Factor Areas/ Evaluation Criteria /

Table 3E -2

Comparative Evaluation Summary of the East Link Route Alternatives

Comparative Ranking of Alternatives

Indicators
3.1.1. Degree of compatibility with municipal and regional Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
development goals and objectives Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility
3.1.2. Capability to provide transportation service/stimulate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate . - . . .
development of major development initiatives Capability Capability Capability Capability Capability Capability Capability Capability Low Capability | Low Capability | Low Capability | Low Capability | Low Capability
3.1.3. Compatibility with federal/provincial/municipal planning
goals/objectives/policies, including principles and policy
directions under development in the Greater Golden Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate
Horseshoe Growth Plan and Greenbelt Plan, the Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility

Watershed based Source Protection Planning and the
proposed GTA Transportation Strategy

3.1.4. Effect on approved private development proposals

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

3.2. Non-Farm Commercial Activities Routes EL9 - EL13 are preferred as there are fewer businesses with employees displaced.
2ND 2ND 2ND 2ND 2ND 2ND 2ND 2ND 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST
3.2.1. Businesses displaced High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net |Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
3.2.2. Businesses with access affected No Net Effect |[No Net Effect | No Net Effect | No Net Effect | No Net Effect| No Net Effect| No Net Effect| No Net Effect | No Net Effect | No Net Effect | No Net Effect | No Net Effect| No Net Effect
3.2.3. Number of employees working for businesses displaced High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net |Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net
within the right-of-way Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
3.2.4. Changes (+/-) in business exposure Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net High Net High Net High Net |Moderate Net| High Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
3.2.5. Construction impacts on businesses Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net | Moderate Net|Moderate Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
3.3. Mineral Aggregate Resources Route alternatives have a similar net effect.
1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST
3.3.1. Effect on licensed aggregate resource facilities No Net Effect| No Net Effect | No Net Effect| No Net Effect | No Net Effect| No Net Effect | No Net Effect | No Net Effect| No Net Effect | No Net Effect| No Net Effect | No Net Effect | No Net Effect
3.3.2. Effect on aggregate resource areas No Net Effect | No Net Effect | No Net Effect | No Net Effect| No Net Effect| No Net Effect| No Net Effect| No Net Effect | No Net Effect | No Net Effect | No Net Effect | No Net Effect| No Net Effect
3.4. Agriculture Routes EL12 and EL13 are preferred as they would remove less prime agricultural land, and have no impact on specialty crop lands or operations. These
routes also impact the fewest numbers of field crop operations and would result in the creation of the fewest severed parcels both > and < 20 ha.
4TH 4TH 2ND 2ND 3RD 4TH 2ND 3RD 3RD 3RD 3RD 1ST 1ST
3.4.1. Removal or sterilization of Class 1-3 agricultural land(s) High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
3.4.2. Specialty crops/cropland affected High Net |Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net| High Net High Net | No Net Effect | No Net Effect
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
3.4.3. Dairyl/livestock operations affected No Net Effect Moderate Net No Net Effect Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
3.4.4. Field crop operations affected Moderate Net| High Net |Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net | Moderate Net|Moderate Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
3.4.5. Farm properties greater than 20 ha affected Moderate Net| High Net |Moderate Net|Moderate Net| High Net High Net |Moderate Net|Moderate Net| Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
3.4.6. Severed parcels greater than 20 ha affected Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
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3.4.7. Severed parcels less than 20 ha affected High Net High Net |Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net| High Net |Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
3.4.8. High investment operations affected Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net| High Net High Net High Net High Net |Moderate Net|Moderate Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
3.4.9. Farm equipment Transportation routes affected Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net | Moderate Net|Moderate Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
3.4.10. Division of agricultural community areas Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net | Moderate Net|Moderate Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
3.5. Property Contamination Routes EL12 and EL13 are preferred as they have the lowest potential to disturb any property contamination within an urban and/or rural area.
3RD 3RD 3RD 3RD 3RD 3RD 3RD 3RD 2ND 2ND 2ND 1ST 1ST
3.5.1. Impact on properties in urban areas High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net |Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net| Low Net Low Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect

3.5.2. Impact on properties in rural areas

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

No Net Effect

treatment plants, waste disposal sites, landfills)

3.6. Waste Management Route alternatives have a similar net effect.
1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 2ND 2ND 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST
361 Impact on known operating and closed waste | HighNet | HighNet | HighNet | HighNet | HighNet | HighNet | HighNet | HighNet | HighNet | HighNet | HighNet | HighNet | HighNet
management facilities (e.g. transfer stations, stormwater Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect

CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT

The net effects for routes EL8 and EL11 are the lowest among all routes. They are the only two routes that have no archaeological sites, a low
number of built heritage resources, and a low number of cultural landscape resources. Routes EL1, EL3, EL4, EL5, EL7, EL9, EL10, EL12 and EL13
follow as the next set of preferred routes. These routes have a moderate effect in that they have a moderate number of built heritage and cultural
landscape resources. While route EL12 has a low number for built heritage and cultural landscape resources, it contains an archaeological
findspot. Routes EL2 and EL6 are ranked lower because of their high numbers of built heritage and cultural landscape resources.

2ND 3RD 2ND 2ND 2ND 3RD 2ND 1ST 2ND 2ND 1ST 2ND 2ND
4.1. Archaeological Features All routes have a similar net effect with the exception of Route EL12, which impacts an aboriginal site.
1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 2ND 1ST
4.1.1. Disturbance or destruction of known significant No Net Effect| No Net Effect | No Net Effect| No Net Effect | No Net Effect | No Net Effect| No Net Effect | No Net Effect| No Net Effect | No Net Effect| No Net Effect| Low Net No Net Effect
archaeological sites Effect
4.1.2. Disturbance of areas of archaeological potential High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net High Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
4.2. Built Heritage Resources Routes EL8, EL11 and EL12 are preferred as they offer the least disruption to built heritage resources.
2ND 3RD 2ND 2ND 2ND 3RD 2ND 1ST 2ND 2ND 1ST 1ST 2ND
4.2.1. Displacement or disruption of built heritage resources Moderate Net| High Net |Moderate Net|Moderate Net|Moderate Net| High Net [Moderate Net| Low Net |Moderate Net|Moderate Net| Low Net Low Net |Moderate Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
4.3. Cultural Landscape Resources Routes EL8, EL11 and EL12 are preferred as they offer the least disruption to cultural landscape resources.
2ND 3RD 2ND 2ND 2ND 3RD 2ND 1ST 2ND 2ND 1ST 1ST 2ND
4.3.1. Displacement or disruption of cultural landscape Moderate Net| High Net |Moderate Net{Moderate Net|Moderate Net| High Net |Moderate Net| Low Net |Moderate Net|Moderate Net| Low Net Low Net |Moderate Net
resources Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect
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Comparative Evaluation Summary of the East Link Route Alternatives

Comparative Rankin

of Alternatives

Routes EL7 and EL8 were ranked first in Technical Considerations, as they received first-place rankings in all criteria. Routes EL7 and EL8 were
preferred over other routes because of their advantage in the Cost criterion. Routes EL4-EL6, EL10 and EL11 were ranked second because of their
second-place rankings in cost, and first-place rankings in all other criteria. Route EL9 was also ranked third overall, owing to its third-place ranking
in cost. Routes EL2, EL12 and EL13 were ranked fourth because of their fourth-place Cost rankings, and Route EL3 was ranked fifth and last,
because of its very low ranking in Cost.

2ND 4TH 5TH 2ND 2ND 2ND 1ST 1ST 3RD 2ND 2ND 4TH 4TH
5.1. Overall Transportation System Performance Route alternatives have a similar net effect.
1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST
5.1.1. Out of way travel Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net Low Net
Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect Effect

5.1.2. Support for transit services

High Support | High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

5.2. Transportation System Compatibility

Route alternatives have

a similar net effect.

1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST
5.2.1. Transportation Network Compatibility High High High High High High High High High High High High High
Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility | Compatibility
5.3. Transportation System Connectivity Route alternatives have a similar net effect.
1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST

5.3.1. Ability of each alternative to support or connect to
existing or proposed travel modes

High Support | High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

High Support

5.4. Accessibility

Route alternatives have

a similar net effect.

500m), making them

the lowest-cost alternatives, while Route EL3 re

uires the longest (approx. 2400m), making it the costliest.

1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST
5.4.1. Accessibility of alternative to population and employment High High High High High High High High High High High High High
centres Accessibility | Accessibility | Accessibility | Accessibility | Accessibility | Accessibility | Accessibility | Accessibility | Accessibility | Accessibility | Accessibility | Accessibility | Accessibility
5.5. Emergency Access Route alternatives have a similar net effect.
1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST 1ST
55.1. :g:]‘;id of alternative on emergency access to adjacent High Access | High Access | High Access | High Access | High Access | High Access | High Access | High Access | High Access | High Access | High Access | High Access | High Access
5.6. Cost Cost estimates assume that all provincially significant wetlands (PSWSs) are to be spanned. Routes EL7 and EL8 require the shortest spans (approximately

2ND 4TH

5TH

2ND

2ND

2ND

1ST

1ST

3RD

2ND

2ND

4TH

4TH

5.6.1. Examines the short and long term costs associated with
each alternative

$325 Million | $445 Million

$485 Million

$335 Million

$350 Million

$350 Million

$285 Million

$285 Million

$380 Million

$335 Million

$330 Million

$420 Million

$420 Million
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Table 3E -2

Comparative Evaluation Summary of the East Link Route Alternatives

Comparative Ranking of Alternatives

Factor Areas/ Evaluation Criteria /

Indicators

OVERALL RANKING AND
RECOMMENDATION In summary, Route EL 8 is recommended for the following primary reasons:

» Least impact to the natural environment features, wetlands, core wildlife habitat areas, groundwater, vegetation and ESA'’s.

« Fewer residential and business properties impacted.
« Impacts no known archaeological sites.
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