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Introduction

This Consultation Summary Report is the record of public input related to
the Sea-to-Sky Highway Improvement Project, West Vancouver
Consultation held February 2 — March 2, 2004. This summary provides
consultation participants, the public, elected officials and decision makers
with a summary of small group, stakeholder and community feedback
regarding proposed highway improvement pre-design options for the West
Vancouver section.

It is important to note that consultation results represent the views of those
who provide feedback during a consultation program. They are not
statistically significant results generated by random samples of public
opinion. Therefore while important and useful, consultation results do not
necessarily represent the views of the general population.

Background

The Sea-to-Sky Highway links communities from West Vancouver to
Whistler. Set in a spectacular mountain landscape, the highway presents
complex engineering and construction challenges.

British Columbia’s Ministry of Transportation is undertaking improvements
to the highway between Horseshoe Bay and Whistler to improve its safety
and reliability. By 2009, extensive highway improvements will make travel
along the corridor safer for residents, commuters and tourists. This must
be completed prior to the Olympics.

Improvements will include highway widening and straightening, improved
sightlines, passing lanes and other design innovations and measures to
reduce hazards, shorten travel times and increase capacity of the Sea-to-
Sky Highway.

Consultation Goals
The goals of the Pre-Design Design Consultation with West Vancouver
are to:

a. Inform the community and stakeholders about the design options
for improvements to the Sea-to-Sky Highway within West Vancouver;

b. Gather input and feedback regarding the design options for highway
improvements from the community and stakeholders; and to

c. Summarize community and stakeholders input for consideration by
the Ministry of Transportation. Distribute the Consultation Summary
Report to consultation participants, West Vancouver City Council and
other stakeholders.
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Consultation Methods

Small Group Meetings - The Ministry of Transportation consulted with
local government officials, residents and community stakeholders through
a series of small group meetings. Highway improvement options were
presented through a power-point presentation and display boards, and
input was gathered through a feedback form.

Open Houses - The Ministry of Transportation consulted with the broader
public through open houses in two locations to gather local area feedback.
Highway improvement options were presented through display boards,
and input was gathered through a feedback form.

Web-based Feedback form - The Ministry of Transportation gathered
public input via a web-based feedback form. A power-point presentation
and display boards posted on www.seatoskyimprovements.ca

Community and Stakeholder Input
Community and Stakeholder input was recorded and summarized into this
Consultation Summary Report.

Highway Improvement Options for Consultation
Improvements for the 7km section of the Sea-to-Sky Highway from east of
Eagle Ridge to Sunset Beach are designed to improve safety, reliability
and capacity, consistent with the goals for the overall project.

Responding to Previous Consultation

Two options (A & C); one overland and one tunnel were presented to the
community last year. Three themes emerged: Caulfeild interchange,
community access and mobility, and emergency response.

Refined Options Incorporating Community Input

An overland option (B) and a tunnel option (D) are refinements of the
earlier options and were developed in consultation with West Vancouver,
incorporating community input.

Option A:  Two Northbound Lanes Upslope - $115 million (Two northbound
lanes use a new route constructed upslope from the existing Highway 99. Two
southbound lanes use the existing Highway 99 route.)

Option B: Four New Lanes Upslope - $130 million (Four new lanes upslope from
the existing Highway 99 corridor. The existing Highway 99 serves local traffic and
long trip traffic.)

Option C: Northbound Tunnel - $140 million (A two-lane northbound tunnel.
Southbound traffic uses existing Highway 99.)

Option D: Two-way, Two-lane Tunnel - $170 million (One lane northbound and
one lane southbound in tunnel. The existing Highway 99 serves local traffic and a
portion of through traffic to Squamish, Whistler and other points on the corridor.)
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Key Themes of Community Input

The following key themes are presented to provide an overview of the
results of the MoT consultation in West Vancouver. In addition to
identifying the key themes of safety, traffic movement and noise, for
example, this section provides participant excerpts to give a flavour of the
most frequent comments.

Overview

More than 300 people participated in the community consultation in West
Vancouver. Community input focuses on several key themes, which
emerged through feedback collected in small group meetings, open
houses and through the web site, www.seatoskyimprovements.ca

Meeting with District of West Vancouver Staff

Ministry of Transportation (MoT) representatives including the Director of
the West Vancouver segment of the highway improvements and others
with technical expertise, met with District of West Vancouver staff to
review the consultation program and the draft pre-design options prior to
conducting the February 2004 community consultation.

12 Small Group Meetings

MoT attended 12 small group meetings between February 10" and
February 25™ 2004, to gather community input. Groups included police,
fire, Pasco Road Property Owners, the BC Trucking Association, the
School District, and others. Meetings ranged in size from two people
representing the police to more than 50 people at the Western Residents
Association meeting. More than 80 people attended the small group
meetings. Please refer to Appendix 7 for a full list of the small group
meetings.

Two Open Houses

Two open houses were held; one in Gleneagles School on Feb.16 and
one in the Park Royal Shopping Centre on Feb.22. Both open houses
were well attended, with more than 225 people coming to view large
display boards of the draft highway improvement options and discuss
them with MOT representatives.

Web and Fax Feedback

MoT consultation materials have been on the project web site
www.seatoskyimprovements.ca for the month of February and the public
has been encouraged to review the West Vancouver draft options and
provide feedback by fax-back feedback form. (Approximately 155
feedback forms with comments have been returned.)

Feedback Forms

Approximately 155 feedback forms have been received. Participants
provided their preference regarding the options and also provided
comments.

West Vancouver Consultation Summary Report
Compiled: March 4 2004  Page 3 of 90



6.1

6.2

Correspondence
Approximately 15 letters and emails have been received during the
consultation.

From Small Group Meetings

Ministry of Transportation representatives consulted with twelve West
Vancouver organizations. These were small group meetings to facilitate a
thorough review and discussion of the options. Please refer to Appendix
7.1 for a record of the notes from each meeting. The groups included, fire,
police, British Pacific Properties, Pasco Rd. Property Owners Association,
Transit, the BC Trucking Association, BC Ferries, the Western Residents
Association, the School District, the Sunset Residents Association, West
Vancouver Parks and the Provincial Emergency Program.

The majority of the groups preferred Option B (Four New Lanes
Upslope) as a first or second choice: Police, Pasco Road, BC Trucking,
BC Ferries, the School District and the Sunset Residents Association said
their first preference would be Option B. They most often mentioned better
safety and superior traffic mobility as the reasons. Some mentioned the
need to minimize environmental impacts. Fire said they would prefer
Option D, but would select Option B as a second choice.

Three groups preferred Option D (Two-way, Two-lane Tunnel) as a
first or second choice: Fire said they would prefer Option D and the
Pasco Road Residents said they would select Option D as a second
choice.

The Western Residents Association said they would prefer an option
not presented, which would be a four-lane, two-way tunnel. British Pacific
Properties and Parks expressed no preference for any option.

From Feedback Forms

More Participants Support Option B than other Options (53 for
/ 36 against) (Four New Lanes Upslope): Overall, support for
Option B (Four New Lanes Upslope) is higher than support for
Option A (Two Northbound Lanes Upslope), Option C (Northbound
Tunnel) or Option D (Two-way, Two-lane Tunnel).

Option B was the only option in which those for were greater than
those against.

Comments:

o Safety — Many consultation participants who support Option B
commented that it is superior with respect to safety. An
emergency responder said, “As an emergency responder | feel
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that this option is the safest. It would provide adequate pull off
areas and it would make responding to any emergency the
quickest and safest. It would also not affect traffic for the most
part during the construction period”.

Traffic Movement — Some consultation participants who
support Option B commented that this option would move traffic
more efficiently and includes better north and south access. A
resident said, “Number one choice, results in total four-lane use
both ways, uses existing bridge over Nelson Creek, no
restrictions for truck traffic. If section is blocked for some
reason, the old route (existing Highway 99) can be used as an
alternative”.

Noise, Visual and Environmental Impacts - Many
participants who are against Option B said that they were
concerned about the noise, visual and environmental impacts.
Some elaborated on this concern saying they would prefer an
option that minimized damage to the natural landscape.

More Participants Against Option D than in favour (40 for / 55
against) (Two-way, Two-lane Tunnel): Overall, more consultation
participants were against Option D than in favour of this two-way
tunnel option.

Comments:

Safety — Many consultation participants who were against
Option D commented that they were concerned that it was the
least safe option. A participant said, “I don'’t like this idea at all.
Splitting the traffic will be confusing and provide too much scope
for head-on collisions.” Another said, “Not an option from a
traffic safety point of view.” Another said, “Seems to be highest
impact on residents near Nelson Creek, the most complex traffic
patterns, with substandard roads being the result.” A first
responder (police) said they would prefer the overland options,
particularly Option B, to Option D because the tunnel options
present more hazards and are more difficult to respond to in
dealing with accidents and other emergencies.

Noise, Visual and Environmental Impacts — Of those
participants that supported Option D, some mentioned that a
tunnel option would have fewer visual, environmental and noise
impacts than the two overland options (Options A&B)

Cost — The cost of tunneling was mentioned by a significant
number of participants. They said they were concerned that the
cost of tunneling was too high for relatively short-term tunnel
solutions.

4-Lane Tunnel — Some people said that they would prefer a
two-way, four-lane tunnel. They said this would address safety
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issues, environmental issues and more adequately address
community values. Some of these people said, “Of all the
options presented, this (Option D) is the safest and the best
value for the future.” People who expressed a desire for a two-
way, four-lane tunnel generally acknowledged that it was a
significantly more costly solution but said it was a better long-
term solution.

More Participants Against Option A than in favour (16 for / 57
against) (Two Northbound Lanes Upslope): Overall, more
consultation participants were against Option A than in favour.

Comments:

Safety — Some consultation participants who were against
Option A commented on safety issues, but relatively less than
commented on the safety issues associated with the tunnel
options. A participant said, “The lower highway is still and would
remain very dangerous, especially around Snake Hill area, and
would slow traffic too.”

Noise, Visual and Environmental Impacts — Those who were
against this option most often noted noise, visual and
environmental impacts. A participant said, “Negative impact on
natural and scenic areas. Destruction to natural beauty
unacceptable. Impact of increased traffic noise to surrounding
neighbourhoods.” Another said, “Noise and environmental
impact greatest. Traffic circulation not diverted from the existing
congestion at Horseshoe Bay terminal.”

Cost — Some said this option was probably the best choice
because it made the most improvements at the least cost. A
participant said, “Definitely this one (Option A), sounds much
safer and at least cost.”

More Participants Against Option C than in favour (17 for / 105)
against (Northbound Tunnel): Overall, more consultation
participants were against Option C than any other option.

Comments:

Safety — Some people thought this tunnel option was safer than
the two-way, two-lane tunnel option. Some first responders
(police) were concerned about access to a one-way tunnel in
responding to accidents or other emergencies. About goods
movement, a participant said, “Doesn’t work for trucks hauling
dangerous goods. Bypass road (access to northbound lanes) is
too narrow, too steep for large trucks.”

Traffic Movement — While some participants mentioned that
MoT had made good efforts to improve the access to this option
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and had solved initial issues around the Caulfield exit, some
people commented that this option had access problems related
to Horseshoe Bay. A participant said, “Inconvenient route for
northbound traffic originating from Horseshoe Bay”.

¢ Noise, Visual and Environmental Impacts— Some people
commented on the noise impacts of this solution. “Additional
noise levels coming out of the tunnel impacts the
neighbourhood. Tunnel construction impacts the
neighbourhood.”

e Cost — Some participants questioned the cost/benefit ratio of
this option. “Limited benefit for cost. Tunnels almost always cost
more than budgeted. Local community still has extra traffic.”

6.3 From Correspondence

Some Preferred an Option Not Presented; a four-lane, two-way
tunnel

Comments about the options were mixed and some said they
would prefer an option not presented, which would be a four-lane,
two-way tunnel. Please refer to Appendix 7 for copies of the
correspondence. BC Trucking Association correspondence says
they strongly preferred Option B because of better safety and traffic
movement.

West Vancouver Consultation Summary Report
Compiled: March 4 2004  Page 7 of 90



Consultation Record (Appendices)
The consultation record is provided in the following appendices:

Summary of Small Group Meetings: Appendices 1-12 contain the notes
from the series of twelve small group meetings.

Date

Group

February 10, 2004
February 11, 2004
February 12, 2004
February 12, 2004
February 13, 2004
February 16, 2004
February 16, 2004
February 17, 2004
February 18, 2004
February 18, 2004
February 20, 2004
February 25, 2004

General Overview

West Vancouver Fire and Rescue
West Vancouver Police

British Pacific Properties

Pasco Property Owners

West Vancouver Transit

BC Trucking Association

BC Ferries

Western Residents Association
School District #45 West Vancouver
Sunset Point Rate Payers Association
Provincial Emergency Program (PEP)
West Vancouver Parks

In each meeting, Brian Stone, Section Director, provided a general
overview of the Sea-to-Sky Highway Improvement Project; project goals,
segment descriptions and, particularly the West Vancouver section.
Brian presented the draft pre-design options using the display boards.

West Vancouver Consultation Summary Report
Compiled: March 4 2004  Page 8 of 90



71

Small Group Meetings

West Vancouver Fire and Rescue
February 10, 2004

Present:

Doug Trussler, Fire Chief

Steve Sentes, Assistant Chief, Administration

Colin Wright, West Vancouver Director of Engineering & Transportation

Project Team
Brian Stone
Carolyn Butt
Terry Foster

Notes from the small group meeting held with members of West Vancouver Fire
and Rescue.

Key Issue:

Access to Highway - West Vancouver Fire and Rescue must be able to
get to and from incidents without delay. At present the response time is
4 — 6 minutes.

One-way tunnel or one-way roads do not work for fire and rescue
services.

Questions /Comments:

Between West Vancouver and Lions Bay there is a stretch of Highway that
is unprotected by West Van Fire and Rescue and this is a concern.

New fire station is going in around Gleneagles School area.

Major concern: anything going one way will not work for Fire and Rescue;
this is a major problem for Fire and Rescue.

4 lane option works for Fire and Rescue services.

Given the choices — the option with 2 way tunnel works best for Fire and
Rescue

Did you consider a toll to recover costs?

A study using a one-way tunnel and one-way roads adds 8-10 minutes to
Fire response time — this is unacceptable.

Fire and Rescue need about a 4 - 6 minute response time

Preference would be 2-way tunnel — Option D.

4 lanes upslope would also be a choice.

Option B: Would access to new Hwy be from existing Hwy?

Eagle Ridge interchange would need a turnaround.

Need to have (easy) access to the new Hwy because often the calls for
help give vague directions/locations.

What are the grades coming up the on-ramps?

West Vancouver Consultation Summary Report
Compiled: March 4 2004  Page 9 of 90



Biggest concern to any one way option is: access for Fire and Rescue
services

On the S curves, if there is a traffic accident, need to be able to have
access that does not delay response time.

It is horrific to try and get through 2 lanes of stuck traffic.

Option A and C would cause serious concern for Fire and Rescue
services.

Leave the existing road in place.

If tunnel option is chosen, make hazardous goods go around outside the
tunnel.

If the cost for 4 lane tunnels is $180 million why does the 2 lanes, 2-way
tunnel cost $170 million?

Who owns the property shown in the green space (near south end of the
highway)?

Does Option C resolve the left turn (for northbound traffic) into Horseshoe
Bay - Sunday evening traffic from Whistler causes issues at this
intersection?

Is the long tunnel from Eagle Creek to Pasco Road a possible option?

West Vancouver Consultation Summary Report
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West Vancouver Police
February 11, 2004

Present:
Trevor James, #109 Corporal
Sergeant Shamper

Project Team:
Brian Stone
Judy Kirk

Notes from the small group meeting held with members of West Vancouver
Police.

Key Issue:
= Caulfeild Interchange — MoT has responded to community input
regarding Caulfeild access issues. The draft pre-design options

= One-way traffic — can be an advantage in relation to avoiding collisions

* Two-way traffic in the Option D Tunnel could be a real problem. The
increased risk of accidents makes this option less desirable. The inability
to use this option for hazardous goods would be a problem with this option
relative to other options.

Options A&B would be preferred from a safety and road hazard perspective.
Moving traffic away from the construction is also a good thing. Option B
would be preferred from the police perspective.

Tunnel — real emergency response concerns with any of the tunnel options. If
we had an incident in the tunnel such as fire etc. we wouldn’t even be able to
get in there.

Improvements near Horseshoe Bay Ferry Terminal — all of the options

seem to present improvements to the Horseshoe Bay terminal area.
Questions & Answers:

What is the time frame of deciding on these options and the

construction period?

We will need to make a decision about the preferred option within the next

few months; construction will start within a year and last for about three years.

Shoulders — How wide will the shoulders be?
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We will work with you as we proceed to look at shoulder width and to consider
pullouts and turn-arounds.

Westmount and Eagle Ridge — Could we discuss pull-outs and shoulder
width so that we can safety engage in enforcement activities such as
pulling over drivers?

Yes, we can discuss those issues with you as we proceed from pre-design
through preliminary design to detailed design.

If you went with option B, do you have the necessary permits and
approvals to proceed?

We have been consulting with communities and stakeholders about the scope
of the project, traffic management and various draft options for more than two
years. We will continue to consult, as options are refined. The environmental
permits and other approvals are in process now and expected to proceed on
schedule.
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British Pacific Properties
February 12, 2004

Present:
Walter Thorneloe
James McLean

Project Team:
Brian Stone
Sam Thiara

Notes from the small group meeting held with representatives of British Pacific
Propetrties.

Key Issue:

Noise issues in Eagle Ridge area that will affect property value
Access into Eagle Ridge area

Questions/Comments:

That we have been pretty good at going out to the public

To get the road to 4.5 grade, how would that be done?

Access to Eagle Ridge — option A does not address this issue.

Need additional information — what are grades to option B?

We don’t agree with the environmental reports that we have put forward.
In about 5 years we want to develop the Eagle Ridge golf course
Whatever Sea to Sky chooses as the option, then the British Pacific
Properties would work with it to mitigate the noise and environmental
impacts.

If effort is coordinated then there might be opportunities to work with each
other for development to the area

Cypress Bowl Road — there is material available for construction (rock).
Option C — Do you need to ventilate the tunnel given its length?

What about the access to Eagle Ridge? With this option you really don’t
change the design

There are a number of trucks that come off the ferry and go towards
Whistler

With the tunnel, there would be a ramp at the north end of the tunnel that
connects to the southbound lane.

With option D, how would you regulate the flow of traffic? Would you use
traffic requlators? How would people shift from tunnel travel to road?

If you do one tunnel with two lanes of travel much does that cost? If you
go from option C and then do it later, how much would that be?

MoT did not consider value of land when making the assessment. This is
the above grade one.

In West Vancouver, if you have noise, that can reduce the property values
by half.
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There are concerns about expropriation battles

The tunnel option reduces the impacts of noise.

There might be some issues with multi family units based on their
development plans in Eagle Ridge — called Eagle View. Has
championship golf course and 1,215 housing units planned.

80,000 meters of rock available at Cypress Bowl area for use in
construction.

What is the ministry going to recommend as preferred option?

How sure are we with competency of the rock in the tunnel?

What is the train tunnel composition? Is it similar to the tunnel plans?
Even for a tunnel option, will need some agreement with British Pacific
Properties.
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Pasco Road Property Owners
February 12, 2004

Project Team:
Brian Stone
Ron Lee

Terry Foster

Present:

Peter Balogh

Sue and Chris Hetherington
Vincent and Pamela Liedl|
Sandra Nott

Alan and Isabelle Procter
Vi and Bob Crone

Marilyn and Rudy Kiauka

Note: Some people listed spouses that were not in attendance, but I did not
require them to identify themselves, as they want to be acknowledged as a
couple.

Notes from the small group meeting held with members of Pasco Road Property
Owners.

Key Issues:
= Left turn across highway in heavy traffic
= Second access (intersections in general)

Questions/Comments:
= How do you go left out from Pasco Road?
Will this exit be curbed, protected?
There’s no left turn there in all?
What about the time for emergency vehicles to get here (to Pasco)?
How do you put a gate on the highway?
They would use concrete blocks.
The new fire hall is moving closer to us.
We’'re still four lanes by Ansell Place.
So that doesn’t help us at all.
That’s what we don'’t like — the four lanes
Where does this join up, this is the existing highway.
There is going to be a huge noise factor.
Why would you think there would be so much more noise?
Because the trees by the mountain would be gone. On that side trees
would be taken out.
= |s the road coming closer over (to Pasco Road)?
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Are there any provisions for sound barriers when they get close to
communities like Pasco Road?

Once there are four lanes it becomes a freeway.

Does the entrance to Pasco road change? We were told that it would
change.

You will have to widen the highway, you don’t have the details to show
where the widening will be -- on the mountain side or this side?

One other issue that has come up in the past, if the widening is on the
water side, the grade is steep and the sightlines are not good coming up
the hill. Something would have to be done to fix the grade.

Is the overpass going to stay the same as it is now?

What would emergency vehicles do in the case of a two-lane tunnel?
Where is that road is coming up (to join the highway)?

How would you cross the highway to get to that ramp?

| thought you said all the options were the same from here to here, why
does this look different?

What happened to the two upper lanes? Why are they now down?

Is it a 4.5 grade in all options?

A couple issues with the options from West Van: Environmental, property
owners unhappy, visual impact. Are you addressing these issues?

Do any require purchase of land from West Van?

Have you talked to them about a price?

Who owns it? ( the land)

How much is this going to cost to make these land acquisitions?

Option D - where would it come out then? (1k vs. 1.4k)

That sounds better (option D)

No it doesn’t change things for us.

Could you turn north going back on to the highway?

So this would be higher? (grade)

I’'m completely confused. What is the advantage of the tunnel? What way
is the traffic?

| don’t see what the advantage of a tunnel would be.

This road would be local traffic. It doesn’t have anything to do us.

It would be better if local traffic used the access, if it went by Pasco Road.
| wonder what'’s the difference in cost between doing a tunnel vs. Option
B? Why would anyone want it (Option D)?

Basically you're only saving a minute or two?

It's a disadvantage from there (portal visible).

West Van would probably prefer the tunnel.

West Van wants the two-way tunnel.

If something happens to us and there is a delay in a one-way tunnel there
is no access. We’d be in trouble.

If the tunnels are both two-way at least you would have some way of
getting there.

You also lose the beauty of the road if there’s a tunnel.

Yes. So why are we doing it?
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It (that last accident) wouldn’t have happened with a median there.

| have a problem. | think this whole process is being done backwards. We
should do want now before the 2010 Olympics. We should be designing
the perfect highway and do what we can afford now. Like in Switzerland.
We should be doing it that way not this way.

Such little changes are being offered. The money is being spent the wrong
way.

This rushing for a two-week time span of public consultation is so short.
That’s what we have to remember when roads get closed for accidents;
our traffic is still going too be heavy. Think about access.

We are not being offered any options. The plans are too similar on all the
options (pointed out -from here-to-here). We don’t have any real options.
Is the back way totally out of the question? On the other side of the hill,
you could use the watershed road.

On our little bit of the road from Horseshoe Bay to Pasco, if you could just
put a truck road north and south it would have saved that guys’ lives the
other day. The road is virtually there already. So there are options for this
corridor there are not options for another road.

| think the changes are being made here because there are more voters
there (other areas) than we have here.

Have any contracts for construction be let out yet?

What about rock removal for this one? Volume sorted out? Where it goes?
That is not acceptable. That is not taking responsibility. That gives them
Carte Blanche to do whatever they want; whatever is cheaper.

| imagine they will have rock crushers up there. They are used to make
the highway.

You had rock crushers here along different parts of the highway before.
Very recently they have done it.

| heard West port was going to be the place for it.

They are called options but is 90% of the weight leaning already to one
particular option?

Does West Van want the two-way tunnel or do they just want a tunnel?

A four-lane tunnel (would last 50-70 years).

| know it’s not one of these options; but why wasn’t a 3k tunnel considered
that would work?

The impact is a short time you mentioned, but when | moved here | never
passed a car (19 yrs. ago); so what you are doing now will affect things for
years to come.

As traffic increases and you only have one access, it's not a good result.
A lot of people will still go the scenic route. The local people will take it.

It doesn’t matter because where we are all meeting becomes 4 lanes
anyway.

You mentioned a protected left turn lane. Traffic will still be busy and sight
lines not great. Is it possible to have a separate road that went under the
existing road?

As traffic really increases even turning right is a problem.
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Hopefully, we would want an acceleration rate change. We want a ramp.
We want to protection with a rock burme. It helps protect from the noise
coming down the slope.

Hopefully by having four lanes, there is an option for people to move over
and let you in.

| guess it’s like Lions Gate Bridge where you can see the traffic coming in.
I’'m reassured that you know about the burm. You are new. It’s nice that
you know that.

Is the date for the final choice of an option set?

Rainfall has been heavy over the last two weeks. There is a lot of water
coming down and that water has to be redirected. | hope highway
department will work together with CN Rail.

We have a waterfall there.

The subdivision by Ansell they took out 75% of the trees and the water
increased by 50%.

Was it considered going out at Ansell instead?

Ansell wasn’t given any options then either?

Construction was supposed to start in 2005. How long will it take? Will it
start on time?

How long is construction season?

Is the upper and the lower roads now totally out of the question?

They aren’t upper and lower roads anymore. The old ones are gone.

If there were two lanes higher up it would be better for us.

| like the split option. Then we have the option for local access. It's gone
now.

What is the cut coming off 2" Narrows?

Right now where else is there a 4% grade? Is there something we can
compare it to?

| think 6% grade looks steep because it goes for such a long time
Where will this 4% start and stop?

So it’s the same grade on all these options?

Where do these roads come together?

Where is Snake hill on there?

Would we hear the noise from the ramp over there?

We certainly hear the trucks (from the present highway).

They use their engine brakes. The first sign is at HB. It's easier and it’s
noisy.

Pasco road entrance there is no option.

What you’'ve got marked as the sunset interchange is Ansell Place?
The reason we need to follow the existing highway is there are so many
structures.

Option B is the best.

Option B or Option D are the best options.

West Van won’t go for this because of environmental impacts.

They don’t want the visual impact of highway on the landscape.
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West Vancouver Transit
February 13, 2004

Present:
Greg Curry, Transit Manager, West Vancouver Transit Dept.
Gareth Rowlands, Superintendent of Operations, West Vancouver Transit Dept

Project Team:
Brian Stone
Carolyn Butt

Notes from the small group meeting held with members of West Vancouver
Transit Department.

Key Issue:

Of the choices - Option D is our choice. But suggest a closer look at 4-
lane tunnel as the best option.

.Questions /Comments:

Direct northbound access from Horseshoe Bay is a priority;

Doubling of lanes - existing two way and new up-slope two way better;
than funneling 100% southbound traffic through local Horseshoe
Bay/Ferry Terminal area;

the up-slope option provides "bypass" route;

A tunnel is less intrusive on landscape;

Should consider a two lane, two way tunnel option as minimum but include
low profile median separator rather than just a yellow line to separate and
control vehicle movements;

A better choice is new 4 lane tunnel. Four highway lanes will exist at
either end of tunnel. Eliminates pinch points at both ends of two lane
tunnel. During heavy southbound traffic approaching Pasco Rd. -- will
some use the existing "local" highway not only as overflow but as a
"passing" lane if a two lane tunnel is chosen;

Of the choices - Option D is our choice. But suggest a closer look at 4-
lane tunnel.
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BC Trucking Association
February 16, 2004

Present:

Dietmar Krause

Lousie Yako - BCTA

John Allan — rent commercial trucks
Rick McArthur — asphalt transportation
Paul Landry — President and CEO
Shub Bawa

Victor Leginsky

Project Team:
Brian Stone
Rob Bedard
Sam Thiara

Notes from the small group meeting held with members of BC Trucking
Association.

Key Issue:

Traffic issues for trucks using the Sea-to-Sky Highway;
Value for money — wants lowest price option to get job done as there are
other projects to consider in the province.

Questions/Comments:

There is an article in the Vancouver Province that pin points some areas
on the STS that are high crash areas;

Is the bridge in Horseshoe Bay already existing or does it have to be
constructed?

What is the elevation of the new road on option A near Horseshoe Bay.
Will it be a severe grade?

What about access and traffic departure off the ferry — this is an important
consideration;

You will now climb from the brake check instead of going down.

Will there still be a brake check?

Are all the options about the same cost?

With Option B, there are no residents till you get to Pasco Road on the
waterfront;

If you start work on Option B, then you could do work and not affect traffic
as the traffic could use existing highway?

When you complete new road, who would have rights to existing highway;
The option B allows for ferry congestion to not affect flow of traffic;

How many km’s is new route?

Is there a lot of rock work to be done for Option B?

Do you lose your left turn off the ferry?
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Is there any cost sharing with BC Ferries?

Regarding Option C what about dangerous goods being taken through
tunnel?

With dangerous goods, the trucks could go on local route which is the
existing route;

Regarding Option D — what is the cost affect on the overall project?
Would the project have to pull $’'s from other areas to accommodate
Option D?

If you go with one-way tunnel, is it expandable?

What is the elevation for the tunnel Option C and D?

Will the traffic in the tunnel be separated?

The two-lane, one-way tunnel makes more sense

Have the MoT come up with a ‘preferred’ option and if so which one is it?
Is there residential in the area south of Eagle Ridge

Option B seems more viable and practical than the rest of the options.
With Option A, it would be necessary to have to get rid of traffic.

What are environmental issues in the area for Option B?

Is the environmental costs included in the cost estimates?

For how long will Option B be sufficient for traffic capacity?

For Option D, the south side of tunnel would need a large interchange.
Who are the ministers that are on the EA?

On the overall project, how will the WP1 factor in? Will you be able to
advise the DBFO contractor on what is to be done.

When will EAO process start? Option selected by Feb 277

Are there tolls planned?

How much weight is put on safety over environmental impacts?

When comparing other projects with environmental impacts, are there
challenges in this project?

Most of the environmental issues deal with plants.
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BC Ferries Corporation
February 16, 2004

Present:
lan Downie — Terminal Manager
Gary Leitch — Manager — Stakeholder Relations and Consultation

Project Team:
Brian Stone
Sam Thiara

Notes from the small group meeting held with representatives of BC Ferries.

Key Issue:

Trying to move the cars off the shoulder of the highway and into through
traffic.

Questions and Comments:

Option A — Exit 1 is not an exit to the Sea to Sky Highway.

Option B — Where would the brake check be?

BC Ferries doing some planning on the structure on the hill down to
ferries. Option B does not affect BC Ferries plans.

Option C — comes in near Nelson Creek

Option D — What is the extra cost for now that this Option has gone up to
$170 million?

What is the length of the tunnel?

With Option D, does it adequately deal with capacity (and increasing
capacity)?

How long is the Cassiar tunnel and how do the ventilation fans work?

Do the options meet the capacity requirements? It might still be messy.
How does Option B measure up for reliability?

Do you have a technical option that is more favourable?

How long is the ‘capacity cycle’ for the highway?

There are advantages for BC Ferries but the only disadvantage of Option
B is that it gets highway traffic closer to the ferry traffic than the other
options. If there are two exit lanes towards the ferries, then this option is
probably workable.

Can'’t see option A working for BC Ferries.

Option B seems to address the key issues of trying to get cars off the
shoulder and into through traffic.
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Western Residents’ Association
February 17, 2004

Present:

Bruce McArthur, Frank Musson, Barbara Kleist, Diane Pegoraro, Judi Zurbrugg,
Edna Thomson, Rita Breakey, David Hillington, Pam Best, Carl Parker, Keith
Goddard, Sheera von Puttkamer, Miles Hollingbury, Anne Russell, Soraya
Othman, Geoff Goldsmith-dJones, Pam Goldsmith-Jones, A. Adsheed, B. Pettit,
Jason Leask, Trish Panz, Barney Nunns, Richard Cober, Jim Arnott, Marie
Arnott, Colin Campbell, Bill Owen, Alex v. Kleist, Marshall Bauman, M. Bryon,
Erik Wilhelm, Claire Rushton, Marion Stewart, Alan Thompson, Alexandra
Thompson, Hohn Roberts, Michele Davies, Ed Byrd

Project Team:
Brian Stone
Carolyn Butt

Notes from the small group meeting held with members of the Western
Residents’ Association.

Key Issue:
*= Minimize existing problems, i.e. ferry traffic mixing with local traffic.
= Keep highway traffic out of this area.
= The only acceptable and safest option would be twin tunnels.

Questions /Comments:

= What are the cost estimates for each of the options?

= With the tunnel option, how will the ferry traffic be handled?

= On a busy weekend, the ferry traffic backs up past Nelson Creek.

= How do you propose for a major highway to get past the ferry traffic? Our
area has been under siege for the last five years. We are tired of the
disruption.

= Dave Stewart at West Van. City Hall was endorsed two tunnels
(one for northbound and one for southbound traffic).

= Are these improvements being planned for the Olympics or are they
being planned for growth that will happen 20 years from now?

= For each option, have you projected what will happen when population
expands/grows?

= This highway improvement is an investment in the future — make a
decision that will work 40 years from now —don’t be short sighted.

= Itlooks and sounds like we will get stuck with Option B even though
we do not want it.

= In Option B, if ferry traffic gets to the highway the same way as it
does now — it will be very dangerous.

= Would ‘curve’ improvements on the existing highway be done at night?
(No, as there are noise restrictions.)
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Tunnels are a safer option (two tunnels).

Accidents on the highway during Dec., Jan., Feb., and August are
higher than the provincial average but an overland route that is higher (up
the hillside) would have more accidents in winter weather (than having two
tunnels).

Why would Option D — a single tunnel with two lanes — two-way

traffic even be considered — with no centre divide, it is unsafe.

If there was a four-lane, divided tunnel - then safety would not be

an issue.

If there are going to be cost over-runs and most certainly there will

be, why not let these occur in the area where there are most problems, i.e.
around ferry traffic?

How was the $600 million budget established and who is

contributing to the cost of the highway improvements?

Is the federal government contributing any money and if not, why

not?

What are the environmental impacts of Option D?

Has an estimate been done on the costs of blasting to straighten

the curves in Option D?

In the corridor, where do most of the traffic accidents occur?

When the RAV line is receiving so much funding, why can’t there

be another $20 million for twin tunnels for the Sea-to-Sky Highway?
Looking at Options A & B, how much money has been allocated for
land acquisition?

Is ‘fair market value’ being used for land acquisition?

What would the environmental impacts be for Options A & B
compared to an option with twin tunnels?

What is the status of the EA certificate and when will you get
certification?

Has consideration been given for tolling to pay for twin tunnels?

Why couldn’t money from tolls be used to pay for the difference in
costs between Option D and a twin tunnel option (referred to as Option E
in this meeting)?

How long would a toll be needed in order to pay off a twin tunnel
option?

Doesn’t West Van. Municipality want twin tunnels?

Options A & B require cuts into the mountain side —are there any
drawings/renderings that show what this will look like from the Howe
Sound side?

The Horseshoe Bay residents need more detailed drawings of all

the options to see what is really happening.

Please communicate (to those making decisions on the
improvements) that there is only one option that will work — that is twin
tunnels (referred to as Option E).

If Option B is the option that is being chosen why bother to discuss
Option D at all.
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= Option D is not the choice of West Van. — it is the preferred option
but really West Van municipality wants 4 lanes — two tunnels.

= Why is Option D being considered as a 1km tunnel — it should be at
least 1.4km long?

= The only thing that is being considered and weighed is the money;
we should circulate a petition and push for twin tunnels (referred to as
Option E).
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School District #45 West Vancouver
February 18, 2004

Present:

Bob Melling, School District #45 West Vancouver, Supervisor of Purchasing &
Transportation

Gary Cords, School District #45 West Vancouver, Facilities Supervisor

Jane Kellett, School District #45 West Vancouver, Trustee

Ron Siggs, Cardinal Transportation, Communications Officer

Project Team:
Brian Stone
Carolyn Butt

Notes from the small group meeting held with School District #45 West
Vancouver.

Key Issue:
= Maintain drop off of children in Horseshoe Bay.
= Minimize existing problems and not make them worse, i.e. ferry
traffic mixing with local traffic.
» Avoid increasing the traffic turnaround at Caulfeild,
*= Maintain easy access north to Lions Bay without mixing with heavy
southbound traffic.

Questions /Comments:

= Option A — explain how you get out of Horseshoe Bay to go
northbound.

= In Option A, ferry traffic is a concern

= Ferry traffic going to Whistler is also is a concern because it runs
right in front of a school

= There is an existing ferry traffic problem, how is this going to be
solved?

= Option B — Have you dealt with the overloads for summer ferry
traffic — it often backs up to Caulfeild in summer months

= Meeting point of where old Hwy 99 and new Hwy 99 meets — is
there an overpass planned?

= Where you get onto the new portion of road — what is the
percentage of the grade?

»= 4 lanes — how is the traffic being separated (by barriers)?

= Explain the exit to Horseshoe Bay in Option B?

= By closing the exit at Eagleridge for thru traffic, it separates ferry
traffic from northbound Hwy traffic.

= What are the environmental problems with respect to Option B?

= There is a lot of hiking done in the area — are the environmental
impacts in Option B too great to the area?
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Option B provides the best option during the Olympic games (with
increased traffic).

Option B — probably safest option for buses for drop off children in
Horseshoe Bay.

Option C — What are the site lines from Horseshoe Bay; do you
see the Hwy from Horseshoe Bay village?

What is the difference in elevation between Options B & C?
Tunnel begins north of Nelson Creek, where is the north end of the
tunnel located?

The 10% grade is very significant, problems arise with ferry truck
traffic, and weather.

If Option C is chosen (one way northbound tunnel), buses and
dangerous cargo would have to bypass the tunnel and go up the 10%
grade — not a particularly good solution.

Option C - right hand exit for ferry traffic will cause back-ups.

Does Option C — follow the old road?

Plowing in winter becomes a problem in Option C — the grade is too
steep.

Option D —is it one lane in each direction with no dividers? That is
dangerous.

For Buses — Option D — not happy to have to take a bus through a
2-way, 2-lane tunnel.

Option D — dangerous goods are not allowed through the tunnel.

Is the twin tunnel option off the table and not an option at all?

How does a twin tunnel option become viable?

Moving children on school buses — down to Horseshoe Bay to drop
off and then continue up to Lions Bay is possible with Option B.
Worry about getting children from Gleneagles out to the Highway —
is a concern.

Dangerous cargo traveling outside of tunnel - possibly with local
traffic, is worrisome.

Option B and possibly a twin tunnel (Option E) are the best options.
Getting traffic as far away from ferry traffic as possible is important.
Realistically, single way traffic in a tunnel is the only possible
solution.

Have environmental groups given blanket approval of Option B?
Major concern: when the Hwy is completed, it will already be
obsolete.

Squamish and Whistler have had huge growth and the next growth
is in Pemberton.

Is a four lane road sufficient for the future growth along/up the
corridor?

Straighten out the curves in the road and separate the traffic with
barriers/dividers and accidents will be reduced significantly.

Is it possible to do less cutting into the ground (surface) to minimize
the impacts to the area?
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= Are four lanes planned all the way to Squamish?
= Emergency services: have they worked out the differences between
Lions Bay and West Vancouver.
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Sunset Rate Payers Association
February 18, 2004

Present:

Marcie and Michael Williams
Christine Collins

Michael Creber

Project Team:
Brian Stone
Ron Lee

Terry Foster

Notes from the small group meeting held with Sunset Rate Payers’ Association.

Key Issue:

Noise

Questions/Comments:

When is the estimated start time of the construction?

| expect you'll start at this end and work down. Or will you start at

both ends?

| have a few concerns. There was an accident last week at 1330

and it took me until 2100 to get my family home. Big equipment and traffic
have been on this road for a long time. When you have young children it’s
very difficult to wait in the car for long periods when they are hungry.

I’m going to make a very unpopular statement. They should reduce

the speed to 60 km/hr going into town and in construction zones. | know
this is unpopular, but maybe you could think about it. People are racing
along and it’s a residential area they are going through.

You won’t find that they are speeding in the straight-aways and

then losing time in the hairpin turns.

You say it was 90 km/hr in the corridor --is that the speed limit

for the entire corridor or is it 80-90 km/hr?

Why are they not lowering the speed limit in this area, it's a

residential area as well.

It can be detrimental to have to low a speed limit on straight-aways,

some people won'’t follow the slower vehicles at all and others will and
there will be crashes.

What are the options for fencing for noise? Is there any data that

shows that fencing works and lowers the ambient noise by 2 or 3 decibels,
like fencing we see in North Vancouver?

Noise--this is a big concern. The noise issue is huge. We can't

sleep at night. We can’t open the windows. We can never open the
windows and that’s not fair.

One of the difficulties in this community here is that there is the
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mountain and there is a lot of reflection of noise back on us at this level.
Maybe if there were barriers, it would help.

" You moved the highway over, the noise is going right over the
barriers now.
" The options you’ve got are going higher up and there will be a

boomerang effect over the water.

Option A:
" There are times when you would need a fast, emergency response
and taking ten minutes would cost a life.

" That isn’t that much farther (the turn around point).

" How do Western Residents feel about this one? This looks
beneficial to them.

" How much time do you lose to go up and back?

" They are combining the emergency response stations down in

Horseshoe Bay, i.e., fire, police, ambulance and | am wondering how they
feel about this?

. With all four or any options, when traffic is returning from Whistler
and they have two lanes at Horseshoe Bay, it's the merge condition where
they join the highway is a concern. It becomes an extension of the 401
freeway. | think you should have to make a conscious decision to take the
highway rather than to take the ferry.

" | like this option because the traffic is all going in one direction.

Option B:

. | like this. This is better.

" It's all ready existing.

" The default is if you're traveling southbound you keep going straight
and not get stuck in the ferry traffic.

. | heard a rumour in a meeting with David Hahn, they aren’t using
the stacking room. The tollbooth isn’t working. The parking isn’t working.

" This option gets my vote. There is no tunnel.

" Can we talk about the environmental impact of this option?

" There is a lot of concern about environmental assessment in animal
and bird areas. | think what is equally important is the impact on humans.

" A further comment on the noise. Earth and rock burms work great.

" The rock cut left on this side would reduce noise.

. People coming back from Whistler are just going to continue down
the road and onto the highway. | like this.

" There used to be a business association and then a lot of

businesses got choked out in Horseshoe Bay. With the Olympics they
want to build it up again.

. What is the response of the Pasco Road residents?

" | like that we still have the existing highway if there is an accident;
there is still a way to get around.

" | hate tunnels. | think they are dangerous.
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Optio

Option B increases traffic from Pasco Road, but there are only

about 8 homes down there and they don’t go out much.

The elevation of the road in Option B has increased, in the winter
what about snow and ice?

One of the things that causes so many accidents in the fall and
winter months is the black ice. You hit a patch of ice at the higher
elevation where there isn’t in the sun. Young drivers or tourists aren’t
expecting it, accidents occur.

nC:

Why would there be an advantage of a tunnel?

What is wrong with an above ground tunnel as a barrier to the
highway, like the Cassiar?

It's really expensive.

What about reviewing some really serious barriers?

This option looks like it has a lot of excavation here.

What does this option cost?

It's a long tunnel.

A lot of people don’t like those long tunnels.

You are back down to one lane again.

The Whistler traffic merging with the ferry traffic, is slow in this

option.

If the tunnel shut down, there is no way to get home from Caulfeild.
This is a really bad design.

Can we access the environmental impact assessment?

This option has a number of disadvantages. It has lower
environmental impacts but everything else seems to be a disadvantage.
Tunnel portal is hardly noticeable, but there are no homes at this

level anyway.

What is the noise going to be like in this option?

Another great disadvantage is the traffic heading home from

Whistler (southbound).

Back to Option B, there isn’t that much of a visual impact because
there is no one here to see it anyway. Maybe 6 or 8 homes at that level.
The only downside for Option B is the environmental impacts.

You're saying that tunnels are more environmentally friendly but

there will be drilling into the mountain, the water, the lighting, the safety,
etc.

Consider looking at the major tunnel accidents that happen in

France.

With our extreme weather out here | would rather pull over on the

side of the road rather than be stuck in a tunnel where | can’t get out of
there way.

Tunnels after a while are always filthy dirty. There is a maintenance
issue. An exposed road gets washed off with rain.

How wide are the shoulders in this option?
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Is this the design of the tunnel in Option D?
What is the cost of Option C?

Option D:

What are you allowed to spend on this stretch?

Does this option merge in the same place as Option C?

You need a more serious ventilation system with Option D.

You’re adding to the noise too?

Option D seems shortsighted. What happens 30-50 years from now
with the two-lane road? (capacity)

The other thing is that for westbound traffic the natural thing is to
take the ferry route.

What’s going to happen when ferry traffic backs up onto the
highway?

Trucks that travel this highway have a tough job, like having to
merge on the steep grades, and getting into one lane.

That’s what | don’t like moving back to one lane.

We will still see volume at our house just trying to back on the
interchange.

It's going to be dangerous merging back into the tunnel.

We got a letter from the mayor that said they like Option D. We said
we wanted four lanes, so the one that comes closest for us now is Option
B.

If money was no object we would like, if everything came over the top and
it happened in West Van. (moving the entire road)

General Comments

You can put a lot of greenery around a highway if it's a visual
impact issue.

Please don'’t think that a couple of trees will fix anything here, noise
is a huge issue.

What about underground watering?

It will have to be moved anyway. (utility companies issues)

There have been fatalities with hitting hydro poles.

If you’re doing a new road anyway how hard would it be for them to
dig a trench? They could piggyback on MoT.

The timing is good. Some of these power poles are ready to fall
down.

Option B is cool. The tunnel doesn’t really reduce the noise.

What is West Van'’s concern with Option B (they favor D)

You've concluded that B is the best?
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Provincial Emergency Program (PEP)
February 20, 2004

Present:
Marvin Harrower, Director

Project Team:
Brian Stone
Sherry Barnes

Notes from the small group meeting held with the Provincial Emergency
Program.

Key Issue:
Tunnel safety

Questions/Comments

There has never been a problem with any tunnel

The issue would be a first response issue — fire, ambulance

Major accidents would be a first response issue

What about Europe, there should be plenty of information there.
This is not a PEP responsibility

Municipality of West Vancouver, they have the responsibility
Emergency responders might require special equipment but it is still
the Municipality’s responsibility.

There is a Road Rescue program that will cover costs outside the
municipality but this won'’t apply to West Vancouver.
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West Vancouver Parks and Recreation
February 25, 2004

Present:
Doug Leavers
Steve Jenkins
Ray Fung
Brent Dozzi

Project Team:
Brian Stone
Sam Thiara

Notes from the small group meeting held with West Vancouver Parks and
Recreation.

Key Issue:

The environmental impact from the various options must be considered,
both short term/long term.

Questions/Comments

In the area of Horseshoe Bay is there going to be fill or a bridge?

A small Arbutus grove is located at the interchange of Option B.

North slope across from Horseshoe Bay is a sensitive wetland area. The
Baden Powell Trail is very sensitive.

Larsen Creek is not fish baring at the site where Option B is proposed, it is
fish baring south of the highway (Horseshoe Bay).

The Baden Powell is a highly utilized trail.

Access to watersheds? Roads are kept for fire access.

Access off the new highway in Option B is important for emergency
services.

From a traffic perspective, Option B gets the traffic moving and away from
the existing highway.

As soon as you go overland and the bigger the footprint, the more
significant the environmental impact.

There could be lost opportunities to recreation.

What is the grade difference in Option C?

Option C — the ramp would be used by the public.

Would all ferry traffic heading north have to use the ramp?

Would there be right hand exit to Horseshoe Bay?

For Option D, if you extend the tunnel then do you change the grade?

At what point could you extend the tunnel so that the grade is not
significant?

What is the cost of the interchange at the south end of the tunnel?

What about the cost of the tunnel vs. the cost of purchasing land for the
overland options?
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It is difficult to put a cost on the project when you include the
environmental impact.

What are the project goals related to the environmental or social impacts?
Do we have cost of maintenance of overland options vs. tunnel options?
When are you going to release the multiple accounts variable and will the
public get to see it?

What was the general discussion at the open houses about the social
impacts vs. the engineering design?

Can’t see how we can implement a coupling system.

The utilities operations for going into tunnels and into Caulfeild would be
cumbersome.

Noise and rerouting would impact on the trail. The mitigation is
improvements to parking etc.

Larsen watershed area is very sensitive and should be protected at all
costs.

There has been loss of Arbutus grove in the Eagleridge area. The arbutus
growth is very sensitive.

From traffic point, it is Option B and D. Option D can be done, but with the
concept that another tunnel be added down the road.

For Option D is there a 20 year horizon for growth and capacity?

What is the timeline on making a decision regarding the option that will be
chosen?

Small Group Meetings — Options Tally Sheet

West West British Pasco West BC B.C. Western School | Sunset | PEP | West
Van. Van. Pacific Property | Van. Trucking | Ferries | Residents | District | Pt. Van.
Fire & Police | Owners | Owners Transit | Assoc. Assoc. #45 Rate Parks
Rescue Payers
Assoc.
2nd
Option A choice
v v v v v v
Option choice
B
Option C
2" v
Option D choice
Other —
option not v
presented
No
Preference v v v

v - first choice (includes no preference and options that were not presented)
2" Choice — as noted
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7.2

Feedback Forms

OPTION A - Two northbound lanes upslope
(Two northbound lanes use a new route constructed upslope. Two
southbound lanes use the existing Highway 99 route.)

Unacceptable.

"The cheapest way, but not solving traffic problems near the ferry
terminal. This currently is very poorly designed, dangerous,
inefficient."

Unacceptable.

"No, No."

No.

"Unacceptable - Visual, noise."

"If all these self-serving people, worrying about ""NIMBY"" did not get a
hearing, this is probably the way the engineers on the project would
go. And it should be their decision. Too much democracy is not

good.”

Not convenient for North bound traffic originating from Horseshoe Bay
Area.

#2 Choice - but may be too congested considering ferry traffic

Walking to close to Highway.

#115M

"We live in Gleneagles and this will likely create significant noise. This
will significantly reduce the livability of the area, and certainly property

values."

Absolutely Do.

Unacceptable to local traffic; Horseshoe Bay turnaround would be very
busy. Emergency vehicles use this as access which would be difficult

to access from both directions. Noise to school would increase in the
long term and during construction. - Environmentally unacceptable.
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"No, 99 should be a local road."

"Unacceptable. Severe visual impact from structures, arrive
improvements and overland route cuts -> Entire area route to close to
Baden Powell Trail and Lansen Creek Wetlands noise level increases
in vicinity of Gleneagles school. "

"No. This is a poor solution. There are very few such beautiful areas
in British Columbia, especially so very close to Vancouver. In the

future, both residents and tourists will want to enjoy this area. The
impact is far too great on the surrounding area and unique features."

Unacceptable.

No! Negative impact on natural and scenic areas. Destruction to
natural beauty unacceptable. Impact of increased traffic noise to
surrounding neighbourhoods.

Splitting traffic N/S not a viable traffic option/Safety - longevity.

No.

No.

Best option in my opinion. | am surprised that plans don't show West
Vancouver's 1200-foot elevation limit of future development relevant to
environmental impact.

Too short term an option. Think further ahead than just 2010.

This is a half measure. Let's look at Option D instead. Our road
infrastructure should be developed for the future.

Second Choice. Minimizes ecological impact above Eagle Ridge.
Absolutely unacceptable.

No.

Must be divided highway! Also a good Option but | prefer Option B
because of the extra lanes 4 and 2 in case of accidents you would

have 2 options with Option B.

4
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Prefer 1 On option and economical . This corridor should not have
priority over many other BC road/transportation problems.

Unacceptable

This is not to my mind a solution. In order to go North from the
terminal at the West end of the municipality several new structures will
be necessary imposing new electrical ** ** affecting the local
community. Also the above grade new lighting is a negative.

"#3 Since this is the most likely option, | am very concerned about
increased noise and visual impact on Horseshoe Bay neighbourhoods.

Not acceptable. Congestion will result.

"#2 As long as emergency vehicles can access the highway
northbound at Horseshoe Bay to serve Answell Place, Sunset Beach
et cetera, provided there is some left turn ability at Lawrence Say
(where we live) both off the highway northbound and off the highway
southbound."

Hate to see beautiful forest destroyed.

Not a good option. Let's keep major traffic away from Horseshoe Bay.
#3 Does not solve congestion caused at Horseshoe Bay Highway 99
entrance by unloading ferry traffic. Visual scar on hillside above
Horseshoe Bay. Costly property acquisition.

No.

N.B. All options eliminate turnaround traffic at Caulfield and permit
northbound traffic from Horseshoe Bay. This is important and has been

addressed.

#4Noise and environmental impact greatest. Traffic circulation not
diverted from the existing congestion of Horseshoe Bay terminal.

North and south bound are too separated.
"#4 This option is not an option to me. The Lower Highway is still and

would remain very dangerous, especially around Snake Hill area, and
would slow traffic too."
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"Diminishes impact on residents near Nelson Creek, as lanes nor
expanded. Merge of 99 South with ferry not improved. Doesn't deal
with extended ferry lineups. Some residents will have reduced access
to 99 North."

Concern over crossover of northbound 99 traffic and ferry traffic.
Capacity too low given future growth prospects for Sea to Sky Corridor.
No.

Unacceptable.

Definitely this one. Sounds much safer and at less cost.

This makes the most sense and most favourable. No impact to
Caulfield exchange. No expensive bridge widening at Nelson Court.

Best solution! Lease impact on neighbourhood and after construction
is completed. Least noise level increase for entire area.

Terrible too much blasting etc, destruction of environment, cute. Loss
of expensive developable land. Risk of slides, rocks

No.

No

Separating out traffic is better.

Probably best option. | don't like tunnels (I ride a motorcycle)
Too much congestion on Horseshoe Bay

Too many flaws, too much time needed, will go over budget
Option A

If new route hidden in cutting should have least impact, least
expensive, little environmental impact, best option

Neither option A or B appeal to me. The impact on this popular hiking
area (i.e. moving the Baden Powell Trail, cutting trees) is something |
strongly disagree with.

#3
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#3

This is the most practical

The best idea. Simple to achieve.

Third

Second best option, still requires the use of existing Highway 99
southbound which has to many abrupt turns and steep sections. |
would anticipate more accidents with tow lanes southbound in its
current configuration. Also construction would interfere with traffic

flow.

This seems the best option of the four listed. Concerned about the
environmental impact to the area. Water problems?

This is not viable as it creates slower emergency vehicles response
times and cuts through sensitive Eco systems

This is the least desirable of all of the 4 offered. The newly conceived
"connector" idea is a lot better than the idea of having traffic go to
Caulfield to head North.

Very bad idea.

No, we are not at all supporting this option.

Nonsense

This option disturbs the land almost as much as B but provides much
less in efficiency, safety, and capacity. Adding the extra two lanes in
the future compounds costs and inconvenience. Upgrading the two
southbound lanes is expensive for the results gained. This is a

beautiful piece of scenic road. Add rumble strips for safety.

Short sites poor option. Very short term option. Environmental and
neighborhood impact substantial. Not appropriate.

Insufficient.
No. Too much traffic through Horseshoe Bay.

A Poor environmental outcome.
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= Do not favor.

= Opposed - Visual impact on Howe Sound ruins natural area creates
poor local access for our property. Opposed strongly. (reduces road
access to our property)!

= No.

= These are highway design safety issues (narrow)curves, excess to
Horseshoe Bay, etc.) from the existing Highway 99 Route.

= No, too much impact on vegetative cover and local traffic.

= This is totally impractical.

* Good (third choice).
OPTION B - Four New Upslope Lanes
(Four new lanes upslope from the existing Highway 99 corridor. The
existing Highway 99 serves local traffic and long trip traffic.)

= Unacceptable.

= "Best choice, solves all problems with newly designed exits and
entrances, not a quick sit on band aid design. "

= Unacceptable.

= 2nd choice

= As an emergency responder | feel that this option is the safest. It
would provide adequate pull off areas and it would make responding to
any emergency the quickest and safest. It would also not affect traffic
for the most part during the construction period.

= No.

= "Unacceptable - Visual, noise, loss of bluff."

= This is my choice. A new four lane safe road without sharp lands is the
way to go. The extra cost over option A is worth it.

= This would be my first choice.
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Highway will open gates to development safest option therefore #1
choice

#1 Choice - Results in total 4 lane use - traffic both ways - uses
existing bridge over Nelson Creek* - No restrictions for truck traffic - if
section is blocked for some reason - the old route can be used as
alternative.

Walking to close to Highway.

$130M | think this is the best solution but it will mean a loss of hiking
trails

This one!
Same as above - only worse.

Upslope - is misleading on a cliff face - this would also have significant
impacts.

Unacceptable. How can a highway go through blue listed areas?
Highly visible in the community -> goes through environmentally
sensitive and untouched area. Noise issues in this community are
huge as well as the environmental impact - Pollution to the remaining
forested area will be significant. Huge amount of blasting will create
more rock debris than a tunnel. 6% slope -> again engine noise from
heavy traffic; unacceptable visual noise and environmental impact will
be enduring.

Yes. Safer - otherwise four lanes to 2 as in D. Lions Gate Bridge all
over again.

Unacceptable but marginally better than Option A. Too much impact
on Baden Powell Trail and Lansen Creek Wetlands unless route is
higher on slope.

No. A poor solution also due to the impact on the surrounding area
and unique features.

Damage to natural landscape.
No! - Damage to natural landscape.

**This is a viable traffic/capacity traffic safety environmental. - Option C
the expense of the environment.
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"Four new lanes would ease the existing busy traffic to Whistler.
However, it could be improved from Pasto Road to W. Vancouver
boundary by NOT passing through the residential area. Remember it
is a one-time investment only and a good decision is very important "
"Cheap, but the best of all these bad solutions"

"Out of the 4 options presented, this seems to make the most senses."

Clearly this is the most sensible option. It provides adequate capacity
for the foreseeable future. There is no impact for local community.

Fourth Choice. Major ecological damage above Eagle Ridge. - Loss
of habitat for rare plants.

Unacceptable

| am in favour of Option B because an option of a a4 lane tunnel wasn't
an option.

In favour of Option B
No. But 2nd Option

Must be divided highway! - Best option because of the four lanes. Do
not like the idea of a tunnel being used. Don't want it too steep.

2 - Good if done with minimal environmental distress.

Good option - avoids cost of tunnel and ferry area congestion.
Unacceptable.

"This involves a huge amount of damage to existing slopes, although it
does not create same of the local access problems as in Option A. As
a resident who will be confronted with a few years of open mine
construction plus the end huge cut | find they very disturbing."

"#4 No, too much environmental impact - pollution, noise, etc."

Not acceptable! Too much environmental impact.

#1 My favorite option -- leave the existing Highway 99 where it is.

#1 This option provides for the future and appears to be the safest
route.
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Hate to see beautiful forest destroyed.

#1 This makes the most sense from both a practical and financial
viewpoint.

#2 Better than Option A but visual scar and property acquisition.

"#1 Option B is the way to go. It is only 10 million more, but we are
getting better and safer conditions."

No.

"#3 Noise, visual and environmental impact great for Gleneagle
neighbourhood. The road is not cut down into the existing grade and
will rebound off rock face. Huge issue not addressed."

#1 Seems to be the logical improvement.

#1 This would be very sound choice but | think the environmental
impact is too great.

Expansion of lanes at west end of Nelson Creek Bridge impacts
residents. Deals with ferry lineups. Deals with ferry traffic merge. Deals
with residential access to 99.

"#1 By far, the best option."

#1 Recommended option.

This would serve to alleviate current traffic problems for local residents.

No.

Unacceptable.

This one
Looks like the best option
More work and expense than there needs to be. Do not want widening

of Nelson Creek Bridge and not necessary with this option. Less
disruptive to Westport neighbourhood.
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Higher noise levels in the neighbourhood through widening of the
existing Nelson Creek bridge and the off ramp going northbound.

This is our preference. While it has both advantages and
disadvantages, it seems to be the safest.

Seems to accomplish goals of all users including HB to Whistler using
old road and divided highway option, both directions. Reasonable cost
option.

Terrible. Too much blasting, destruction o f environment, ugly cuts,
loss of British Properties land. Probably better than A and C. Risk of
slides, rock slides.

Preferred choice

No.

To much disruption of environment

Option A is less expensive.

This option seems the least obtrusive. | would vote for this option.

In my opinion is the better of the four and less work and depending on
how it is done, will be done faster.

Takes up too much land. Large environmental impact

Better of A and B. Better safety (eliminates section above the bay on
old 99)

Along with my comments above, | worry that having an above ground
route would encourage developers and discourage the further
conservation of forested areas between the proposed highway and the
current 99 route.

#2

#1

The best and safest of 4 less than attractive alternatives.

Best option by far. Most value for dollars spent. Lowest cost to provide
required capacity. Tunnels too expensive and don't let tourists see the
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scenery. With other options, capacity will almost be exceeded by
completion time in 2009.

Best solution (Option D) in my opinion. Options A, B C or D do not
address the ferry traffic problems that already exist. Did you know that
the complete highway is requested to stop (by a sign person) while the
ferry traffic is allowed to move ahead. This happens regularly and is
already a major traffic problem not to mention a safety issue.

This is OK but not adequate. Why 2-way, 2-lane? Whistler and
Vancouver are not going away. Why not 4 lanes —2 north and 2 south.
Do it right the first time.

By far the best option, it is cheapest to build, it meets the demands of
the future. There would be less impact during construction to the users
of Highway 99. Old highway is available for locals and fire, police and
ambulance. Ferry traffic could still be marshaled at the Nelson Creek
Bridge without impacting the interchange at Eagle Ridge. It has the
least impact on the homeowners of West Vancouver. Care would have
to be taken to try to mitigate the environmental sensitive areas.

Too invasive to environment.
This cuts through sensitive Eco systems. Add noise pollution to
residential area.

While this may be the second best of the four offered I'm concerned
about noise and environmental impact.

What about the sensitive environmental land it will go through?

Yes. we prefer that option subject to our concerns stated on attached
letter.

Environmental/Aesthetic disaster

This is my first choice. "Only" fifteen million more than Option A. But
superior for the future, scenic advantages, also this access could
provide recreational opportunities into the wilderness for tourism and
all lower mainland folks.

Environmental and neighbourhood impact substantial future residential
development impacted. Not appropriate.
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= This is the best option overall « Safest and the most effective for
dealing with traffic congestion. Steps must be taken to minimize
environmental and visual degradation. Also « please install concrete
noise barriers at Ansell Place.

= Yes. Attention to sound screening for populated areas exposed to
high road best option for Bay ¢ traffic access, etc. British Properties
should pay for this one as it opens up new area for development.
More access to recreational opportunities in up slope areas. Be sure
to spend $ to preserve and enhance these.

= A poor environmental outcome.

= | believe this to be the best of these 4 options. Would want to see
concrete sound barriers for the Ansell neighborhood.

= Opposed. Horrific visual impact and environmental damage.
= No.

= Most cost effective and efficient route. All cross corridor traffic kept
away from ferry and local Horseshoe Bay traffic. While the scaling of
the mountain is a concern, plan design should attempt to lessen the
impact. While not in my lifetime, this area will likely all end up in
houses.

= No, detrimental impact on vegetative cover and on the view from Howe
Sound.

= No. This route while appearing to be the safest and easiest is not
practical in the long term. It is environmentally unacceptable (Larson
Creek an Eagle Ridge), socially disturbing and will need an exchange
(for development access) in future. There are just too many adverse
factors, despite apparent favourable features.

= #1 — best alternative.
= | attended the Gleneagles open house and considered all of the

options very carefully before making a decision. Option B.

OPTION C - Northbound Tunnel
(A two-lane northbound tunnel. Southbound traffic uses existing Highway
99 route.)

= Unacceptable.
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Very dangerous list (en Squeamish etc. drivers are very speed orientated
and would cause many fatal accidents in a tunnel. Highway accidents are
caused by speeding drivers.

Unacceptable.

Tourist would not use - Driving South would for - waste of money

No.

Acceptable but 4 lanes would be better - Examine $$ with it for a decent
long term solution.

"This looks like a solution negotiated by a committee: A bunch of
compromises that still bed a high cost (tunnel) but it's expensive and
definitely not an ""elegant™ solution."

Inconvenient route for North Bound traffic originated from Horseshoe Bay
area.

#4 - Poor Concept.

Best - | hike up Black Mt. 3 times a week. This option allows me not to
walk along highway as in A & B. Option D - sounds like more accidents
will happen.

$140M -Uncertainty over tunneling - this is 2nd option.

Most practical trade-off between 4 lane tunnel and Option B/B. But as
below - a visual blight and noise generator for the next century.

Still has major environment and commuting impacts.

Better option. Less impact environmentally maintains local intersection.
Two-lane is safer - Separates the highway.

No.

Unacceptable: Similar to comments on Option A Northbound on ramp
would be vent intrusive.

"No. Would anyone really do this to local residents? A very poor option --
destructive, intrusive and cruel."

Unacceptable.
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No.

Not an option -- why do all this work to give southbound traffic an 'option'
to go with a tunnel or not.

No.
No.

have very little faith that the tunnel cases would actually come any where
close to budget. This option is too expensive.

Expensive. Limited benefit for cost. Tunnels almost always cost more
than budgeted. Local community still has extra traffic.

Best choice. Minimizes ecological impact. Safer than two way tunnel.
Easy to install record tunnel later

Unacceptable.

No.

Must be divided highway!
3

This option appears to have the least impact on the existing landscape as
well as to address safety concerns.

Best for traffic separation which is the only real safety improvement.
Unacceptable.

"Will put an elevated overpass over the existing high* together with what
appears to be a highly exposed peace of highway to connect to the North
level, highway new lighting dug away will may of the rents of a mind. "

#2 Better than options A an B but not as good as D.

#3 Acceptable! Good long term solution with minimal environmental input
and close to budget.

Practical -- safety measures re fire/police/ambulance services from
Horseshoe Bay to Sunset Beach (West Vancouver)?
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Horseshoe Bay access not very good.

Not an option. See comments under Option A.

#4 The worst of all options as it has all the negatives of Options A and B.
No.

This would seem to be worthwhile for the incremental cost.

#2 Poor circulation alternative. Better with regard to noise.

As per option A.

#3 This is similar to option 1 to me. The difference being that it would
mean more road closures for work on the road from Horseshoe Bay to
Answell Place -- still dangerous -- for southbound traffic.

"#1 Seems to be lowest impact on residents living near Nelson Creek, e.g.
Noise. Deals in part with ferry lineup. Deals with some of access issues.
Seems to have lowest environmental impact. | favour option C, provided
noise levels are less than those currently experienced."

Concern: cost and tunnel

Not sufficient capacity.

No.

Unacceptable.

Doesn't work for trucks hauling dangerous goods. Bypass road is too
narrow too steep for large trucks.

Forget this tunnel. West Van Municipal 3 km 4 lane tunnel is the only
tunnel option that makes sense and has no disruption.

Additional noise levels coming out of the tunnel and impacts the
neighbourhood. Tunnel construction impacts immediate neighbourhood.

Don't like tunnels.

Worst of all options. Ugly connecting road
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Best. Whatever option is chosen, it is essential that there be centre lane
dividers on the highway. without these dividers, the new highway will only
be more dangerous, whatever the option.

Best solution.

Tunnel is too expensive.

Very opposed to a tunnel.

Looks like tunnels are a good idea.

Long on ramp N. bond. unsightly. Expensive tunnel focuses noise into
Caulfeild.

Likely best option. Could design to allow future twinning.

This would be a satisfactory option for me. | think the added cost of either
option C or D is well worth it. Although | don't like the idea of promoting
traffic up to the Squamish Whistler corridor. It's inevitable and there a 4
lane system would probably be more beneficial. Please don't touch the
trail!!!

Definitely a tunnel

#1

#2

No. If for some overriding considerations you must go underground, then
it should be option D.

Not in favour, tunnel is expensive. Southbound lanes must still use
existing hwy. 99. Access from Marine Drive bridge to hwy 99 north for
area residents and fire departments northbound would be steep, twisted
and would require an additional bridge to cross the Highway 99
southbound traffic.

Tunnel cost to expensive.

This is not viable as it creates slower emergency vehicle response times.

As bad as 'A' also requires lots of upgrades to existing Hwy 99 « money
better spent on a tunnel.

Bad idea.
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= No, we are not supporting this option.

= Nonsense.

= Too dangerous for bicycles. Too expensive for only two lanes compared
to four lanes above ground personally tunnels make me claustrophobic.
The Cassiar bypass is a "trauma" for me. The Deas Island tunnel is a
nightmare.

= Several Safety issues as increased volumes remain within Horseshoe Bay
area. Environmental and neighbourhood impact remain substantial. Not
appropriate.

= Insufficient.

= Forces bikes into the tunnel -- dangerous and off-putting traffic through
the Bay.

= My preference (1) less costly than Option D. the inconvenience if local
access to Squamish - Whistler is very minor.

= Do not favour.

= Opposed. Expensive - serves only Whistler etc. traffic-reduces local
access - unacceptable (But limited benefit.)

= No.

= See comments under Option A. (These are Highway design safety
issues...)

= No, detrimental impact on local traffic.

= This is a non starter due to safety access from Horseshoe Bay. Inherent
problems for traffic to have to back track to Caulfeild and safety problems.

= 2" choice — good.
OPTION D - Two-way, two-lane tunnel
Two-way, two-lane tunnel. One lane northbound and one lane southbound.

The existing Highway 99 serves local traffic.

= "This is the only option that adequately addresses safety, performance,
environmental and community values. It also allows the current highway
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to function as a local and scenic route. This option should be presented
as a 3KM tunnel to minimize the impact on the environment and the
community. Of all the options presented this is the safest and the best
value for the future. "

"l wish to state that the only option that should be considered to the Sea-
to-Sky upgrade is Option D. | realize that this is a more expensive option,
but do feel the other options are not feasible from a safety point of view.
Certainly Option D would have less environmental impact also. As a
resident of West Vancouver that lives north of Horseshoe Bay | have lived
through the Lion's Bay Bridge and park-way expansion and do not feel
that they have provided us with the most efficient long term solutions to
traffic. | certainly do not want to go through years of waiting in line as the
Sea-to-Sky Highway is improved if it does not have a good long term
solution. | do hope that you will listen to the views of West Vancouver
residents!"

"All of the above, but worse and very expensive."

"This is the only option that adequately addresses safety, performance,
environmental and community values. It also allows the current highway
to function as a local and scenic route. This option should be presented
as a 3KM tunnel to minimize the impact on the environment and the
community of all the options presented this is the safest and the best
value for the future. "

Believe tunnel should be 4 lanes

At least with capacity to twin and exit North of Sunset Marina

"Yes. Must be North of my sub-division at Sunset Point, plus 2 lanes both
ways would make the most sense for decades to come the proper
upgrade should only be considered."

"Dangerous, inadequate, still leaves old road two way."

"Great if cost was no object, but it's ridiculous to spent $170M out of a
total budget of $600M on this project."

Head on collisions are too likely. Will not be adequate in the near future.
Least environmental impact. 'number two choice.

#3 - Tunnel if undertake4 should be 2 - tunnels back one way -- The
southern tunnel outlet looks very costly requiring another bridge over
Nelson Creek!! Why??
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Waiting for more accidents.

$170M like this idea at all. Splitting the traffic will be confusing and too
much scope for head-on collisions.

Ideal long term solution. Otherwise the neighbourhood will face this
noises and visual blight for the next century.

Preferred. Long Term Solution. Reduced environment impacts.

"Four lane tunnel - how much more would this cost? Preferred option for
local residents -> mitigates environmental impute, noise, visual. Less
impact on school; no snow problems can use existing highway during

construction would minimize impact on neighbourhood."

No. Dangerous - 4 lanes to 2 RAV line is tunnel @ $1.5-7 Billion; if a
tunnel four lanes.

Somewhat acceptable. Tunnel should be longer and preferably four lanes
if cost not prohibitive. Highway 99 curve improvements not needed; this
should reduce costs substantially.

"Option D only. Acceptable option. This is the only option that appears to
consider residents, tourists and the unique beauty and features of this
beautiful area. A longer two-way tunnel would still be preferable."

Best option of the four.

Best option of the 4 provided.

Not an option - from a traffic safety and capacity point of view.

No.

Two tunnels need (4 lanes) Very short term solution!

Crazy. We should know better then this! Does nobody know what
happens when there is an accident in the Stanley Park causeway. And
this is 3lane!

Disaster in the making. There would be head on collisions in the tunnel.
Third Choice. More dangerous for drivers than one-way tunnel. Problem

of access to Trans Canada Welling Trail. Noise problem for West Point
homes.
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"Acceptable, barely. "

Two-lane tunnel will not be enough for long term congestion. Must be 4
lanes. Also must be divided highway! This is the worst Option! You will
not avoid head on collisions if tunnel and highway is not divided. This was
supposed to be done to make the highway safer!!!

1 - Would be lovely - if tunnel lane separations were done carefully.

This is the least worst but | don't understand why not wait until the plan for
the complete highway is finished. This is only a bandage fix.

"This option has merit only if this tunnel is four lane. The proposed two
lane bi-directional option is inadequate for current traffic and safety and
will certainly claim many lives in the future. The four lanes could also be
used in the future as a causeway (3 north or 3 south), depending on the
future traffic patters. With Olympics in 2010 and its legacy, let's not be too
shortsighted! The costs are irrelevant and a short term toll (user-pay)
system for non-local traffic should not be overlooked! The decision you
are making for us will affect our children's children so please keep this in
mind and think long term!"

Very bad tunnel - no real separation.

"This is the only option that adequately addresses safety, performance,
environmental and community values. It also allows the current highway
to function as a local and scenic route. This option should be presented
as a 3km tunnel to minimize the impact on the environment and the
community. Of all the options presented this is the safest and the best
value for the future."

"This is by far the best option for the local environment and community
and | simply cannot buy that it will not provide sufficient capacity for the
foreseeable future. By your staff, an ** a ** ** would provide substantially
greater capacity than the existing highway which an still save as back up a
reserve capacity."

#1 Overall the best option for the local environment and quality-of-life of
the Horseshoe Bay neighbourhood.

Short term solution. Not acceptable.
No. Same reasons as above.

Four lane tunnel.
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Acceptable but 4 lanes are needed in the tunnel. This is very important not
to interrupt traffic and to avoid merging accidents.

Best of the worse. Can you put more lands in tunnel? What about lights?
What if you have a breakdown of your vehicle?

#4 This option is not in any way appropriate. Imagine an accident.

#1 Best option. Reduces highway noise to part of West Vancouver and
less visible scar on hillside. Should also reduce long-term maintenance
costs. No cost data available at Open House but must look at minimum 20
year cost (construction and maintenance). | would assume that the newer
technology tunnel burrowing machines would be very cost-effective and
produce a roadway at less cost than bridges or rock blasting techniques.

#1 If property taxes do not go up and provincial taxes do not go up.
#1 Yes!

"#1 In my opinion this is the preferred option for environmental highway
safety reasons and because it would avoid the increases with in the area
of Westhaven, Eagle Ridge, Horseshoe Bay."

"#1 The preferred option, has the least impact -- visual noise,
environmental overall. Caulfeild area would be less impacted if exist
relocated sooner on the tangent of the highways curve putting it further
away from neighbourhood."

As per option A.

"This is a waste of time. | would not use the southbound part at all if | had
the choice to use existing route, and | am sure most tourists are the same.
They would rather have the view. A one lane tunnel each way is too
dangerous and if behind a slow car, truck, frustrating.”

"#4 seems to be highest impact on residents near Nelson Creek. Most
complex traffic patterns, with substandard roads being the result."

Can you imagine an accident within the tunnel?? Cost is concern.

"#! We feel the tunnel should exit north of Ansell Place so the traffic should
not have any more impact on our area. We have the tunnel and highway
exchange to accommodate Seascape Dev. Overpass. We also would like
to see three lanes, not two, so any accidents would not stop all traffic. "

Too expensive given the benefits involved.
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This only gives Whistler route 2 lanes. Impatient drivers will continue to
use 'local access' route.

#1 Yes please.

"#1 This is the only option that adequately addresses safety, performance,
environmental and community values. It also allows the current highway
to function as a local and scenic route. This option should be presented
as a 3kM tunnel to minimize the impact on the environmental. Of all the
options presented this is the safest and the best value for the future."

| don't like two-way traffic in a tunnel. This highway has problems now.

Absolutely NOT. Those houses on Westport Road and Westport Place are
too affected with left and right access points. No.

This solution has the most impact on the neighbourhood in form of
construction noise and additional traffic noise. This tunnel permits the
biggest safety issue with two one-way lanes! Southbound traffic after the
tunnel comes way too close to existing housing.

Don't like tunnels.

Prefer this option. A 1.4 km tunnel as aesthetically and environmentally
preferable. Consider a four-lane tunnel as better long run and not that
much more expensive.

This looks like the best option.

No. Too dangerous. No improvement.

Tunnel is too expensive.

Very opposed to a tunnel.

We should be looking at a 4-lane tunnel. If the Olympics will bring the kind
of revenue that is promised and Campbell's tax reduction will stimulate the
economy the way he expects, there should be ample revenue to build a 4-

lane tunnel and get a really 1% class road system.

2-way Tunnel unsafe? Only 3 lanes in stretches - bottlenecks, expensive.
Tunnel focuses noise.

| personally favour the tunnel option as having the least environmentally
damaging impact.
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2-way, 2-lane concept would be unmanageable and unsafe.

Best idea. Although any smart person could see that a 4-lane 2-way
tunnel makes sense. The whole area by the ferry parking lot is a
nightmare. It's only going to get worse!

Not an option.
Not an option

A very distant second. It is absolute folly to consider property ownership
and rights (British Properties) and environmental issues over human
safety.

What happened to consideration of the 1.4 km option that we were told at
Gleneagles Open House would be considered!!! The 1 km tunnel, as a
best option in inadequate as it spoils the natural lands, Baden Powell,
Tranquility etc.

The logical alternative. Provide for twining later on.

Yes with 4 lanes. Make the connection well north of Sunset place ** the
boundary of West Vancouver.

By far the worst option, only two lanes of traffic which oppose each other.
Does nothing to increase traffic capacity which | understand will reach
total available for one lane in each direction within 12 years. This would
then necessitate a second tunnel. This option brings traffic very close to
homeowners in West Vancouver; we lose a beautiful walking area and
access to West Vans water facilities and the old Nelson Creek Bridge.
Also two new bridges over Nelson Creek would be required. The home
owners of the area would be subjected to years of noise and disruption,
and capacity would not be increased. Additionally BC Ferries could no
longer marshal cars on or near Nelson Creek bridge because of the new
interchange.

Disastrous option.

| am the golf professional at Gleneagles GC and also manage the
Ambleside Par 3 Golf Course. | also have lived and commute from Lions
Bay to the golf courses on a daily basis for the past 15 years. | observe
and am part of the traffic pattern in these areas and would endorse Option
D ad the most sensible for the future and present needs although it may
be the most expensive in the short run. People like myself have seen the
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increase in traffic and related problems and Option D would alleviate much
of the congestion and increase safety in the area.

Living in the area and having been affected by the ferry terminal
expansion, | would heartily endorse the view expressed by the West Van
Council (endorsing Option D). One more ‘go-around’ of highway re-routing
would be most unwelcome.

We think more attention should be given to long term traffic buildup and
congestion arising from development of new living communities between
Caulfeild and Whistler. Thus money spent now will prove to be good
investment for the future. We favour Option D.

This is the better option but Option C would be best. A 4-lane tunnel, we
need it now. Don’t be short sighted in your planning.

Best of 4 but Option C a four lane tunnel two ways is the best. Please lets
not have another Lions Gate Bridge - short term solution which will require
being addressed again in 15 - 20 years.

This is the best choice of the 4. But we need a 4-lane tunnel.

We don't see any reason to build an expensive tunnel of an overland route
vs. available.

4-lane tunnel and maintain 99 for local traffic.

Are you kidding!! Imagine the potential for head on collision madness.
Read the horror stories in the Alps. Too much money for the trouble.

Best of four options but still a short sighted improvement.

Insufficient and dangerous for drivers! Drivers will compete to be in the
single lane in the tunnel. The tunnel has no divider or medium!!! This will
lead to some horrific head on crashes. Not worth it.

Costly. Option for twinning tunnel in (distant) future imposes long term
traffic density on Horseshoe Bay traffic North will back up on hill in tunnel
unless trucks are routed through the Horseshoe Bay "Local traffic"

Least favored. | do not believe this option to be safe or to be a long
enough term solution. | do not understand why West Vancouver District is
promoting this option.

Approved. (Expensive but worthwhile - good investment) Increases
overall capacity best value.
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Two lanes north and 2 lanes south is the best long range solution. Min.,
1.4 hours tunnel.

To me this option is the least attractive. Besides the high cost, the idea of
a two-way, two lane tunnel is less safe than a one way, two lane tunnel.

In addition, you end up with a 4-lane highway going down to a two lane
highway on both sides of H.B. Besides, | understand the future growth is
in the STDS Corridor, not Horseshoe Bay.

| believe the two-way two lane tunnel is the most viable and sustainable
option for the highway improvement project. It appears to address most
concerns especially those dealing with minimizing environmental impact
and saving the local communities; Both very important for future
sustainability and spirit and encouraging tourism in Beautiful BC

It is high time all levels of government started to make good long term
choices rather than short term cheap fixes!!

Alternate economy is more important than apparent short term economy
that only includes the term of services of the existing politicians. More
important are the environmental and ecological considerations including
the preservation of wildlife habitat.

| believe that Option D is the only option that should be considered for the
Sea-to-Sky upgrade. | am concerned that the other options pose
unacceptable environmental, visual and safety impacts. While the
construction costs may be higher, it is imperative that you factor in the
long-term savings from reduced operating costs, environmental and
community impact costs.

Of all the options listed this (D) is preferred because minimizes the impact
on the vegetative cover and local traffic in the Eagle Ridge — Horseshoe
Bay area. However, | strongly agree with the District of West Vancouver’s
proposal t make this a 4-lane tunnel. The additional cost would be
recovered by charging a toll on use of the tunnel.

This route has to be the best for the long term. It is the least disturbing for
Horseshoe Bay. The most practical for both north and south bound traffic
to Whistler. The safety concerns expressed can easily be fixed and the
route made as safe as #2 (option B).

DEATH TRAP!! —should not be considered. How can this alternative be
considered with the terrible accident rate on this highway.
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=  We would select Option D because this would be adaptable at a later date
should traffic increase and another route to the north had not been built.
Environmentally, this Option would have a lesser impact —also visually it
would be preferable. However, to do this ‘improvement’ properly, the
tunnel should b 3km long and emerge just before Ansell Place, as
requested by the District of West Vancouver. It is our opinion that the
Department of Highways should be required to listen to local residents and
their municipal government when decisions of this magnitude are being
considered. These projects have huge impact on the lives and property
values of people living in the vicinity.
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Other Comments (from Feedback Forms):

Unfortunately, due to budget constraints, you have eliminated the best
solution which involves a separate 4-lane 2-way tunnel ranging from 1.4
km to 3 km. This solution addresses all safety performance, emergency
response, environment and community impact concerns. In my opinion
you should defer any expenditures in this upgrade to the Sea-to-Sky
Highway until we can afford the best solution.

Option E. 2 lanes north in tunnel is the best long term solution. Traffic,
safety, environment. 2 lanes south in Tunnel is the best long term
solution.

Do the right thing and put the highway far away from the ocean, from W.
Vancouver to Furry Creek.

How about Option E - i.e.: 2 way, 4 lane tunnel.
Option E - Four lane tunnel 1st option. Larger than 1 km - preferable.
Prefer lowest cost.

Please extend your graphics to include all of West Vancouver. If you don't
know about Lawrence Way being in West Vancouver how can we be
assured you have seriously considered our interests? Your Sunset
Interchange is to the end of West Vancouver.

#1 Yes!
| would prefer another option -- a 4 lane tunnel!!!

| wish to express my view as a resident of the Gleneagles area of West
Vancouver concerning the options being considered for the highway
improvement: the only sensible option is a two-way, two-lane tunnel. The
ferry terminal and existing traffic make for an already unacceptable level of
congestion in and around Horseshoe Bay. The Ferry Corporation, the
Highway Department and their respective engineers have demonstrated a
total inability to solve the problems associated with Horseshoe Bay having
become a transportation hub. One can't possibly impose more on this
area without terrible safety, performance and environmental impacts. The
notion of a one-way tunnel and one-way road is unacceptably short-
sighted, as are all overland options. The decision was made to expand
the road knowing it would be very expensive. In the long run the modest
increased expense in building Option D will be well worth it, especially
given there truly is no sensible alternative.
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Should be a vote on options from West Van residents who do not have
development aspirations!!

The viewing of the four options presented by the Sea to Sky Highway
Improvement Project at Gleneagles School recently seemed an
inappropriate method of consulting with the public on this highly critical
and costly project. Various officials had to be waylaid individually by the
crowd to provide answers. The overall sense of the crowd's reaction was
therefore not apparent.

No costs were provided. However it seems that within the $600 million
overall estimate for the S2S the budget for the Horseshoe Bay to Lions
Bay is $120 million. This will increase to $170 million if a two-way two-
lane tunnel is introduced. Therefore the total cost would be $650 million,
an 8% increase. It was advised that some capital financing (not advised)
would come from the province and the rest from the proposed P3 private
group. This group will maintain and operate the S2S for 20-30 years. The
P3 contract bids will be very difficult to evaluate and later control for the
benefit of British Colombians. Again, it is very disturbing that our Auditor
General has been warned off this major project.

Perhaps Mr. Peter Melbourne, Executive Project would care to provide
some specifics on costs to your paper.

Essentially the S2S will be a three lane highway to Whistler. Pretty crazy
when there are a.m. and p.m. daily traffic jams throughout the Lower
Mainland wasting people's time and polluting the environment. Meanwhile
GVRD is scratching its collective head to find solutions to these traffic
problems.

It is my opinion that option B should be selected as this option would
minimize expected loss of human life and suffering from accidents.

Since tunnels such as those proposed in options C and D should only be
constructed when there is no suitable safer alternatives, neither of these
options should be selected. Options C or D must not be selected in order
to keep environmental damage at a minimum; it is more important to
minimize expected loss of human life and suffering from accidents.
Option B would minimize expected loss of human life and suffering from
accidents in the Horseshoe Bay area as this option would minimize traffic
congestion situations in the area and maximize expected loss of human
life and suffering from accidents in the area. Option D must not be
selected based on the assumption that two extra lanes maybe added to
this option at some tie in the future. This option
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would not minimize expected loss of human life and suffering from
accidents.

| wish to express my view as a resident of the Gleneagles area of West
Vancouver concerning the options being considered for the highway
improvement: the only sensible option is a two-way, two-lane tunnel. The
ferry terminal and existing traffic make for an already unacceptable level of
congestion in and around Horseshoe Bay. The Ferry Corporation, the
Highway Department and their respective engineers have demonstrated a
total inability to solve the problems associated with Horseshoe Bay having
become a transportation hub. One can't possibly impose more on this
area without terrible safety, performance and environmental impacts. The
notion of a one-way tunnel and one-way road is unacceptably short-
sighted, as are all overland options. The decision was made to expand
the road knowing it would be very expensive. In the long run the modest
increased expense in building Option D will be well worth it, especially
given there truly is no sensible alternative. Thank you.

There is only one solution to the Sea to Sky Highway changes required in
the Horseshoe Bay area: a tunnel. We agree with the District of West
Vancouver's position, i.e. that a separate 4-lane / 2-way tunnel is the only
valid option. The tunnel would avoid substantial blasting of the steep rock
outcropping (there is no "upslope" in the Eagleridge area - this is a
hazardous, rocky bluff), it would avoid steep highway grades (which would
in themselves cause long term problems) and would avoid destruction of
environmentally significant and extremely valuable lands. The tunnel
would resolve safety, performance, emergency response, environmental
and community impact concerns. It would allow the current highway to
function as a local and scenic route, would handle projected capacity in
the near future and could be twinned in the long term.

We attended the "Open House" held at Gleneagles School and were
highly disappointed in the lack of quality in information and presentation
materials, the inappropriate format for a significant issue and in the
answers received from staff regarding the suggested alternatives. The
material presented at the Gleneagles meeting was difficult to see (4 air
photos with quite a few people attempting to decipher small scale
information) and it was difficult to interpret overly simplistic charts
providing comparisons using dubious criteria. In particular, the
information regarding the significant visual and noise impacts from each
of the alternatives was grossly inadequate. Even the material advertising
the Open House appeared misleading and deceptive - the ad published in
North Shore News emphasized a discussion of plans for "improvements"
for the whole corridor, whereas the actual purpose was to display the
Eagleridge bluff route alternatives. For very good reasons, West
Vancouver designated the Eagleridge area as a mandatory Development
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Permit Area for protection of the natural environment and for protection of
development from hazardous conditions. We are concerned that the
environmental representatives at the meeting suggested that each of the
alternatives would be acceptable - their answers were political. The
destruction of the environmentally sensitive and visually prominent
Eagleridge bluff cannot possibly be a better solution from an
environmental perspective than a tunnel. The representatives explained
that their opinions were based on a comprehensive socio-economic
analyses that included the social impacts of higher traffic volumes on the
Caulfeild overpass and the construction costs! The evaluation was clearly
flawed.

The goals for the Sea to Sky Highway project (published on the Ministry
website) do not include goals to minimize environmental impact, do not
ensure that the solution will serve our community and the traveling
public over the long term, and do not provide for consideration of
appropriate land use planning yet these are essential decision making
criteria.

The cost to construct overland route has the potential to be seriously
underestimated given the high amount of blasting and site disruption.

If cost is the primary determining criteria that would result in such a
route, then impose a toll to pay for the costs of a tunnel that may exceed
the costs of a properly costed "overland" option.

Change does not constitute an improvement if it is the wrong solution. “

OPTION E (Twin Tunnels)

Not enough - you will need 2 more soon.

Two way, four lane tunnel. All district and Ministry concerns are
addressed with this option.

Two-way, four-lane only far sighted plan.

| do not feel and of your options A, B, C, or D will do the job safely.
Option E should be considered with a 4-lane tunnel - 2 lanes north/ 2
lanes south. The existing, highway 99 will service the Ferry terminal and
local traffic!

| want to add my voice of support to a 4-lane, 2 way option for the sea-to-
sky highway past Horseshoe Bay. The advantages of this option are
readily apparent. The increased cost is significant, to be sure. But this
highway will be with us for a very long time and the emphasis on cost is
shortsighted. Your own project website cites a $300 million increase in
GDP. If needed, a user fee should be charged to cover the costs of
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constructing the highway. After all, why should West Vancouver shoulder
all of the environmental and safety burden? | hope to see the 4-lane, 2-
way option discussed as a potential option in your future presentations.

Further to our letter dated October 3, 2003 to the project director Mr.
Peter R. Milburn P. Eng., we again wish to express our grave concern
about the southbound and especially the northbound access lanes
planned for Pasco Road. To go northbound we will have to cross the two
high-speed southbound lanes. Then merge with the two-lane high-speed
northbound traffic. In effect we will have 6 lanes at this location. At
present the two-lane highway with very small off and on lanes for Pasco
Road has hardly enough space. It would take an enormous amount of
blasting to create space for 6 lanes. This cannot be cost effective.
Certainly it will create a very dangerous situation. Nowhere along
highway 1 on the north shore does such a situation as planned exist.

We hope that traffic safety is of utmost importance for this highway
improvement plan. Therefore, again we suggest that Pasco Road can
easily be connected to the Ansell Place overpass by way of building a
connection road between the new highway and the railway to Citrus
Wynd.

We looked at the construction of the "test highway" just past
Montizambert Creek. A large auxiliary road and retaining walls are built
below the highway. We assume that a similar method will be used here.
Therefore, the auxiliary road will practically be a rouged-in connection
road already. It should be very cost effective to connect this road
properly to the Ansell Place overpass.

Now is the only chance to create a safe, long lasting and cost effective
connection from, Pasco Road to the Ansell Place turnoff. Access without
an overpass is hazardous, uneconomic and therefore unacceptable.

| wish to record my support for the position of the West Vancouver
council on the upgrade of the Sea-to-Sky in West Vancouver. The tunnel
is the best way to go and yet it is not likely to happen because of "budget
constraints”.

Let me explain that in my opinion "budget constraints" should never be
the reason for rejecting the best way to complete a government project
whatever the status of the agency -- municipal, provincial or federal.

The reasons are so simple. The project creates an asset that has an
ongoing benefit for future users in years to come -- possibly infinite.
Accordingly, it is not fair or reasonable for today's taxpayers to stand the
cost of the project and pay for it out of today's revenues.
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So what is the fair way to spread the cost? It's also simple -- there are
any number of professional ways to calculate the life of the asset and the
annual cost to amortize it. Where to borrow the money? -- Also simple --
we borrow it from ourselves -- through our insurance companies, pension
funds and numerous other institutional investors. All of these investors
need new investments for the money that comes to them every day from
their customers -- we the people.

In my opinion, it is the height of folly to finance long-term assets or
benefits out of current revenues. How many people would own their
homes if they didn't have access to the time honored residential
mortgage?

Maybe | should be, but unfortunately | am not familiar with the financing
arrangement for the complete Sea-to Sky project. As you may surmise
from my remarks above | feel strongly that it should be financed with
long-term-debt, recognizing the long -term benefit created by a better
highway -- no part should be considered as part of the Olympics cost.

One last shot for the height of folly -- the Lions Gate bridge band aid!
Hurrah for the West Vancouver council.

The Best Option - a two way tunnel

The best solution involves a separate 4-lane 2 way tunnel, ranging from
1.4 km to 3 km. This addresses all safety, performance, emergency
response, environmental and community impact concerns.

The project team is not willing to consider this option because of budget
constraints: We believe this is short-sighted.

If forced to choose between other options, the two-way, two-lane tunnel
(Option D) is the only option that reduces environmental and visual
impact, provides better emergency responses and limits the impact on
our community. It also allows the current highway to function as a local
and scenic route, handles projected capacity in the near future, and could
be twinned in the long term.

Overland routes would blast through this escarpment overlooking
Horseshoe Bay... and destroy this stand of Arbutus trees(above)

The other Options won't work the proposed "overland" routes have
significant and unacceptable environmental and visual impacts on the
natural surroundings. West Vancouver District is determined that any
such negative impacts must be minimized.
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The overland route in Option A has a fundamental and fatal flaw. It
perpetuates and may aggravate the already complex and dangerous
traffic concentrated around Horseshoe Bay, created by the mixture of
ferry traffic, Whistler traffic, local and commercial traffic.

The tunnel would bypass this area, retrieving this already dangerous
situation. Options with one-way routing also increase emergency
response times or force some traffic to backtrack several kilometers to
access the highway. Over the long term, the tunnel will better serve our
community and the region at equal or less overall cost.

The viewing of the four options presented by the Sea to Sky Highway
Improvement Project at Gleneagles School recently seemed an
inappropriate method of consulting with the public on this highly critical
and costly project. Various officials had to be waylaid individually by the
crowd to provide answers. The overall sense of the crowd's reaction was
therefore not apparent.

No costs were provided. However it seems that within the $600 million
overall estimate for the S2S the budget for the Horseshoe Bay to Lions
Bay is $120million. This will increase to $170 million if a two-way two-
lane tunnel is introduced. Therefore the total cost would be $650 million,
an 8% increase. It was advised that some capital financing (not advised)
would come from the province and the rest from the proposed P3 private
group. This group will maintain and operate the S2S for 20-30 years.
The P3 contract bids will be very difficult to evaluate and later control for
the benefit of British Columbians. Again it is very disturbing that our
Auditor General has been warned off this major project.

Perhaps Mr. Peter Milburn, Executive Project Director of this Project
would care to provide some specifics on costs to your paper.

Essentially the S2S will be a three lane highway to Whistler. Pretty crazy
when there are am and pm daily traffic jams throughout the lower
mainland wasting people's time and polluting the environment.
Meanwhile GVRD is scratching its collective head to find solutions to
these traffic problems.

My husband and | attended the Ministry Open House at Park Royal South
and agree with the West Vancouver District Council that a four lane two
way tunnel is the best option. You must reconsider the options that you
are offering to the citizens of BC and to the residents of West Vancouver
in particular.
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Option D, a two way two lane tunnel is only a poor substitute for the
preferred option of four lanes in a two way tunnel. A two lane tunnel is not
progressive highway development.

Highway construction is not an inexpensive endeavor. You must build
the right solution which his the four lane two way tunnel The money
saved now by building an inferior option will only demonstrate short
sightedness on the part of the Ministry and will result in increased costs
for future taxpayers. Your consideration of these remarks is appreciated.

= | want to add my voice of support to a 4-lane, 2-way option for the sea-to-
sky highway past Horseshoe Bay. The advantages of this option are
readily apparent. The increased cost is significant, to be sure. But this
highway will be with us for a very long time and the emphasis on cost is
shortsighted. Your own project website cites a $300 million increase in
GDP. If needed, a user fee should be charged to cover the costs of
constructing the highway. After all, why should West Vancouver shoulder
all of the environmental and safety burden? | hope to see the 4-lane, 2
way option discussed as a potential option in your future presentations.

= Most Attractive Option - B and then A;

= | east Attractive Option- C and then D:

= Cost should not be a factor where safety is involved. The highway is
unsafe now in West Vancouver, thanks to the ferries and Whistler. Please
get your act together and think long term (BC Ferries and the Highway
Ministry have been short sighted).

Sea-to-Sky Highway Improvement Project
West Vancouver Consultation
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Feedback Form Results

OPTION FOR AGAINST
16 57
Option A
2 North bound lanes upslope
53 36
Option B
4 Upslope lanes
17 105
Option C
North bound tunnel
40 55

Option D
Two-way, Two lane Tunnel

Consultation Process (February 2 — March 2, 2004)

» 12 small group meetings

» 2 open houses

> Approximately 300 participants

» Approximately 155 feedback forms
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7.3 Correspondence

By email:
February. 26, 2004

Dear Mr. Milburn,

Having considered all of the options, | strongly support that option
supported by the District of West Vancouver. As someone born and
living

in West Vancouver (and avid Whistler skier), | believe the tunnel option
to be the best for our community and province as a whole. The other
options, would not only be unsightly but would counter the goals of the
Olympics in BC.

Subject: Letter to North Shore News
Editor:

The viewing of the four options presented by the Sea to Sky Highway
Improvement Project at Gleneagles School recently seemed an
inappropriate method of consulting with the public on this highly
critical and costly project. Various officials had to be waylaid
individually by the crowd to provide answers. The overall sense of the
crowd's reaction was therefore not apparent.

No costs were provided. However it seems that within the $600 million
overall estimate for the S2S the budget for the Horseshoe Bay to Lions
Bay is $120million. This will increase to $170 million if a two-way
two-lane tunnel is introduced. Therefore the total cost would be $650
million, an 8% increase. It was advised that some capital financing
(not

advised) would come from the province and the rest from the proposed
P3

private group. This group will maintain and operate the S2S for 20-30
years. The P3 contract bids will be very difficult evaluate and later
control for the benefit of British Columbians. Again it is very

disturbing that our Auditor General has been warned off this major
project.

Perhaps Mr. Peter Milburn, Executive Project Director of this Project
would care to provide some specifics on costs to your paper.

Essentially the S2S will be a three lane highway to Whistler. Pretty
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crazy when there are am and pm daily traffic jams throughout the lower
mainland wasting people's time and polluting the environment.
Meanwhile

GVRD is scratching its collective head to find solutions to these

traffic problems.

To: Minister.Transportation@gams5.gov.bc.ca
Cc: DeputyMinister.Transportation@gems7.gov.bc.ca;
petermillburn@gems.5.gov.bc.ca; ted.nebbeling.mla@leg.bc.ca;

Dear Mr. Falcon:
Re: Sea to Sky upgrade - Eagleridge to Sunset Beach

| am writing to you about a matter of grave concern to the residents of
this area of West Vancouver, and of the entire municipality. This week |
attended two sessions held in the Horseshoe Bay/Gleneagles
neighbourhood where | live. Those of us who attended were dismayed
by the options for the Seas to Sky upgrade which were presented In
particular, | could not believe the option of blasting an elevated
highway above Eagle Ridge and Horseshoe Bay is again being
considered as an option. The proposed overland routes would create
unacceptable environmental impacts on what is unspoilt and sensitive
natural habitat. Not only would the environmental impacts be huge, but
also the impact on the neighbourhood through which this route would
run would be devastating. In moving the area of turnaround away from
Caulfeild, the problems have just been shifted. Combine the
congestion of ferry traffic, overpasses back across the highway and
noise as traffic climbs up the steep gradient to the new elevated
highway, would be enormous. There is a community and there is an
elementary school in the midst of all of this. Already BC Ferry

traffic creates significant noise levels and traffic disruption in the

area; access to both Horseshoe Bay and Eagleridge Drive (which is a
residential street) would be compromised and part of the high speed
highway system. The Eagleridge Drive exit which is a local exit close to
houses, would become a major turnaround point that large trucks
would have to negotiate. This area has already been hemmed in by
short sighted thinking by both BC Ferries and the department of
highways which has made this area seem like a long traffic jam on
many summer weekends.

The only acceptable solution to residents of this area and to the
Municipality of West Vancouver is a four lane, two way tunnel that will
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remove Whistler traffic from the local traffic and ferry traffic

congestion. Only a four lane tunnel of at least 1.4km will mitigate
neighbourhood and environmental concerns and is the best option by
the admission the people directing the project. It will leave the present
highway in tact for local and ferry traffic heading to Whistler,

avoiding a costly rebuilding of the Eagleridge exit. | understand that
the four lane tunnel option does not fall within the $600 million
proposed for the highway upgrade - so this is a proposal. Why not
make the tunnel a toll tunnel and cover the costs of the difference
between a two lane tunnel and a four lane tunnel (which is $20 million
we were told at the open house) - this is such a small amount in terms
of the whole project and could easily be covered over time by a toll at
one end which would include a return journey so toll booths would only
be necessary at one end. The possibility of tolls was | believe
previously considered and must be considered again if the government
is unable to extend its budget to include a four lane tunnel In this way,
the highway would be safe, and planned for the long term instead of
having to build a parallel tunnel in a few years, which would be the
case if a two lane northbound tunnel is built. The Olympics must not
become the cause of environmental and neighbourhood destruction,
nor of the government clearly making a decision that is contrary to
public opinion -l think you would agree this would be a very bad
commercial for the host city. There is a fiscally prudent way to pay for a
four lane tunnel which leaves a toll-free route available for local use.

This should not be yet another poorly planned project - a four lane
tunnel is the only viable option in the long term. Placing a toll at one
end of the tunnel would provide the funds necessary to keep the
project within the projected amount and is the only acceptable option
environmentally and from a municipal and neighbourhood point of
view. Would you want to see the scar of a highway blasted through this
beautiful area every time you take a ferry? Or live in the
neighbourhood where the noise of trucks climbing up the incline will be
deafening ? Or have your children attend Gleneagles School which sits
so close to all of this? | don't imagine so.

Thank you in advance for looking at this issue again. | look forward to
receiving your response.

West Vancouver Consultation Summary Report
Compiled: March 4 2004  Page 73 of 90



By email
Subject: Sea to Sky Highway Improvement Project

My husband and | attended the Ministry Open House at Park Royal
South

and agree with the West Vancouver District Council that a four lane
two

way tunnel is the best option. You must reconsider the options that you
are offering to the citizens of BC and to the residents of West
Vancouver in particular.

Option D, a two way two lane tunnel is only a poor substitute for the
preferred option of four lanes in a two way tunnel. A two lane tunnel

is not progressive highway development Highway construction is not
an inexpensive endeavor. You must build the right solution which is the
four lane two way tunnel. The money saved now by building an inferior
option will only demonstrate short sightedness on the part of the
Ministry and will result in increased costs for future taxpayers.

Your consideration of these remarks is appreciated.

By email

To: Milburn, Peter
February 23, 2004
Subject: sea-to-sky options

Dear Mr. Milburn,

| want to add my voice of support to a 4-lane, 2-way option for the
sea-to-sky highway past Horseshoe Bay. The advantages of this
option

are readily apparent. The increased cost is significant, to be sure. But
this highway will be with us for a very long time and the emphasis on
cost is

shortsighted. Your own project website cites a $300 million increase in
GDP. If needed, a user fee should be charged to cover the costs of
constructing the highway. After all, why should West Vancouver
shoulder

all of the environmental and safety burden? | hope to see the 4-lane, 2-
way option discussed as a potential option in your future presentations.
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Letter: September 9, 2003
To Mr. Campbell -Re Horseshoe Bay and Sea to Sky Highway

Over the years | have written numerous letter concerning B.C.
Ferries, the Terminal expansion and more recently, plans for the Sea
to Sky Highway to various people including of course Judith Reid, to
very little avail. Having no technical expertise, | was among many who
predicted that the layout for the Terminal was seriously flawed, and
would lead to no alleviation of vehicle line-ups, would compound traffic
problems, and would seriously impair the local living environment and
scenic amenities. It is of course of no satisfaction to me that in almost
every respect my predictions have been more than fulfilled. it is my
observation that traffic conditions are more dangerous and confusing
for drivers approaching the Horseshoe Bay area, than they have been
during my 35 years of experience of living here. it is only by sheer
good fortune that to date there have been no very recent fatalities. My
main purpose in writing this letter is to address the proposed changes
to the Sea to Sky Highway in the complex Horseshoe Bay vicinity. My
concerns are twofold. Firstly, with deference, | understand that the
design team is essentially the same as that responsible for the
Terminal, and | am worried that we, and the traveling public not be
exposed to yet another poorly contrived project. Secondly, | am
concerned that, while the Winter Games may not be the sole rationale
for the Highway improvements, they are certainly driving the agenda,
and may lead to poor resolution of a rather complex set of issues. The
Sea to Sky Corridor Improvement Project Status Report, Presentation
to West Vancouver Council May 20th 2003 details five options for the
redesigned highway.

Essentially the most significant issues that arise out of these options
are; 1) The segregation of Whistler and northbound, from local and
ferry traffic. 2) The impact on the Horseshoe Bay both as a residential
area and on its scenic and other values as a visitors and tourist
destination.

. With regard to traffic, it makes far better sense, for all highway
travelers, to dedicate the new highway/tunnel, to Whistler and
northbound traffic (two way), utilizing the existing highway to serve
local and ferry traffic (two way). Obviously the best option (s) albeit the
most costly one, would provide for a new four-lane, two-way tunnel.
this would clearly meet the load requirements for this critical section of
the Sea to Sky Highway for the foreseeable future. At the same time it
would alleviate some of the congestion on the existing highway.

Failing that the new highway, as a two-lane tunnel, should still be
utilized as a two-way highway to serve Whistler/northbound traffic. it is
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suggested in the report that a two-way lane highway in this section
would not conform to the specifications for the highway as a whole. |
suggest this is really a somewhat specious concern, as | suspect in
many respects such a divided two lane highway would allow as great,
and certainly a safer traffic flow than other problematic sections of the
highway. Further, in the event of a stall or traffic accident or other
unusual conditions, such as the games, the existing highway would still
be available as a backup. As a final note on this subject, any
supposition that the Nanaimo ferry run might be removed from
Horseshoe Bay, at some time in the future, would not affect justification
for separation of traffic, because Sunshine Coast Ferry volume is
expected at some point current Island volume.

. The disruption to the surrounding community, should either a short
tunnel, (1 K) or worse still, an overland route, as portrayed in the
report, be selected, will be absolutely devastating, both during the four
years of surface rock blasting, debris removal and road construction,
dwarfing the impact of recent construction, and in the end product in
further degrading Horseshoe Bay and the environs. Not only will the
residential community be profoundly affected, but also the locale, as a
valuable visitors and tourist destination. | understand among a
plethora of schemes there has been discussion of a compromise 1/12
kilometer two-way tunnel. This would largely remove the worst of the
impact on Horseshoe Bay. As a footnote, | would point out that the
new Ferry Corporation is burdened with a huge legacy of problems.
the traffic queues would be partially resolved by the assumption of a
comprehensive reservation system, which the community has
advocated for years. | understand that it is acknowledged by
Corporation representatives, privately, that the terminal design is a
serious problem. We are still subjected to black emissions from
inadequately maintained or outdated machinery, excessive speed as
ferries enter Horseshoe Bay presumably in an attempt to hold to
schedules, to detailed instructions in our home over a kilometer away
as to how to proceed, were we in the terminal, and a daily wake up call
for any guests every morning at 6:30 am, occasioned by an
unnecessarily loud and prolonged ferry whistle. | would appreciate a
responses from your office as my previous attempts to get reasoned
responses from the Ministry of Transportation, have been wholly
unsatisfactory. | gather that proposals are emerging thick and fast,
sometimes difficult for the Public to access, suggesting risk that
decisions will be made, propelled solely by the Winter Games at the
expense of other more "permanent” considerations. Failing some
reasonable resolution of the two principal issues alluded to above, |
see endless future haggling, bitterness and delays as the community
tries to protect itself, a repeat if you wish, of the Ferry Terminal
Expansion disputes. this is entirely avoidable. ---
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February 24, 2004
Dear Mr. Milburn,
Re: Sea-to-Sky Highway Upgrade — Horseshoe Bay Area

| agree with West Vancouver Municipal Council that a two-way tunnel
is the best option for the Sea-to-Sky Highway Upgrade in the
Horseshoe Bay area. An overland route that affects the Eagleridge
rock outcrop is totally unacceptable. A report on this area written by
Mr. Gary Lewis, University of British Columbia plant ecologist, and
published in the Native Plant Society of BC’s Summer 2001 newsletter,
Menziesia states:

“The outcrop complex at Eagleridge represents a unique and
diverse ecosystem in the Lower Mainland. The diverse
topographical and environmental characteristics of these outcrops
maintain rare vegetation associations and rare species. The
ecological processes which occur on outcrops are also unique.
Successful maintenance of biodiversity within BC will depend on
the protection of rock outcrops. The Eagleridge outcrop complex is
unique in the Lower Mainland and should be protected form further
destruction and degradation from development and other human
activities.”

Blasting this ecologically unique area for highway improvements in
connection with the 2010 Winter Olympics at Whistler would reflect
very poorly on British Columbia’s commitment to environmental
sustainability in hosting these winter games. With respect, | urge you
to abandon any plans for an overland route at Eagleridge and
concentrate instead on building a two-way tunnel — four lanes or two
lanes.

By email
To Brian Stone

Subject: Sea to Sky Improvement
Feb. 17, 2004

| wish to express my view as a resident of the Gleneagles area of West
Vancouver concerning the options being considered for the highway
improvement: the only sensible option is a two way, two-lane tunnel.
The ferry terminal and existing traffic make for an already
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unacceptable level of congestion in and around Horseshoe Bay. The
Ferry Corporation, The Highway Department and their respective
engineers have demonstrated a total inability to solve the problems
associated with Horseshoe Bay having become a transportation hub.
One can't possibly impose more on this area without terrible safety,
performance and environmental impacts. the notion of a one-way
tunnel and one-way road is unacceptably short-sighted, as are all
overland options. The decision was made to expand the road knowing
it would be very expensive. In the long run the modest increased
expense in building Option D will be well worth it, especially given
there truly is no sensible alternative. Thank you.

Attached are my recent letters to the Ministry PTO. 1. | wonder why
option 4 is up as the land at all. This is the preferable option as far as
the vast remark of the local people | have spoken to are concerned.
However it appears from speaking to presenters that they do not see
this as a viable option: so why are we discussing it?? 2. | have not
any knowledge, but | fail to see why a two way tunnel with a median
needs to be as costly as a four lane tunnel. 3. | fail to see why the
existing highway cannot provide sufficient emergency at peak traffic
capacity coupled with a new two way tunnel. It seems to me that we
are spending a lot money to build capacity that is only required for
limited periods of time. 4. Finally, | am very frustrated that we will
wind up with the ** ** of ** as presented by the reversed ferry terminals
all engineered on premises which have paved entirely false in real life -
visa a vise the dangers new traffic situation ad persisted line-ups. 5.
A much new desirable solution would be a longer two way four lane
tunnel but | realize that is probably not feasible given the costs.

Nov. 10th, 2003 Letter to Minister Reid Re: Horseshoe Bay - Sea to
Sky Highway On September 9th | wrote to Premier Campbell, with
some of my concerns re the above. On Oct. 3rd, my letter was passed
on to you for consideration and response. To date | have not heard
from either you or your office. Given the preoccupation with time lines,
| am becoming increasing concerned about the issues raised in my
letter, along with numerous other concerns that | am aware of, and that
| understand have been addressed by West Vancouver Council and a
number of other groups and organizations, much more adequately and
with more expertise than | could muster. What your Ministry is
apparently proposing to do, based on its choice among the options
provided by the engineering and other studies you have
commissioned, takes into account exclusively the Whistler corridor,
propelled by the 2010 Games timelines. It takes no account of the
destructive impact on local communities and businesses, the impaired
access to schools and emergency services not the effect on local
tourism. The ultimate irony is that it will greatly compound the problem
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of access to the ferries which has already been impaired by the
appalling design of the new terminal approaches, with entirely
predictable persistent lengthy line ups and dangerous traffic conditions.
it further entirely neglects future traffic loads requirements. | gather
that a decision re design for this section of the Highway is presently
scheduled to occur before the end of the year. It is imperative that the
options be addressed with some modicum of vision and common
sense. | cannot believe that your Ministry is going to sponsor a fiasco
of even greater proportions than that, which the newly formed Ferry
Corporation and the Public at large is already faced. | personally do
not relish the thought of four years of exposed roadway construction
immediately opposite my house and, assuming | live that long, the
corresponding subsequent impairment of our outlook. | would very
much appreciate a timely response.

By email
To: Brian Stone

Subject Highway Improvement
Feb. 13, 2004

What terrible maps you have put on the website. We have to crane
our necks sideways to see exactly what is proposed (couldn't you have
the maps with the proposed changes with "North" at the top of the
page>) also, it isn't very clear as to how and where exactly the
construction would start from the upper levels highway.

By email
To: Brian Stone

Subject: Sea-to-Sky Improvements
Feb. 19, 2004

It seems to me that the various remedies | have been hearing lack the
desirable feature of being complete and consistent solutions with good
life expectancy. Maybe in Canada we have a tendency to attempt
decisions that please everyone and so often find results that please
few, such as, for example, Lions Gate, were 2m of highway and a
dozen trees were allowed to create a crises and M$100+ leaves us
with similar line-ups.

| have not yet heard of an option that provides four lanes all the way,
as would obviously be desirable. Now, | see suggestions for a two-
lane tunnel bypassing Horseshoe Bay that surely denies the disaster
history elsewhere o similar structures not having a protected escape
route.
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The first reasonable solution that comes to my mind is a mix of side-
by-side and two-level four-lane highway. The sections requiring two-
level could appropriately be protected by another level of avalanche
structure. There must be hundreds of miles of these sheds in the Alps
on lightly used but essential corridors. Whether the season risk of
debris for 2010 justifies this kind of protection is really irrelevant to any
good plan and still | have not seen it discussed anywhere. Presumably
it would be more expensive to protect side-by-side highway from debris
than it would a two-level arrangement, so having the two together
makes some sense at exposed locations. If the construction were
done to higher standards with desirable visibility then some of these
exposed points would probably be more suited to local tunneling
anyway. This, together with additional lanes elsewhere, would be less
disruptive of traffic during construction and probably cost less as
existing two-lane would possible not readily support another tier at
some of these points anyway. If expense must be deferred, then the
twin tunnel at such points could be postponed.

| have rarely found that auto route construction with tunnels and
bridges in mountainous areas is a visual problem, although obviously
its ecological and noise impact is something else. Maybe the problem
should also be seen in the context of all the untouched hinterland that
remains in BC and as a means of society benefiting from better access
to that. The possibilities go well beyond Whistler 2010.

A patchwork quilt of half-remedies is not going to make a good
impression on visitors from many winter sports countries, where the
population and traffic volumes justify engineering that can traverse just
about any geography. Nor is a solution that is undone after the event,
such as borrowing railway allocation, likely to please anyone. | think
the work should, following the lines of the Coquihalla and of the Fraser
River bridge, be to good international standards, not compromised like
Lions Gate. Despite the constraints and its pioneering nature, that last
decision is surely coming back already to haunt those responsible for
it!

Perhaps it is because of the fast ferries and SkyTrain that this
particular project is being compromised By the way we rejected ideas
of Whistler investing some 25 years ago primarily because of the
highway and have no vested interest. With today's prices at Whistler,
improved access to further areas up there might be of more interest to
most of us. after all, we can't go far in Canada the other way. Good
luck.
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By email
To: Brian Stone

Subject Sea to Sky Highway
Feb. 12, 2004

Sir, | have sent the following message to Minister Kevin Falcon
suggesting a method which | feel has possibilities to cut down the
number of accidents on the Sea to Sky Highway.

| would hope he would pass the message on down the line for
comment, but as | note, you are holding open houses next Monday
and Thursday, | thought I'd be presumptuous and jump the gun.
Don Currie

To Minister of Transportation

Sir, Recent surveys have shown that there have been many instances
where a driver has fallen asleep at the wheel, crossed the centre line
and caused a head-on crash with usually fatal results. This moment of
inattention, whether caused by having worked long hours and being
sleepy, or whether alcohol or drug related, or using a cell phone, is the
cause of many accidents. The recent 8 deaths on this highway have
many people suggesting there should be a solid barrier down the
middle of the highway to prevent these head-on crashes.

| suggest this is the wrong approach. First, it would be extremely
costly, and seriously impede traffic. but secondly, it would be
extremely dangerous, as a car or truck hitting it at 80 kph could
damage the left front wheel, glancing off and making it difficult to steer,
or even causing the car to hurtle across the road into a rock face or a
ditch. The head-on crash would be averted, but the death of the driver
or passengers in the offending car might not.

| propose the use of rumble strips to alert the driver when he has
strayed out of his lane. They are used on the right side of many
highways, including portions of the Sea to Sky. These strips would be
placed at right angles to the centre yellow line, whether single or
double. they should extend perhaps 12 to 15 inches into each lane.
This would not reduce the amount of lane normally used, but would
serve to waken a sleepy drier, as well as anyone driving too close to
the centre line. If you drive the Sea to Sky, | suggest you try driving
over these rumble strips, and you will see how quickly they bring you to
attention!
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The cost would be minimal, they would be long lasting, or a similar
result might be achieved by gouging a one or two inch wide, one inch
deep, strip, same lengths, across the center line. This could be the
better way to go as these gouges would not interfere with snowplow
operation.

| suggest they first be used on the double lined and straight sections of
the highway as this is where most drivers tend to doze off. They could
be used the entire length of the highway with good results.

There is time to do a test section with them, and if the results are as |
would expect, they could be installed on all sections during the
highway reconstruction before the heavy traffic begins with the 2010
Olympics. While a heavy snowfall would render them inoperative,
drivers tent do be more cautious when this happens. but using the
depressions, and plowing the road to the pavement would bring them
back. Your highway engineers may know of this, and I'd be interested
in their comments.

By mail
Dear Mr. Peter Milburn,

Thank you for considering the residents of West Vancouver. Having
viewed and listened to the various options being considered for our
portion of the Sea to Sky highway improvements, | would like to
strongly urge you to go with Option D. | feel this is the only viable
option. The other 3 will only worsen the already over crowded areas of
Horseshoe Bay and Caulfield and/or not fulfill long-term goals. There
are also environmental considerations of these other options that do
not meet my approval. | am also very concerned about the safety
impacts. It seems to me that Option D is the best for the long-term
community health. Please implement what is by far the best option for
the residents of West Van.

Thank you.

By email
To: Peter Milburn

Feb. 16, 2004

| wish to state that the only option that should be considered to the
Sea-to-Sky upgrade is OPTION D. | realize that this is a more
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expensive option, but do feel the other options are not feasible from a
safety standpoint of view. Certainly option D would have less
environmental impact also. As a resident of West Vancouver that lives
north of Horseshoe Bay | have lived through the Lion’s Gate Bridge
and parkway expansion and do not feel that they have provided us with
the most efficient long-term solutions to traffic. | certainly do not want
to go through years of waiting in line as the Sea-to-Sky highway is
improved if it does not have a good long-term solution. | hope that you
will listen to the views of West Vancouver residents!

By email
To: Peter Milburn
Cc: Ted Nebbeling, cwright@westvancouver.ca, Sultan.MLA, Ralph

Subject: Sea to Sky Highway Changes
February 24, 2004

Attention: Peter Milburn

There is only one solution to the Sea to Sky Highway changes required
in he Horseshoe Bay area: a tunnel. We agree with the District of
West Vancouver's position, i.e.: that a separate 4-lane/2 way tunnel is
the only valid option. The tunnel would avoid substantial blasting of
the steep rock outcropping (there is no "upslope" in the Eagleridge
area --this is a hazardous, rocky bluff), it would avoid steep highway
grades (which would in themselves cause long term problems) and
would avoid destruction of environmentally significant and extremely
valuable lands. The tunnel would resolve safety, performance,
emergency response, environmental and community impact concerns.
It would allow the current highway to function as a local and scenic
route, would handle projected capacity in the near future and could be
twinned in the long term.

We attended the "Open House" held at Gleneagles School and were
highly disappointed in the lack of quality in information and
presentation materials, the inappropriate format for a significant issue
and in the answers received from staff regarding the suggested
alternatives. The material presented at the Gleneagles meeting was
difficult to see (4 air photos with quite a few people attempting to
decipher small scale information) and it was difficult to interpret overly
simplistic charts providing comparisons using dubious criteria.

In particular, the information regarding the significant visual and noise
impacts from each of the alternatives was grossly inadequate. Even
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the material advertising the Open House appeared misleading and
deceptive - the ad published in North Shore News emphasized a
discussion of plans for "Improvements" for the whole corridor, whereas
the actual purpose was to display the Eagleridge bluff route
alternatives.

For very good reasons, W. Vancouver designated the Eagleridge area
as a mandatory Development Permit Area for protection of the natural
environment and for protection of development from hazardous
conditions. We are concerned that the environmental representatives
at the meeting suggested that each of the alternatives would be
acceptable -their answers were political. The destruction of the
environmentally sensitive and visually prominent Eagleridge bluff
cannot possibly be a better solution from an environmental perspective
than a tunnel. The representatives that their opinions were based on a
comprehensive socio-economic analyses that included the social
impacts of higher traffic volumes on the Caulfield overpass and the
construction costs! The evaluation was clearly flawed.

The goals for the Sea to Sky Highway project (published on the
Ministry website) do not include goals to minimize environmental
impact, do not ensure that the solution will serve our community and
the traveling public over the long term, and do not provide for
consideration of appropriate land use planning yet these are essential
decision making criteria.

The cost to construct overland route has the potential to be seriously
underestimated given the high amount of blasting and site disruption.

If cost is the primary determining criteria that would result in such a
route, then impose a toll to pay for the costs of a tunnel that may
exceed the costs of a properly costed "overland" option.

Change does not constitute an improvement if it is the wrong solution.

By email
To: Peter Milburn

Feb. 29, 2004

Dear Mr. Milburn,

| am extremely concerned that the Province s far has not given the green

light to a two way tunnel at the Eagleridge Exit in West Vancouver. Simply
this IS the ONLY Viable option which makes sense now and in the future.

North Shore residents have been seriously shortchanged when the Lions
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Gate Bridge was not expanded with an extra lane and when the Ferry
Terminal was ever so poorly expanded. Do we have to suffer similar
consequences and get another short term fix which is DANGEROUS.
Environmentally unsound and simply not very smart. | DO HOPE NOT.
Kindly inform me where matters stand and when a decision will be taken.
Thank you,

District of West Vancouver
Council Meeting
March 1, 2004

Following the presentation by Peter Milburn, Executive Director, regarding
the draft summary for the Sea-to-Sky Highway Improvement Project, West
Vancouver section, Council passed the following resolution:

THAT

1. the delegation from P. Milburn and B. Stone, Ministry of
Transportation, regarding community input on Sea-to-Sky Highway
Improvement Project be received.

2. Council opposes the overland routes and repeats its preference for
a 4-lane tunnel option of at least 1.4 kilometres in length.
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Project Director, West Vancouver
Sea-to-Sky Improvement Project
PO Box 10426, Pacific Centre
#1120 — 777 Dunsmuir Street
Vancouver, BC V7Y 1K3

Attention : Mr Brian T. Stone, P. Eng.

Dear Mr. Stone; .
Eagle Ridge to Sunset Beach - BC Ferries® Perspective

Thank you for taking the time to meet with Tan Downie and Gary Leitch at our Horseshoe Bay
terminal last week, and to present the options under consideration for the upgrade of Highway
99 from Eagle Ridge to Sunset Beach. BC Ferries has reviewed your preliminary options and

1 am pleased to advise you formally of BC Ferries’ opinion with respect to the four options

under consideration.

The preferred option from our perspective is Option B~ four upslope lanes. We believe that
this option offers the greatest benefit from a BC Ferries operational perspective and in terms
of effective management of the traffic approaching Highway 99, the community in Horseshoe
Bay and the Horseshoe Bay Terminal itself. By totally segregating Squamish and Whistler
traffic from local and ferry traffic, most if not all of the capacity, safety, and nuisance issues
surrounding exit 1 and access to the ferry terminal should be resolved. As well, we believe ’
thig solution will be longer lived then the others in that further investment will be delayed

longer.

In the event that Option B does not proceed, then Option A would be likely be our next
preference. Having said that, we do not believe it would provide the same degree of relief as
Option B does to our challenges and those of other users of the highway. Indeed and
considering the additional roadwork required in the vicinity of the tollbooth plaza and the
Marine Drive overpass, we see some potential that new traffic management problems may be
introduced. As such, we would view this Option s an interim step only and part of 2 Jonger-
term plan to implement Option B.

In short, it is our opinion that the incremental cost of Option B over Option A is well worth
the added benefits to the entire system at that point.
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Thank you for providing us with this opportunity to express our views. Should you have any
further questions do not hesitate to contact me or Messrs. Leitch and Downie.

Mainland Services & Operational Planning

ce. M. Stefanson, Vice President, Communications
1. Downie, Terminal Manager, Horseshoe Bay
G. Leitch, Manager, Stakeholder Relations & Consultation
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February 27, 2004

Brian T. Stane

Project Director, West Vancouver
Sea-to-Sky Highway Improvement Project
Ministry of Transportation

PO Box 10426, Pacific Centre

1120 - 777 Dunsmuir Street

Vancouver, BC V7Y 1K3

Re. West Vancouver Consultation

Dear Mr. Stone:

Thank you for making the presentation on the West Vancouver Sea-to-Sky alignment
and design options at the BC Trucking Association (BCTA) Office on February 16
and for clarifying the issues surrounding this project. As you will have ascertained
during the course of the presentation and the comments that were made by those in
attendance, the BC Trucking Association supports Option “B", consisting of four new
lanes upslope from the existing Highway 99 corridor, with the existing Highway 99
corridor serving local traffic.

BCTA supports this option for the following reasons:

« it has the Jongest planning horizon
s it improves safety by al lowing for separation between Tocal and through traffic

e itis the least arduous grade for truck twraffic to negotiate

While Option B is not the least expensive option, it is less expensive than Options C
and D. Money that can be saved on this portion of the corridor can be applied to
other sections on the Sea-to-Sky Highway Improvement Project or lower the overall
cost of the Project. Moreover, it is estimated that this design will be able to serve
traffic for 70 years versus the lesser expensive Option A, which is estimated to be
able to serve traffic for only 25 years. Importantly, unlike Options C and D, which
includes 2 tunnel, Option B will niot impact the transportation of dangerous goods. .

While we understand that there may be some environmental challenges associated
with Option B, BCTA believes that public safety and good gtewardship compels the
Ministry of Transportation and those considering environmental issues to put the
concerns of humans before plant life.

Sincerely,

Qi

Paul R. Landry
President & CEO

O
BCTAM:

www.betrucking.com
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Telephone: (604) 922-4907

February 19, 2004

Peter Milbumn, Executive Project Director
Ministry of Transportation

PO Box 10426, Pacific Centre
“Vancouver, BC V7Y 1K3

Dear Sirs:

I wish to record my support for the position of the West Vancouver council on the upgrade of the Sea-to-Sky
in West Vancouver. The tunnel is the best way to go and yet it is not likely to happen because of “budget
constraints”.

Let me explain that in my opinion “budget constraints™ should never be the reason for rejecting the best way to
complete a government project whatever the status of the agency — municipal, provincial or federal.

The reasons are so simple. The project creates an asset that has an ongoing benefit for future users in years to
come — possibly infinite. Accordingly, it is not fair or reasonable for today’s taxpayers to stand the cost of the
project and pay for it out of today’s revenues.

So what is the fair way to spread the cost? It's also simple — there are any number of professional ways to
calculate the life of the asset and the annual cost to amortize it. Whers to borrow the money? - Also simple —
we borrow it from ourselves — through our insurance companies, pension funds and numerous other
institutional investors. All of these investors need new investments for the money that comes to them every

day from their customers — we the people.

In my opinion, it is the height of folly to finance long-term assets or benefits out of current revenues. How
many people would own their homes if they didn’t have access to the time honored residential morigage?

Maybe I should be, but unfortunately I am not familiar with the financing arrangement for the complete Sea-
to-Sky project. As you may surmise from my. remarks above I feel strongly that it should be financed with
long-term debt, recognizing the long-term benefit created by 2 better highway — no part should be considered
as part of the Olympics cost.

One last shot for the height of folly — the Lions Gate bridge band aid! Hurrah for the West Vancouver council.
Yours sincerely,

Al e,

John G. Chaston
Direct Line: (604) 718-6808

cc: Mayor Ron Wood, West Vancouver Council
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10% Nov 2003 6650 Madrona Crescent
West Vancouver B.C
VTW 2I8

Dear Minister Reid
Re Horseshoe Bay — Sea to Sky Highway

On Sept 9™ I wrote to Premier Campbell, with some of my concerns re the above. On
Oct 3", my letter was passed on to you for consideration and response To-date I have not
heard from either you or your office. Given the preoccupation with time lines, I am
becoming increasingly concerned about the issues raised in my letter, along with
numerous other concerns that [ am aware of, and that I understand have been addressed
by West Vancouver Council and a number of other groups and organizations, much more
adequately and with more expertise than I could muster.

What your Ministry is apparently proposing to do, based on its choice among the
options provided by the engineering and other studies you have commissioned, takes into
account exclusively the Whistler corridor, propelled by the 2010 Games timelines. It
takes no account of the destructive impact on local communities and businesses, the
impaired access to schools and emergency services nor the effect on local tourism. The
ultimate irony is that it will greatly compound the problem of access to the ferries which
has already been impaired by the appalling design of the new terminal approaches, with
entirely predictable persistent lengthy line ups and dangerous traffic conditions. It further
entirely neglects future traffic loads requirements.

I gather that a decision re design for this section of the Highway is presently scheduled
to oceur before the end of the year. It is imperative that the options be addressed with
some modicum of vision and common sense. I cannot believe that your Ministry is going
to sponsor a fiasco of even greater proportions than that, which the newly formed Ferry
Corporation and the Public at large is already faced.

I personally do not relish the thought of four years of exposed roadway construction
immediately opposite my house and, assuming I live that long, the corresponding
subsequent impairment of our outlook.

I would very much appreciate a timely response.

Yours truly D! m

David Shillington
Ces Premier Gordon Campbell
WRA
file
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