca/westernLRT
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corridor or within a public right-of-way, with the exception of the section in the Parkway 
corridor.  The City will continue to work with the NCC to collect information about the 
soil conditions of the Parkway corridor.  The cost estimate for the Richmond 
Underground of $980M contains contingencies for unknowns and as design advances, 
the degree of risks will be reduced. 
 
Another area of risk is NCC approval of the design.  It is expected that the City will work 
closely with the NCC on these issues (as was done for the Confederation Line) through 
to the preliminary design and the procurement stage. It should be noted that final 
approval for the federal stations will only be provided when design is at 90 per cent 
which is not likely to occur until 2014 or later.   
 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

As noted within the report the project cost is within the funding available for the next 
stages of light rail which were established in the Long Range Financial Plan for Transit.  
The update to the City’s Transportation Master Plan includes a refresh of the financial 
model for Transit and will confirm the affordability of all new infrastructure investment 
planned for the Transit Network. 
 
 
ACCESSIBILITY IMPACTS 

The City’s Accessibility Design Standards will be followed to remove and prevent 
barriers and to provide equal treatment to people with disabilities. City Staff will 
collaborate with all stakeholders throughout the development approvals process to 
ensure the WLRTC is designed to meet the requirements of these Standards. Attention 
will be also given to pedestrian and cycling access and bicycle parking at stations. The 
WLRTC is planned as a grade-separated facility and there will be no at-grade crossings 
with vehicular traffic or pedestrians. Staff will also consult with the City’s Accessibility 
Advisory Committee to ensure that the design of this project considers safety for all. As 
the WLRTC project will be built after January 1, 2016, and therefore will be compliant 
with the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act Design of Public Spaces 
Standards (Accessibility Standards for the Built Environment). 
 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 

Environmental Implications will be assessed during the next phase of the study and will 
be documented in the Environmental Study Report in accordance with the Ontario 
Transit Regulation 231/08.  
 
 
TECHNOLOGY IMPLICATIONS 

Information Technology approved this report without comment. 
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TERM OF COUNCIL PRIORITIES 

Transportation and Mobility: 
• TM1 - Ensure Sustainable Transit Service. 
• TM3 – Provide infrastructure to support mobility choices. 
• TM4 – Promote alternative mobility choices. 

 
 
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION 

Document 1 Carling Corridor Summary  
Document 2 Evaluation Criteria – Round 2 Evaluation 
 
 
DISPOSITION 

Planning and Growth Management staff will implement the Council-approved 
recommendations of this report. 
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CARLING CORRIDOR ANALYSIS SUMMARY DOCUMENT 1 
 
Carling Summary Report 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide information on why Carling Avenue was not 
recommended as the primary rapid transit corridor for the western light rail transit 
extension. The Carling Avenue corridor will instead continue to be recommended as a 
supplementary rapid transit corridor in the City of Ottawa’s Transportation Master Plan 
(TMP). 
  
The Carling primary rapid transit connection from Bayview Station to Lincoln Fields and 
Baseline stations, as opposed to the Richmond Underground (or any northern corridor), 
does not meet the objectives for a primary line as it would: 

• Fracture the planned rapid transit network, creating discontinuities and making 
the system inconvenient for the majority of transit users in the area, 

• Not provide sufficient capacity for future demand, 
• Cost two and half times more than the Richmond Underground alternative, 

severely reducing or eliminating the City’s ability to implement other transit 
projects in the 2031 planning horizon, 

• Not produce more incentive for smart-growth development than a supplementary 
line along Carling.  

 
Overall, a Carling primary LRT line would not be a wise public investment.  
 
Background 
 
In 2008, the City Council approved a new transit plan, including an LRT Expansion 
Plan.  This plan is included in the City’s 2008 TMP, which, along with the City’s Official 
Plan (OP), is aimed promoting the creation of a more environmentally and economically 
sustainable City. These interrelated plans chart a path for intensified, transit-, cycling- 
and pedestrian-orientated mixed-used development growth in areas already serviced by 
roads, water, sanitary and storm sewer systems. By promoting this type of growth, the 
City hopes to slow down urban expansion and reap the financial and environmental 
benefits of doing so. 
 
The key to achieving these goals are a fast, reliable, convenient, and integrated higher 
order transit network comprising longer distance -primary transit corridors supported by 
shorter distance supplementary corridors and local bus routes.  
 
In the 2008 TMP, Carling Avenue was designated as a supplementary rapid transit 
corridor due to its good network fit as a supportive corridor, and its potential to support 
main street type development and redevelopment along the corridor. The TMP calls for 
the primary western rapid corridor to extend the Confederation Line at Tunney’s Pasture 
by proceeding west in the vicinity of the Sir John A. Macdonald Parkway or slightly 
south of it.  This network concept was reviewed and affirmed by an international peer 
review panel, who considered a streetcar type of rapid transit ideal to rejuvenate the 
Carling Avenue corridor. In response to public and NCC concerns with the segment of 



 26 

 

the recommended 2008 TMP rapid transit network between Bayview and Lincoln Fields 
Station, City Council directed that the Scope of Work for the WLRTC Planning and EA 
Study include the development and evaluation of corridor alignment options using 
Carling Avenue as a primary rapid transit corridor. 
 
Current Conditions 
 
Carling Avenue between the O-Train Line, (just west of Preston Street), to Lincoln 
Fields is a roughly seven kilometre, predominantly six-lane arterial road divided by a 
wide centre median. The current Official Plan protects for a 44.5 metre right-of-way, 
however through most of the corridor the existing right-of-way is only 30 to 35 metre 
wide.  Carling is traversed by six major roads and the Queensway (at a highly skewed 
angle).  Traffic is controlled by 22 traffic signals which control the major intersections, 
minor arterial roads, additional property access points at the malls and Hospitals and at 
the freeway ramps at Kirkwood.  Discontinuities in the arterial road network at 
Woodroffe and Island Park create additional complexity in traffic operations. 
 
Development along the corridor is generally auto-oriented, with some mixed use activity 
centres that produce high volumes of trips throughout the day, which is befitting of the 
road’s arterial main street designation in the City’s OP and TMP. These developments 
include significant employment areas, two major hospitals and associated medical 
facilities, three major retail centres, three high schools, medium rise office complexes, 
various density residential development, and other commercial uses such as car lots, 
strip malls, specialty stores, and restaurants.  Immediately behind the development 
which fronts on Carling Avenue is stable residential development including the 
Carlingwood, Whitehaven, Woodpark, Glabar Park, Civic Hospital, and Hampton Iona 
neighbourhoods. 
 
The corridor is currently served by bus transit operating in mixed traffic, with some 
signaling priority. The current conditions establish the mixed-use nature of the corridor, 
and there is significant room for growth along the corridor if it is supported by an 
appropriate higher order transit line. 
 
Primary Rapid Transit Route v. Supplementary Transit Route 
To assess the possibility of using Carling for the Western Light Rail Transit Corridor 
(WLRTC), focusing only on the Carling corridor is not enough, the impacts on the entire 
transit system must be assessed. Before this type of assessment can be done, the 
different transit travel demands need to be described.  
 
Regional Longer-Distance Transit Demand  
 
Regional demand includes trips that travel across the study area and long distance trips 
between the study area and areas outside of it (mostly from Kanata/Stittsville and South 
Nepean to the downtown). Based on the City’s TRANS model, regional travel from the 
west and south (across the Eagleson and Fallowfield screenlines) will more than double 
from 5,000 transit passengers per hour in 2005 to over 11,000 passengers per hour by 
2031. 
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Regional transit demand is accommodated mostly by primary transit lines, which 
connect major activity nodes across the city while also serving areas in between. The 
TMP defines primary rapid transit corridors  as “fast, frequent, high-capacity transit 
service using either rail or bus technology operating in an exclusive right-of-way that is 
generally grade separated.”. The service provided in a primary corridor needs to be 
mostly separated (and ideally completely separated) from traffic to allow for greater 
speed and reliability. Providing sufficient capacity and competitive transit travel times 
(compared to car travel times) are necessary to achieve the transit ridership and modal 
split targets of the City. Failure of capturing this market means more long distance car 
trips, congestion, and significant pressure to expand the road network capacity. The 
2031 weekday morning peak hour capacity requirement for the WLRT line between 
Tunney’s and Lincoln Fields is around 12,000 to 14,000 passengers in the peak travel 
direction, with about 25 per cent of this figure travelling in the counter-peak direction.  
 
Typically primary corridors provide rapid transit service with a limited number of stops, 
usually spaced between 800 and 2,000 metres apart. This provides a good balance 
between speed and access to transit while supporting a nodal land use development 
pattern at station locations. While development is typically encouraged in the vicinity of 
rapid transit stations, some station locations are chosen to allow transit access to stable 
residential communities or other amenities. 
 
Local Shorter-Distance Transit Demand  
 
Local demand includes trips originating and ending within the study area and between 
the study area and areas just outside, including the inner (downtown) area. The total 
number of local trips within the study area is higher than the total number of regional 
trips; however, while regional trips are more concentrated in terms of the destination 
and are easier to be served by rapid transit, local trips are more distributed within the 
study area, and thus cannot be served by one single corridor. 
 
Although primary corridors are suited to longer regional trips, they do provide some 
local service and connectivity in the study area. The City’s TRANS model indicates that 
a primary corridor located in the study area will carry approximately two regional trips for 
every local trip.  This ratio does not change significantly for a northern or southern 
primary route. 
 
Currently, local transit demand is accommodated mostly by local bus routes. Transit 
ridership analysis within the study area suggests that there is significant potential to 
capture more local trips by transit. Supplementary rapid transit lines, which do not 
currently exist in the study area, could be implemented to better serve local needs and 
attract significant transit ridership away from auto travel while helping shape 
development into denser, mixed use activity corridors. 
 
Supplementary corridors complement the primary rapid transit network and provide a 
higher quality transit service than local bus routes. In many cases supplementary lines 
are segregated from auto traffic at midblock sections to decrease travel time and its 
variability by eliminating congestion delay, but often intersect with major cross-streets at 
signalized intersections, where transit is typically given priority. The use of at-grade 
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crossings minimizes infrastructure capital costs. However, to a certain degree, it also 
decreases speed and reliability compared to options that provide for full grade 
separation (e.g. primary corridors). 
 
Typical supplementary corridors provide local service with more frequent stops, usually 
with stops spaced every 400 to 800 metres. The catchment area around a station is 
usually taken to be 600 metres. Supplementary lines encourage and support continuous 
development along the corridor, commonly described as main street type development 
and less concentrated land use at stations or stops. 
 
Combining Regional and Local Transit Facilities into One LRT Line  
 
Due to varying characteristics of the two types of transit demand, land development 
expectations, and the large study area, a combined corridor would not adequately 
address the local and regional/commuter transit trips. There are a number of reasons 
why regional and local needs would be better accommodated by having a separate 
supplementary corridor in addition to the primary corridor. To retain existing transit 
users and to attract new transit riders, the primary corridor must provide a competitive 
travel time compared to the auto mode. To provide relatively shorter travel times, the 
primary transit service must have limited number of stops, much less than what is 
optimal for a supplementary line.  
 
Due to the existence of established and mature communities, the only feasible location 
for the primary corridor is either at the northern or the southern edge of the study area – 
leaving the large proportion of population and employment outside of the typical walking 
catchment area as a result. 
 
In conclusion, a combination of a primary and a supplementary line would provide the 
best coverage and transit service to the largest number of users in the study area. 
 
 
Scenarios for Primary and Supplementary Lines  
 
To identify the best placement for the primary and supplementary lines, three distinct 
scenarios were identified:  
 
Option 1: Northern primary and Carling supplementary corridors;  
Option 2: Carling primary and Northern supplementary corridors; and  
Option 3: Hybrid primary corridor. 
 
Option 1: Northern Primary and Carling Supplementary  
 
The primary corridor would be located in the northern part of the study area and could 
include a combination of the existing Transitway near Scott Street and the Richmond 
Underground alternative. The supplementary line would be along Carling Avenue 
connecting the O-Train with Lincoln Fields Stations. This scenario has a logical pattern 
of routes, which provide coverage and connectivity with relatively easy transfers and 
provide the primary east-west route with a direct connection to all existing Transitway 



 

stations, including Tunney’s Pasture, and downtown. Approximately 80
total population in the study area is within the 600 m radius around the higher order 
transit stations. 

Northern primary and Carling supplementary corridors
 
Lincoln Fields Station is the planned western terminus of the Carling supplementary 
line, which could be extended further west in the future, and acts as a transfer s
between the WLRTC primary, Carling supplementary and local lines. Bayview Station 
provides a connection between the east
provide a connection to Gatineau via the Prince of Wales Bridge in the future. 
The Carling/O-Train station is the eastern terminus point of the supplementary line, 
which could be potentially extended east in the future, and acts as a transfer station 
between the Carling supplementary line and the north
 
Option 2: Carling Primary and Northern Supplementary
 
For this option, Carling would serve as the primary line,
Fields in the southern part of the study area, running along Carling and the O
corridors. The supplementary line would be in the northern part of the study area.
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stations, including Tunney’s Pasture, and downtown. Approximately 80 per cent
total population in the study area is within the 600 m radius around the higher order 

Northern primary and Carling supplementary corridors 

Fields Station is the planned western terminus of the Carling supplementary 
line, which could be extended further west in the future, and acts as a transfer s
between the WLRTC primary, Carling supplementary and local lines. Bayview Station 

a connection between the east-west primary line and the O-Train, which may 
provide a connection to Gatineau via the Prince of Wales Bridge in the future. 

Train station is the eastern terminus point of the supplementary line, 
otentially extended east in the future, and acts as a transfer station 

between the Carling supplementary line and the north-south O-Train line.

Carling Primary and Northern Supplementary 

For this option, Carling would serve as the primary line, connecting Bayview and Lincoln 
Fields in the southern part of the study area, running along Carling and the O
corridors. The supplementary line would be in the northern part of the study area.

per cent of the 
total population in the study area is within the 600 m radius around the higher order 

 

Fields Station is the planned western terminus of the Carling supplementary 
line, which could be extended further west in the future, and acts as a transfer station 
between the WLRTC primary, Carling supplementary and local lines. Bayview Station 

Train, which may 
provide a connection to Gatineau via the Prince of Wales Bridge in the future.  

Train station is the eastern terminus point of the supplementary line, 
otentially extended east in the future, and acts as a transfer station 

Train line. 

connecting Bayview and Lincoln 
Fields in the southern part of the study area, running along Carling and the O-Train 
corridors. The supplementary line would be in the northern part of the study area. 



 

Carling primary and northern supplementary corridors
 
This combination of the primary and supplementary lines requires a modification to the 
2008 TMP network configuration. Most likely, the operation of the O
be terminated at the Carling/O
east-west primary line, and the challenges involved in the joint
and electric LRT along the same tracks. A
Citadis vehicles to be used on the LRT network
challenging for several reasons. The first is
platform heights. Citadis vehicles are 2.65 m
while the O-Train is 2.95 metre
require longer, more complex station platforms to accommodate both vehicle 
technologies at Carling, Gladstone, and Bayview Stations. While there are examples of 
this type of operation in other countries, it introduces a significant cost and constructi
issue. A second reason is due to differing regulatory and safety regimes which the two 
systems will be operating under. Again, while there are examples of O
vehicles and urban LRT operating over the same tracks in European countries, thi
permitted by rail regulations which are different from those in place in Canada. Track 
maintenance would also be an issue given that it is expected that maintenance of the 
WLRT will be governed by a similar agreement to that of the Confederation Line,
the existing O-Train is operated and maintained by Capital Railways.
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Carling primary and northern supplementary corridors 

This combination of the primary and supplementary lines requires a modification to the 
k configuration. Most likely, the operation of the O-Train would have to 

be terminated at the Carling/O-Train station, due to the frequency of trains alon
, and the challenges involved in the joint-running of diesel O

and electric LRT along the same tracks. Accommodating O-Train and the Alstom 
to be used on the LRT network at the same station platforms would

for several reasons. The first is because of the different vehicle widths and 
platform heights. Citadis vehicles are 2.65 metre wide and use 350 mm high platforms, 

etre wide and uses a 590 mm high platform. This w
require longer, more complex station platforms to accommodate both vehicle 
technologies at Carling, Gladstone, and Bayview Stations. While there are examples of 
this type of operation in other countries, it introduces a significant cost and constructi
issue. A second reason is due to differing regulatory and safety regimes which the two 
systems will be operating under. Again, while there are examples of O-Train type rail 
vehicles and urban LRT operating over the same tracks in European countries, thi
permitted by rail regulations which are different from those in place in Canada. Track 
maintenance would also be an issue given that it is expected that maintenance of the 
WLRT will be governed by a similar agreement to that of the Confederation Line,

Train is operated and maintained by Capital Railways. 

 

This combination of the primary and supplementary lines requires a modification to the 
Train would have to 

Train station, due to the frequency of trains along the 
running of diesel O-Train 

Train and the Alstom 
at the same station platforms would be 

different vehicle widths and 
wide and use 350 mm high platforms, 

This would 
require longer, more complex station platforms to accommodate both vehicle 
technologies at Carling, Gladstone, and Bayview Stations. While there are examples of 
this type of operation in other countries, it introduces a significant cost and construction 
issue. A second reason is due to differing regulatory and safety regimes which the two 

Train type rail 
vehicles and urban LRT operating over the same tracks in European countries, this is 
permitted by rail regulations which are different from those in place in Canada. Track 
maintenance would also be an issue given that it is expected that maintenance of the 
WLRT will be governed by a similar agreement to that of the Confederation Line, while 
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Given that the TMP identifies eventual conversion of the O-Train to electric LRT, the 
cost and physical/operational challenges involved in accommodating both O-Train and 
electric LRT within the same corridor are considered.  Conversion of the line to electric 
LRT sooner than currently envisaged will incur costs and result in poor return on 
investment in current upgrades being undertaken to the O-Train. While converting the 
O-Train to electric LRT technology sooner resolves compatibility issues, it exacerbates 
capacity issues as it creates another branch requiring service, further reducing the 
ability to provide sufficient capacity on the WLRT. 
 
Deepening the trench to stack stations on top of each other, or widening the trench to 
accommodate four pair of tracks between Carling and Bayview may be technically 
feasible, these mitigation measures were not considered to be appropriate due to their 
cost and technical complexity. The termination of the O-Train at Carling also means that 
the long-term potential for a continuous extension to Gatineau is lost. (Note that a new 
level cannot be built over top of the existing O-Train because of the existing road 
bridges that cross the corridor.) 
 
Existing Transitway stations, including Dominion, Westboro, and Tunney’s Pasture 
would not be served by the primary line if it were to follow C-1 corridor alignment via the 
O-Train and Carling Avenue.  To maintain the same coverage of higher order transit 
network, a new supplementary corridor in the northern part of the study area would 
have to be developed. The supplementary line could operate along Richmond Road and 
the connection to Lincoln Fields station would have to be resolved as Richmond Road is 
approximately 500 metres north of Lincoln Fields. Another alternative would be to 
continue operating buses along the Parkway and the existing Transitway in the Scott 
Street trench, although with lower frequencies than today. This scenario has two 
challenges to be resolved, one is the agreement with NCC to operate buses on the 
Parkway, which will expire in 2031, and the other is the continued lack of customer 
access to rapid transit between Dominion and Lincoln Fields. A large bus terminal at 
Tunney’s Pasture, the terminus of the Confederation Line would have to be retained 
indefinitely, rather than as an interim solution, and relatively short trips between 
Westboro and downtown Ottawa would permanently require a transfer between bus and 
rail. 
 
Splitting the LRT service at Bayview creates a trade-off situation between providing 
adequate service levels (i.e. service frequency) to Tunney’s and providing capacity 
along the Carling branch. There is a large imbalance in volumes between the two 
branches, approximately 1:8. Based solely on demand, only every ninth train would 
have to connect to Tunney’s. However, this would provide inadequate level of service to 
Tunney’s and a policy headway1 would likely have to be applied in order to maintain a 
sufficient standard of service on this branch. Implementing policy headway reduces 
vehicle utilization and capacity on the Carling branch. Furthermore, running every nth 
train to Tunney’s creates gaps in service on the Carling line and uneven train utilization. 
With the branched service, not everybody is getting on the first train, thus the size of the 
                                                 
1 Policy headway means that the frequency of service is determined by policy, such as no longer headway than 10 
min for example, irrespective of passenger demand, in order to provide a level of service which will attract and 
support ridership.  



 

platforms would be impacted. 
out to Kanata would require an additional split in service, which could not provide 
adequate capacity in the future to serve either the Southwest Transitway (Baseline and 
Barrhaven) or West Transitway (Bayshore and Kanata).
 
Option 3: Hybrid Primary and Split Supplementary  
 
The primary corridor runs along Carling in the west part and in the 
the east part. The north-south transition can conceptually occur at a number of locations 
between Woodroffe and Holland Avenues. Supplemental service is split into two 
disjointed sections, and combined with additional transfer points w
provide an effective supplementary transit service.
 

Hybrid primary corridor  
 
This network scenario resolves some of the weaknesses of Option 2 and introduces 
some new ones. On the positive side, the north
is not affected. Tunney’s Pasture, and potentially some other existing Transitway 
stations (depending on the location of the north
line. On the negative side, there is no obvious north
most easterly connection is along Holland Avenue. The right of way on Holland is very 
limited and the line would have to be buried. The connection to the Confederation line at 
Tunney’s would have to be resolved because the station is on the west side of Holland. 
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platforms would be impacted. Future extension of the LRT to Bayshore and eventually 
out to Kanata would require an additional split in service, which could not provide 

in the future to serve either the Southwest Transitway (Baseline and 
ansitway (Bayshore and Kanata). 

and Split Supplementary   

The primary corridor runs along Carling in the west part and in the Transitway trench in 
south transition can conceptually occur at a number of locations 

between Woodroffe and Holland Avenues. Supplemental service is split into two 
disjointed sections, and combined with additional transfer points will make it difficult to 
provide an effective supplementary transit service. 

This network scenario resolves some of the weaknesses of Option 2 and introduces 
some new ones. On the positive side, the north-south operation in the O-
is not affected. Tunney’s Pasture, and potentially some other existing Transitway 

ns (depending on the location of the north-south transition), remain on the primary 
line. On the negative side, there is no obvious north-south connecting corridor. The 
most easterly connection is along Holland Avenue. The right of way on Holland is very 
imited and the line would have to be buried. The connection to the Confederation line at 
Tunney’s would have to be resolved because the station is on the west side of Holland. 

uture extension of the LRT to Bayshore and eventually 
out to Kanata would require an additional split in service, which could not provide 

in the future to serve either the Southwest Transitway (Baseline and 

Transitway trench in 
south transition can conceptually occur at a number of locations 

between Woodroffe and Holland Avenues. Supplemental service is split into two 
ill make it difficult to 

 

This network scenario resolves some of the weaknesses of Option 2 and introduces 
-Train corridor 

is not affected. Tunney’s Pasture, and potentially some other existing Transitway 
south transition), remain on the primary 

south connecting corridor. The 
most easterly connection is along Holland Avenue. The right of way on Holland is very 
imited and the line would have to be buried. The connection to the Confederation line at 
Tunney’s would have to be resolved because the station is on the west side of Holland. 
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Other north-south corridors west of Holland have similar challenges in terms of the 
narrow right of way, and as we move towards the west the advantages of serving the 
land use along Carling diminishes. A common trait of all hybrid options is the relatively 
high cost (above $2 billion) and the difficulty to develop a supplementary line in the 
northern or southern part of the study area given the short remaining corridor lengths 
and resultant discontinuities in the transit network.  
 
 
Evaluation Criteria 
 
The following four Carling options have been developed and compared: 
C1-Carling via O-Train 
C2-Carling via Kirkwood 
C3-Carling via Churchill 
C4-Carling with at-grade sections 
 
As part of the corridor selection process the following nine evaluation criteria categories 
were developed with input from agency, business, and public consultation group 
members and applied in the evaluation: 
 

1. Promote smart growth;  
2. Compatibility with adjacent communities;  
3. Protection of historical, cultural and archaeological resources;  
4. Create successful rapid transit stations;  
5. Provide a safe facility;  
6. Increase ridership, mobility and capacity 
7. Maximize sensitivity to the natural environment;  
8. Apply sustainable design best practices; and  
9. Wise public investment. 

 
In general, the Carling alternatives scored well in categories 1,2,4,7 and scored poorly 
in categories 5, 6, 8, and 9. 
 
Promote smart growth 
 
The study found Carling as a higher order transit route would promote official plan 
policies aimed at creating a denser City. Therefore, the Carling alternatives generally 
scored better than other corridors. 
 
However, using Carling as a primary rapid transit route has serious drawbacks and its 
development as a supplementary line is considered a much better option. As a primary 
corridor, it would require grade separation, which means large parts of the facility would 
have to be elevated or buried, and several north-south crossings of Carling would 
potentially have to be closed, a flyover at Hwy 417 would have to be constructed, and 
stations would be further apart. All of these things combined would not support the 
Official Plan objective of a mixed-use, pedestrian and cycling friendly arterial main 
street. 
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The possibility of providing mostly at grade primary LRT line along Carling has been 
also examined (Option C4). It has been found that with the two minute or shorter 
headways by 2031, the frequency of LRT operation would provide very limited 
opportunities for any north-south vehicle crossings, thus it would practically split the 
corridor and would prevent dense development around stations and along the corridor. 
Operating at lower frequencies to reduce impacts to movement across the corridor 
would result in insufficient capacity being provided and the need for an additional rapid 
transit corridor through the study area, likely either along Richmond Road or the Sir 
John A. Macdonald Parkway. 
  
A much better option for the corridor is the development of a supplementary corridor 
with a semi-exclusive LRT line operating at grade with signal priority. The Morrison 
Renfrew Study2 describes such a corridor along Carling with a few grade separations. 
The concept plan identifies seven stations between Lincoln Fields and the O-Train to 
serve local transit needs in the area and would provide a 5 minute headway service with 
a 6000 passengers per hour capacity (versus the 12-14,000 passenger per hour 
demand required by 2031).  A similar concept plan has been developed by the City of 
Ottawa in 2012 as part of the WLRTC study. This concept plan has an at-grade LRT 
line with 13 stations between Lincoln Fields and the O-Train and has a very similar 
passenger capacity. Both concepts would support intensification and smart growth 
along the corridor but neither would be able to accommodate the current demand 
served by the existing Transitway between Lincoln Fields and Tunney’s. For these 
reasons, a more northerly corridor as the primary rapid transit connection, coupled with 
a secondary Carling Avenue corridor will go much further towards achieving the City’s 
Official Plan Policies and Goals. 
 
Compatibility with Adjacent Communities 
 
The Carling alternatives increase east-west connectivity between commercial areas, 
promote the creation of nodes at stations with minimal disruption as the corridor is 
heavily used by transportation and it is largely mixed use already. Therefore, the Carling 
alternatives scored relatively well compared to most other corridors. 
 
On the negative side, elevated transportation infrastructure tends to divide 
neighbourhoods, aren’t aesthetically pleasing, do not support main street development, 
and do not promote good urban design of the surrounding areas. 
 
The at-grade C4 corridor alignment developed would have significant community 
impacts due to the increased footprint required to accommodate a primary corridor at-
grade (which requires a wider runningway and larger station platforms than a 
supplementary corridor). Operation at frequencies required to accommodate expected 
demand will result in significant disruption to pedestrian, cycling and automobile traffic. 
 

                                                 
2 Morrison Renfrew, Carling Avenue LRT Concept Design Study, 2008 
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Protection of Historical, Cultural and Archaeological Resources 
 
All primary route options have potential impact on Archaeological Resources, 
particularly near the Southwest Transitway Connection.  Along the rest of the line, the 
Carling Options via Churchill (C3) and Kirkwood (C2) would have no impact on historical 
or cultural resources because they would travel through very few open spaces or near 
Heritage Buildings. Therefore, these two options scored high.  
 
However, the Carling via O-Train options (C1 and C4) would have negative impact on 
open spaces immediately adjacent to the Central Experimental Farm National Historic 
Site with stations and elevated sections altering views. Public open space/pathways in 
the O-Train corridor could be impacted if the trench needs to be widened for additional 
tracks.  
 
Create Successful Rapid Transit Stations 
 
All Carling Avenue options present multiple opportunities to construct successful rapid 
transit stations in mixed-use nodes. In this respect, the Carling options compare very 
favourably to other primary LRT connection routes examined.  
 
Provide safe facility 
 
All three grade-separated Carling Avenue options can provide reasonable levels of 
personal safety for users. The access to the platforms is through signalized 
intersections and the Carling-O-Train station/transfer is relatively complex. In terms of 
emergency service, elevated runningways and stations are more difficult to access. In 
terms of operational safety, there is little room for extra tracks in the O-Train trench and 
on the elevated sections for pocket areas to use as bypasses and temporary vehicle 
parking in case of breakdowns. Therefore, C1 scored poorly, while the other three 
options scored in the middle. 
 
Increase Ridership, Mobility, and Capacity 
 
All of the Carling Avenue options score poorly on the ability to increase ridership, 
mobility, reliability and capacity of the City’s overall system. The C1 and C4 options 
would fracture the planned rapid transit network and negatively impact ridership on 
other corridors as well. The increased number of transfers and longer travel times would 
have negative impact on the overall ridership.  
 
The C1 and C4 options would move the O-Train’s northern terminus from Bayview to 
Carling, eliminating any future possibility of using the Prince of Wales Bridge for an 
extension of the O-Train as a possibility to reduce the number of STO buses on 
downtown streets.  
 
Transit customers travelling to Tunney’s Pasture, currently the second largest 
employment area outside the core with significant potential for expansion, from the 
south on the O-Train would have to transfer at Carling Avenue and transfer again at 
Lebreton and back track on the Tunney’s train. Transit customers coming on the LRT 
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from the western part of the City going to Tunney’s would also have to transfer at 
Lebreton and backtrack. In terms of providing for travel demand, keeping buses on Sir 
John A. Macdonald Parkway would have to be considered because it would provide 
better travel times and would be required because of the capacity deficiency of the 
Carling primary LRT line.  
 
The issue with transfers is not that they are not acceptable to users, transfers have a 
role in transit systems. However, the introduction of transfers by developing an 
inefficient network is not good transit planning. 
 
Customers travelling from the east to Tunney’s would have to pick the right train, which 
will be less frequent than the Carling line. The additional time spent on platforms has 
platform capacity implications. Similarly, the gap in the schedule along the Carling line 
due to the trains routed to Tunney’s has a platform capacity implication. 
 
Carling as a supplementary corridor should be part of the network but cannot 
accommodate the demand of the primary line. Today, the number of passengers on the 
Transitway between Lincoln Fields and Tunney’s is between 7000 and 8000 
passengers per hour per direction and has to potential to double by 2031 if adequate 
service is provided.  
 
In summary, the rapid transit network based on the Carling primary line has capacity, 
network efficiency, and connectivity problems.  
 
 Maximize Sensitivity to Natural Environment 
 
From the natural environment perspective, the C2 and C3 options are favourable 
compared to other routes. Options C1 and C4 scored lower because their potential 
impact on environmental contamination during construction. All corridor alignments use 
the Pinecrest Creek corridor between Lincoln Fields Station and Baseline Road. 
 
Apply Sustainable Design Best Practices 
    
When it comes to re-use of existing infrastructure, which boosts the value of previous 
investments, the Carling options score poorly. This is because the Carling options only 
partially re-use the existing BRT Transitway infrastructure, compared to total re-use of 
the facility under almost all other options. Furthermore, the Carling via O-Train options 
would cause the Confederation Line between Bayview and Tunney’s pasture to be a 
spur line, which, under best practices, is to be avoided. 
 
Wise Public Investment 
 
Carling options would be a poor investment of taxpayers’ dollars that would cripple the 
City’s ability to make almost any further LRT transit investment for the foreseeable 
future without the need for tax increases.  
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The Carling options have estimated capital costs of between $2.1 billion and $2.9 billion 
which are significantly higher than the cost of other options. This is due to the number of 
elevated stations, and elevated or tunneled sections.  
 
Additionally, the City Treasurer prepared a White Paper to evaluate the funding 
potential from the Carling Avenue option which concluded that new revenue and 
development charges from new development along the corridor and added tax revenue 
from value uplift on existing properties along the corridor  would be insufficient to fund 
the City’s share of the project. 
 
 
The Carling options would also have the highest operating and maintenance costs of all 
options. This is due to the substantial length of elevated and underground sections, 
which are more expensive to maintain and operate electric trains on, more elevated and 
underground stations and numerous grade changes and sharp curves. 
 
Based on an analysis of capital and operating costs, regional and local corridor 
transportation benefits, and city-building opportunities, the Carling options represent the 
lowest value for money when compared to more northerly routes for the City’s primary 
rapid transit connection. 
 
Summary 
 
Based on the nine evaluation criteria, all four Carling options scored poorly compared to 
the northern corridors. In addition, the Carling Avenue options cost more than twice of 
the northern options.  
 
Carling Avenue fails as a primary rapid transit corridor due to the following issues: 
 

• Compromises the network and operations 
 ○ Branching reduces capacity needed for primary line and leaves insufficient 

service to Tunney's Pasture 
 ○ O-Train must terminate at Carling to avoid conflicts with WLRT 
 ○ O-Train cannot connect to Gatineau 
• Does not serve Tunney's Pasture and Westboro 
• Requires continued bus service on Parkway for foreseeable future 
• 2-3 times the cost of other options 
• Potentially very visually intrusive 
• 7.1 kilometres underground is impractical 
• Adds between 3-13 minutes to travel time 
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EVALUATION CRITERIA ROUND 2 (TOP 7 CORRIDORS) DOCUMENT 2 
 
With NCC participation, round 2 scoring was carried out for all factors that are 
differentiating between the alternative corridors. By applying specific capital interest 
criteria, the alternatives included seven corridors, the top four from Round 1 evaluation 
and the additional three corridors developed following the Peer Review and the April 
NCC Board meeting, where jointly evaluated.  
 
1. Promote Smart Growth:  The project will stimulate opportunities for land use 
intensification and transit oriented development (TOD) on adjacent lands and will require 
transit service to existing uses. Associated criteria include:  
·  Transit-oriented 
development 
(TOD) 
opportunities 

Inspire and encourage Transit Oriented Development (TOD) through 
enhanced connectivity to encourage and offer maximum potential. 

·  City building 
opportunities 

Supports City policies regarding intensification and community planning. 

Compliance with NCC Plans and policies 
·  Integrated 
station 
development 
opportunities 

Station locations in corridor provide for integrated station development 
opportunities. 

2. Compatibility with Adjacent Communities: The project will be planned and designed to 
be an integral and compatible component of existing and planned communities that it 
traverses. Associated criteria include:  
·   Integration of 
LRT with 
community 

Ability of the facility and supporting infrastructure to link and unite 
adjacent communities rather than separate them, and to provide 
enhanced access to the River shoreline. 

·   Other 
transportation 
networks 

Minimizes operational impacts on other transportation networks. 

Facilitate and enhance interprovincial connectivity and continuity. 

·   Business 
development 

Not a differentiator in initial evaluation 

·   Air quality, 
noise and 
vibration 

Assessment of air quality based on existing air quality estimates and 
proximity to sensitive receptors. 

·   Construction 
impacts 

Accessibility/exposure to all land uses during construction. 

3. Protect Historical, Cultural and Archaeological Resources: The project will be 
planned to be unobtrusive and respectful vis-a-vis the heritage, archaeological, cultural and 
visual elements of the study area. It will be compatible with and uphold the area's historical, 
cultural, archaeological and artistic characteristics. Associated criteria include:  
·  Views, vistas 
and public open 
space 

Effects on scenic entry points and the Ottawa River. 

Effects on public open space. 

·  Heritage 
conservation 

Not a differentiator 
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·  Cultural 
landscapes 

Impact on identified cultural landscape including ability to respect and 
preserve the national significance of the Parkway and its intrinsic value 
and Capital-defining elements, and opportunities for programming, 
interpretation and commemoration. 
Protect and distinguish symbolic character of the capital. 

· Archaeological 
resources 

Impact on archaeological resources. 

4. Create Successful Rapid Transit Stations: The projects rapid transit Stations will be 
located within relatively short walking distances of medium and high density land uses, will 
be accessible, functional and integrated with other transportation networks. Associated 
criteria include:  
·   Location and 
spacing 

Existing and future population and employment density along the 
corridor and number of major facilities (such as hospitals, universities, 
colleges, regional facilities, recreation centres and shopping centres). 

·   Accessibility Proximity of existing and future development to transit station/facility. 

·   Layout, design 
and amenities 

Ability to provide vital passenger circulation, wayfinding and ease of 
orientation, avoid conflicts between vehicles and between users at 
transfer stations (including Bayview and Baseline Stations) and 
encourage accessory retail and service uses at stations to create 
opportunities for vibrant people-oriented places. 

·   Multi-modal 
connections 

Ability to provide connections to existing/future pedestrian, cycling and 
transit facilities to enhance walking and cycling shares. 

5. Provide a Safe Facility: The projects infrastructure will provide for safe, efficient and 
reliable movement of passengers and transit vehicles as well as the routing of services and 
utilities. Associated criteria include:   
·  Personal safety Avoid designs which create isolated areas, unsafe circulation. 

·  Infrastructure 
safety 
 

Ability to provide emergency services access to corridor and stations. 

Ability to provide emergency evacuation from stations/corridors. 

·  Operational 
safety 

·  Not a differentiator 

6. Increase Ridership, Mobility and Capacity:  The project will provide a fast, convenient, 
comfortable, reliable, and efficient rapid transit service that will be part of the core rapid 
transit network, while being fully integrated with other transportation networks. Associated 
criteria include:  
·  Travel times 
and rider comfort 

Degree of transit priority achieved and resulting travel times 

LRT geometry (curves, grades) achieved. 
·  Design for all-
day use 

·  Not a differentiator 

·  Network 
connectivity 

Ability to connect to other existing and planned rapid and local transit 
services. 
Facilitate and enhance interprovincial connectivity and continuity. 

·  Local and 
regional trips 

·  Not a differentiator 
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7. Maximize Sensitivity to Natural Environment: The focus of this category is to assess 
the potential effect of the alternative corridors on elements of the natural environment 
Associated criteria include:  
·   Surface and 
groundwater 

Disruption of surface watercourses.  
Effect on infiltration. 

·   Fisheries, flora 
and fauna 

Disruption to fish habitat. 

·   Ecological 
linkages 

Incorporates “Environmental responsibility and context sensitivity”, 
Impact on “species at risk” and disruptions to ecological linkages. 

·   Environmental 
contamination 

Disturbance of large areas of contamination. 

8. Apply Sustainable Design Best Practices: The project will exemplify best practices in 
energy and environmental design, including green infrastructure choices. Associated criteria 
include:  
·  Energy 
efficiency 

Allows for reduced energy use in stations and in transit operations. 

·  Infrastructure 
re-use 

Maximizes re-use of existing transit infrastructure. 

·  Minimize 
footprint 

Minimizes footprint of corridor, stations and ancillary facilities. 

·  Storm water 
management 

Ability to provide storm water management facilities. 

·  GHG emissions ·  Not a differentiator 
9. Wise Public Investment: The identification of the economic factors associated with an 
alternative corridor to determine whether it is an acceptable solution to those who will 
ultimately pay for implementation and to identify public sector capital funding needs. 
Associated criteria include:   
·  Capital costs Estimated Class D construction costs. 
·  Operating and 
maintenance 
costs 

Estimated net operating and maintenance costs. 

·  Land 
acquisition cost 

Estimated land acquisition requirements. 

·  Value for money Estimated cost/benefit analysis. 
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