
INCH FARM ARTERIAL ROAD AND INDUSTRIAL PARK - EVALUATION MATRIX

Traffic Operations
Impact to roadway operation and 
road capacity (based on results of 

Traffic Impact Study)

Alignment meets TAC geometric roadway design 
standards

2 Alignment meets TAC geometric roadway design 
standards, adds s-bend

-1 Alignment meets TAC geometric roadway design 
standards, adds s-bend

-2
Cross section capacity meets the forecasted traffic 

volumes to 2040
Centre turn lane improves left turn operations

2
Cross section exceeds the forecasted traffic 

volumes to 2040, lack of two-way left turn lane is 
inneficient

1
Cross section exceeds the forecasted traffic 

volumes to 2040
Centre turn lane improves left turn operations

2 Provides shared vehicular / cycling facility, may 
increase interference with traffic operations

-1

Provides separate vehicular / cycling/pedestrian 
facility, limited interference with traffic operations

Consistent with recommendations of 2012 ATP and 
2019 MMTMP

2

Cycling Operations Can the option accommodate 
cycling operations?

Alignment can accommodate cycling operations 2 Alignment can accommodate cycling operations 2 Alignment can accommodate cycling operations 2 Cross section can accommodate cycling 
operations

2 Cross secton can accommodate cycling operations 2 Cross section can accommodate cycling 
operations

2 Provides dedicated cycling route, not 
recommended on arterial roadway per MMTP

1
Provides mixed pedestrian/cycling route, 

recommended in 2012 ATP and 2019 MMTMP, 
consistent with other arterial roadways in Orillia

2

Pedestrian Operations Can the option accommodate 
pedestrian activity?

Alignment can accommodate pedestrian activity 2 Alignment can accommodate pedestrian activity 2 Alignment can accommodate pedestrian activity 2 Cross section can accommodate pedestrian 
activity

2 Cross secton can accommodate pedestrian activity 2 Cross section can accommodate pedestrian 
activity

2 Bicycle lanes are not a recommended for 
pedestrian activity

-2
Provides mixed pedestrian/cycling route, 

recommended in 2012 ATP and 2019 MMTMP, 
consistent with other arterial roadways in Orillia

2

Transit Operations Can the option accommodate 
transit operations?

Alignment can accommodate transit facilities and 
operations

2 Alignment can accommodate transit facilities and 
operations

2 Alignment can accommodate transit facilities and 
operations

2
Cross section can accommodate transit facilities 
and operations, left turn traffic will not interfere 

with transit operations
2

Cross section can accommodate transit facilities 
and operations, left turn traffic may interfere with 

transit operations
1

Cross section can accommodate transit facilities 
and operations, left turn traffic will not interfere 

with transit operations
2 Creates conflict with transit operations -1 Functional with transit operations 2

Driveway Operations Impact to left turn movements in 
/ out of driveways

Driveways only on one side of corridor 1 Driveways on both sides of corridor -1 Driveways on one side of corridor 1 Two-way left turn lane will assist with access 
to/from driveways

2 Left turns to/from driveways across two lanes of 
traffic

-1 Two-way left turn lane will assist with access 
to/from driveways

1 Minimal impacts, same for each alternative 0 Minimal impacts, same for each alignment 
alternative

0

Stormwater Management System Extent of SWM System Minimal impacts, same for each alignment 
alternative

0 Minimal impacts, same for each alignment 
alternative

0 Minimal impacts, same for each alignment 
alternative

0 Least SWM requirements 2 Moderate SWM requirements 1 Greatest SWM requirements 0 Moderate SWM requirements 1 Greatest SWM requirements 0

Utilities Impact to Utilites (ie. Hydro, 
Telecom, Natural, Watermain)

Provides most direct alignment for utilities 
(overhead and underground)

1 Provides most obscure alignment for utilities 
(overhead and underground)

-1 Provides most obscure alignment for utilities 
(overhead and underground)

-1 Provides 7.75m wide boulevard for utilities 1 Provides 8.0m wide boulevard for utilities 2 Provides 5.7m wide boulevard for utilities 0 Provides most space for utiliities in boulevard 2 Provides least space for utilities in boulevard 0

Fisheries/Aquatic Impacts Impact to fisheries and aquatic 
species at water crossings

Impacts are the same for Option 1 and Option 2 0 Impacts are the same for Option 1 and Option 2 0
Impacts are the same for each alignment 

alternative, existing crossing of south tributary is 
suitable

1 Least impact, narrowest cross section 2 Moderate impact 1 Greatest impact, widest cross section 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0

Wildlife/Terrestrial Impacts

Impact to wildlife species within 
the study area

Impact to species at risk and 
endangered species

Impacts are the same for each alignment 
alternative

0 Impacts are the same for each alignment 
alternative

0 Impacts are the same for each alignment 
alternative

0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0

Vegetation Impacts Impact to vegetation (ie. Less or 
more tree clearing?)

Impacts are the same for each alternative, all trees 
will be removed from the corridor regardless of 

alignment, no rare species were identified
0

Impacts are the same for each alternative, all trees 
will be removed from the corridor regardless of 

alignment, no rare species were identified
0

Impacts are the same for each alternative, all trees 
will be removed from the corridor regardless of 

alignment, no rare species were identified
0

Impacts are the same for each alternative, all trees 
will be removed from the corridor regardless of 

cross section, no rare species were identified
0

Impacts are the same for each alternative, all trees 
will be removed from the corridor regardless of 

cross section, no rare species were identified
0

Impacts are the same for each alternative, all trees 
will be removed from the corridor regardless of 

cross section, no rare species were identified
0 Impacts are the same for each alternative, no rare 

species were identified
0 Impacts are the same for each alternative, no rare 

species were identified
0

Land Use

Impact of the proposed works on 
surrounding land use (ie. Are the 
improvements consistent with 

surrounding land uses)

This option will result in an arterial road abuting 
future residential property along the west 

boundary rather than industrial use abuting future 
residential property.  

Industrial land will abut existing residential to the 
south under all options, moot point

1

This option will result in industrial use abuting future 
residential property along the west boundary.  

Industrial use will abut existing residential to the 
south under all options, moot point

-1

This option will result in industrial use abuting future 
residential property along the west boundary.  

Industrial use will abut existing residential to the 
south under all options, moot point

-1 Impacts are the same for each cross section 
alternative

0 Impacts are the same for each cross section 
alternative

0 Impacts are the same for each cross section 
alternative

0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0

Property/Development Impacts
Impacts to property (ie. Does the 
option leave sufficient space for 

future development?)

Alignment provides maximum lot depth for future 
industrial development

2 This alternative leaves insufficiently sized lots for 
industrial development

-2

Alignment provides slightly less lot depth for future 
industrial development due to the setback from 

Highway 11 (in alternative 1 the Highway 11 
setback would overlap with the rear yard setback 

of the development lots)

0 Impacts are the same for each cross section 
alternative

0 Impacts are the same for each cross section 
alternative

0 Impacts are the same for each cross section 
alternative

0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0

Aesthetics Visual impacts, opportunity for 
aesthetic improvement

Impacts are the same for each alignment 
alternative

0 Impacts are the same for each alignment 
alternative

0 Impacts are the same for each alignment 
alternative

0 Provides the most space for boulevard plantings 2 Provides less space for boulevard plantings 1 Provides the least space for boulevard plantings 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0

Noise Impacts

Impacts to adjacent property (ie. 
Does the option consider noise 

pollution to the adjacent 
property?)

*Note consideration of accoustic 
fencing is the responsibility of the 

ultimate land user

This option will result in an arterial road abuting 
future residential property along the west 

boundary rather than industrial use abuting future 
residential property.  

Industrial land will abut existing residential to the 
south under all options, moot point

1

This option will result in industrial use abuting future 
residential property along the west boundary.  

Industrial use will abut existing residential to the 
south under all options, moot point

-1

This option will result in industrial use abuting future 
residential property along the west boundary.  

Industrial use will abut existing residential to the 
south under all options, moot point

-1
Same traffic volumes for each option therefore no 

net benefit for either alternative.  Note: primary 
noise source is Highway 11

0
Same traffic volumes for each option therefore no 

net benefit for either alternative.  Note: primary 
noise source is Highway 11

0
Same traffic volumes for each option therefore no 

net benefit for either alternative.  Note: primary 
noise source is Highway 11

0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0

Construction Impacts Impacts to adjacent property 
through the construction phase

This alignment provides the shortest length of 
road, least construction impact.

1 This alignment provides the second shortest length 
of road, moderate construction impact.

0 This alignment provides the longest length of road, 
most construction impact.

-1 Less construction impact, shorter construction 
period

1 Moderate construction impact, slightly longer 
construction period

0 Greatest construction impact, longest construction 
period

-1 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0
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Archaeological & Heritage Impacts

Impacts to the cultural heritage 
features as per the results of the 

Stage 1 Archaeological 
Assessment completed for the 

project limits

No archeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archaeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archaeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archaeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archaeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archaeological potential found through 
assessment

0

Construction Costs Cost to construct each option 
(relative comparison)

Alternative 1 requires the shortest length of road 
to connect between Uhthoff Line and the future 

Area 3 and future Inch Farm residential subdivision 
therefore the least construction costs compared 

with other alternatives

2 Alternative 2 provides the 2nd shortest length of 
road compared with other alternatives

1

Alternative 3 requires the longest length of road to 
connect between Uhthoff Line and the future Area 

3 and future Inch Farm residential subdivision 
therefore the greatest construction costs 

compared with other alternatives.  Note this 
alternative does not require relocation of the south 

tributary water crossing.

1 Lowest construction cost, narrowest cross section 2 Moderate construction cost 1 Highest construction cost, widest cross section 0 $135/m 2
$150/m

1

Maintenance Costs Future maintenance requirements

Alternative 1 requires the shortest length of road 
to connect between Uhthoff Line and the future 

Area 3 and future Inch Farm residential subdivision 
therefore the least maintenance costs compared 

with other alternatives

2 Alternative 2 provides the 2nd shortest length of 
road compared with other alternatives

1

Alternative 3 requires the longest length of road to 
connect between Uhthoff Line and the future Area 

3 and future Inch Farm residential subdivision 
therefore the least maintenance costs compared 

with other alternatives

0 Lowest maintenance (on-going and winter) cost, 
narrowest cross section

2 Moderate maintenance maintenance (on-going and 
winter) cost

1 Greatest maintenance (on-going and winter) cost, 
widest cross section

0

Least on-going maintenance cost as feature is part 
of roadway

Winter maintenance costs are dependent on 
whether the feature is maintained for cycling in the 
winter (ie. May result in more frequent snowbank 

removal)

1

Moderate on-going maintenance costs (asphalt 
patching, crack repair, etc..)

Winter maintenance costs are dependent on 
whether the feature is maintained for cycling in the 
winter (ie. Does the full trail width get maintained)

0

Land Acquisition Costs Total land acquisition costs
Alignment does not impact land acquisition 

requirements, adjacent land is owned by City so no 
net cost impact

0
Alignment does not impact land acquisition 

requirements, adjacent land is owned by City so no 
net cost impact

0
Alignment does not impact land acquisition 

requirements, adjacent land is owned by City so no 
net cost impact

0
May require some land acquisition requirements, 

adjacent land is owned by City so no net cost 
impact

0
Cross section requires land acquisition however 
adjacent land is owned by City so no net cost 

impact
0

Cross section requires land acquisition however 
adjacent land is owned by City so no net cost 

impact
0

Altermative does not impact land acquisition 
requirements, adjacent land is owned by City so no 

net cost impact
0

Alternative does not impact land acquisition 
requirements, adjacent land is owned by City so no 

net cost impact
0
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Climate Change

Does the option consider climate 
change or have the potential to 
accommodate future expansion 

for climate change?

This alignment provides the shortest length of 
road, less construction impact, less runoff, less salt.

1
This alignment provides the second shortest length 
of road, moderate construction impact, moderate 

runoff, moderate salt.
0 This alignment provides the longest length of road, 

most construction impact, most runoff, most salt.
-1 Least impact, narrowest cross section.  Less 

construction impact, less runoff, less salt.
2 Moderate impact, moderate construction impact, 

moderate runoff, moderate salt.
1 Greatest impact, widest cross section. Most 

construction impact, most runoff, most salt.
0

No net impact on climate change compared to 
other options, all options promote active 

transportation
2

No net impact on climate change compared to 
other options, all options promote active 

transportation
2

Total Weighted Score 20 1 2 24 13 8 5 11

Rank 1st 3rd 2nd 1st 2nd 3rd 2nd 1st
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Score: -2 to +2 to reflect negative impact, no impact, or positive impact in relation to other options
SWM Evaluation based on "worst case" (5-lane cross section)

Pedestrian/Cycling Feature *Compared to Base Standard of sidewalks both Sides*Cross Section
Evaluation of Alternative Design Concepts

1.8m Wide Bicycle Lane(s) 3.0m Wide Multi-Use Trail(s)5 Lane (30m)

Inch Farm Class EA

Evaluation Criteria How Criteria is Being Assessed
Alignment

Option 1 - West Option 2 - Middle Option 3 - East 3 Lane (26m) 4 Lane (30m)



INCH FARM ARTERIAL ROAD AND INDUSTRIAL PARK - EVALUATION MATRIX

Traffic Operations
Impact to roadway operation and 
road capacity (based on results of 

Traffic Impact Study)

Cycling Operations Can the option accommodate 
cycling operations?

Pedestrian Operations Can the option accommodate 
pedestrian activity?

Transit Operations Can the option accommodate 
transit operations?

Driveway Operations Impact to left turn movements in 
/ out of driveways

Stormwater Management System Extent of SWM System

Utilities Impact to Utilites (ie. Hydro, 
Telecom, Natural, Watermain)

Fisheries/Aquatic Impacts Impact to fisheries and aquatic 
species at water crossings

Wildlife/Terrestrial Impacts

Impact to wildlife species within 
the study area

Impact to species at risk and 
endangered species

Vegetation Impacts Impact to vegetation (ie. Less or 
more tree clearing?)

Land Use

Impact of the proposed works on 
surrounding land use (ie. Are the 
improvements consistent with 

surrounding land uses)

Property/Development Impacts
Impacts to property (ie. Does the 
option leave sufficient space for 

future development?)

Aesthetics Visual impacts, opportunity for 
aesthetic improvement

Noise Impacts

Impacts to adjacent property (ie. 
Does the option consider noise 

pollution to the adjacent 
property?)

*Note consideration of accoustic 
fencing is the responsibility of the 

ultimate land user

Construction Impacts Impacts to adjacent property 
through the construction phase
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Archaeological & Heritage Impacts

Impacts to the cultural heritage 
features as per the results of the 

Stage 1 Archaeological 
Assessment completed for the 

project limits

Construction Costs Cost to construct each option 
(relative comparison)

Maintenance Costs Future maintenance requirements

Land Acquisition Costs Total land acquisition costs
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Climate Change

Does the option consider climate 
change or have the potential to 
accommodate future expansion 

for climate change?

Total Weighted Score

Rank
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Score: -2 to +2 to reflect negative impact, no impact, or positive impact in re
SWM Evaluation based on "worst case" (5-lane cross section)

Inch Farm Class EA

Evaluation Criteria How Criteria is Being Assessed

Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 No impacts to roadway operation or capacity 
anticipated.

0
Protection of the SPS from vehicles and snow 

plowing will be required (similar to Commerce Rd 
SPS).

-1
Protection of the SPS from vehicles and snow 

plowing will be required (similar to Commerce Rd 
SPS).

-1
Operation & maintenance service vehicle access 

and parking points required. No impacts to 
roadway operation or capacity anticipated.

0

Operation & maintenance service vehicle access 
and parking points may be required. Impacts to 

roadway operation anticipated during 
maintenance. 

-1

Operation & maintenance service vehicle access 
and parking points may be required. Protection of 
the bioswales from vehicles and snow storage will 

be required. Impacts to roadway operation 
anticipated during maintenance. 

-1

Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 No impact to cycling operations anticipated. 0 SPS in boulevard limit space available for cycling 
route on north side of road.

-1 SPS in boulevard limit space available for cycling 
route on north side of road.

-1 No impact to cycling operations anticipated. 0 No impact to cycling operations anticipated. 0 No impact to cycling operations anticipated. 0

Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 No impact to pedestrian activity anticipated. 0 SPS in boulevard may limit space available for 
sidewalk on north side of road.

-1 SPS in boulevard may limit space available for 
sidewalk on north side of road.

-1 No impact to pedestrian activity anticipated. 0 No impact to pedestrian activity anticipated. 0 No impact to pedestrian activity anticipated. 0

Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 No impact to transit operations anticipated. 0 No impact to transit operations anticipated. 0 No impact to transit operations anticipated. 0 No impact to transit operations anticipated. 0 No impact to transit operations anticipated. 0 No impact to transit operations anticipated. 0

Driveway setbacks from crossing locations will be 
the same for open bottom and culvert.

0 Driveway setbacks from crossing locations will be 
the same for open bottom and culvert

0 Bridge approaches may restrict driveway locations 
(due to guiderail).

-1
SPS will have its own driveway on west side of 

road. No impact to private driveways on east side 
of the road anticipated.

0
SPS located on the west side of the road. No 

impact to private driveways will on the east side of 
the road anticipated.

0
SPS located on the west side of the road. No 

impact to private driveways will on the east side of 
the road anticipated.

0 No impact to driveway operations anticipated. 0 No impact to driveway operations anticipated. 0 No impact to driveway operations anticipated. 0

Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0

SPS site will need to be graded such that overland 
flow is directed away from the wet well. No 

significant impact to stormwater system 
anticipated.

0

SPS site will need to be graded such that overland 
flow is directed away from the wet well. No 

significant impact to stormwater system 
anticipated.

0

SPS site will need to be graded such that overland 
flow is directed away from the wet well. No 

significant impact to stormwater system 
anticipated.

0
Roadway must be graded such that overland flow 

is directed to the SWM Facilities. Roadway to 
convey runoff during major storm events.

-1

Roadway must be graded such that runoff ponds 
at catchbasin locations to allow for 100-year 

capture by inlets. There will be ponding on roadway 
to max. 0.30 m

-2

Curb cuts required to convey runoff from roadway 
to bioswales for all storm events, less ponding 

water on roadway, less flow over roadway. 
Bioswales must be graded such that runoff ponds 

at catchbasin locations to allow for 100-year 
capture by inlets. 

1

Crossing design can accommodate utilities 1 Crossing can accommodate utilities 1
Utilities would need to be attached to bridge 

superstructure, span the crossing, or directional 
drill under crossing resulting in increased costs

-1 Provides the most space for utilities in the 
boulevard

1 Provides less space for utilities in the boulevard -1 Provides less space for utilities in the boulevard -1 No impact to utilities anticipated. 0 Provides less space for utilities in the right-of-way. -1 Wider right-of-way required, no impact to utilities 
anticipated.

0

South Crossing (Intermittent flow, non fish 
bearing): conveyance only, higher costs, no other 

net benefit compared to other alternatives
North Crossing (Intermittent flow, non fish bearing, 

EP): Provides opportunity to accommodate 
valley/tributary open space feature with footings 

outside the sensitive area

2

South Crossing (Intermittent flow, non fish 
bearing): conveyance only, meets requirements

North Crossing (Intermittent flow, non fish bearing, 
EP): Provides opportunity to accommodate 

valley/tributary open space feature with footings 
outside the sensitive area, does not meet 

requirements

-2

South Crossing (Intermittent flow, non fish 
bearing): conveyance only, higher costs, no other 

net benefit compared to other alternatives
North Crossing (Intermittent flow, non fish bearing, 

EP): Provides opportunity to accommodate 
valley/tributary open space feature with footings 

outside the sensitive area

2

Sewer crossing under Silver Creek tributary at east 
side of property. Forcemain crossing under 

intermittent stream at west side of property. 
Neither tributary is fish bearing; provides flow 
conveyance only. Require directional drilling 

construction methods to mitigate impacts to 
tributaries.

0

Sewer crossing under Silver Creek tributary at east 
side of property. Forcemain crossing under 

intermittent stream at west side of property. 
Neither tributary is fish bearing; provides flow 
conveyance only. Require directional drilling 

construction methods to mitigate impacts to 
tributaries.

0

Sewer crossing under Silver Creek tributary at east 
side of property. Forcemain crossing under 

intermittent stream at west side of property. 
Neither tributary is fish bearing; provides flow 
conveyance only. Require directional drilling 

construction methods to mitigate impacts to 
tributaries.

0

80% TSS removal rate, 63% TP removal rate, erosion 
and sediment control provided by SWMF. Potential 

to increase discharge temperatures - 
Environmental impact study not complete at this 
time, however  some impacts to aquatic species 

can be anticipated without further mitigation. The 
tributary is not fish-bearing, no impacts to fish 

species are anticipated.

-1

70% TSS removal rate, 60% TP removal rate, erosion 
and sediment control provided by Oversized pipes 
& OGS. Underground pipe system has potential to 
decrease discharge temperatures - Environmental 
impact study not complete at this time, however 

some impacts to aquatic species can be 
anticipated without further mitigation. The 

tributary is not fish-bearing, no impacts to fish 
species are anticipated.

-2

80% TSS removal rate, 63% TP removal rate, erosion 
and sediment control provided by bioswale. 

Underground filtration system has potential to 
decrease discharge temperatures - Environmental 
impact study not complete at this time, however 
no impacts to aquatic species anticipated. The 
tributary is not fish-bearing, no impacts to fish 

species are anticipated.

1

Provides minor barrier for some wildlife movement 1 Provides minor barrier for some wildlife movement 1 Provides connection for wildlife under roadway 2

Environmental impact study not complete at this 
time, however there may be a potential presence 

of endangered bat species and bat habitat. 
Mitigate by limiting tree cutting and removal to 

October 15th to April 15th timing window.

0

Environmental impact study not complete at this 
time, however there may be a potential presence 

of endangered bat species and bat habitat. 
Mitigate by limiting tree cutting and removal to 

October 15th to April 15th timing window.

0

Environmental impact study not complete at this 
time, however there may be a potential presence 

of endangered bat species and bat habitat. 
Mitigate by limiting tree cutting and removal to 

October 15th to April 15th timing window.

0

Environmental impact study not complete at this 
time, however there may be potential presence of 
endangered bat species and bat habitat. Greatest 

land acquisition required generates greater 
disruption to habitat. Mitigate by limiting tree 

cutting and removal to October 15th to April 15th 
timing window. Mitigate loss of habitat by strategic 

planting and landscaping plan for SWMF.

-2

Environmental impact study not complete at this 
time, however there may be a potential presence 

of endangered bat species and bat habitat. 
Mitigate by limiting tree cutting and removal to 
October 15th to April 15th timing window. No 

opportunity to offset loss of habitat. 

0

Environmental impact study not complete at this 
time, however there may be potential presence of 

endangered bat species and bat habitat. Wider 
right-of-way may be required and generate greater 

disruption to habitat. Mitigate by limiting tree 
cutting and removal to October 15th to April 15th 
timing window. Mitigate loss of habitat by strategic 

planting and landscaping plan for SWMF.

-1

Impacts are the same for each alternative, no rare 
species were identified

0 Impacts are the same for each alternative, no rare 
species were identified

0 Impacts are the same for each alternative, no rare 
species were identified

0 More trees to clear than Locations 2 and 3. No rare 
vegetation species anticipated.

-1 Fewer trees to clear than Location 1. No rare 
vegetation species anticipated.

0 Fewest number of trees to clear. No rare 
vegetation species anticipated.

0
Land acquisition and clearing beyond the right-of-
way area required. Mitigate clearing by strategic 

planting and landscaping SWM blocks. 
-2 No additional clearing beyond the right-of-way 

area required. 
0

Wider right-of-way may be required, therefore 
more clearing anticipated. Mitigate clearing by 
strategic planting and landscaping the bioswale 

blocks.

-1

Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0

SPS location 1 is zoned Business Park Industrial, 
where a sewage pumping station is a permitted 
land use. The forcemain will be located partially 

within the road right-of-way and partially on lands 
zoned either Business Park Industrial or Open 

Space One where a forcemain is a permitted use.

0

SPS location 2 is zoned Business Park Industrial, 
where a sewage pumping station is a permitted 
land use. The forcemain will be located partially 

within the road right-of-way and partially on lands 
zoned either Business Park Industrial or Open 

Space One where a forcemain is a permitted use.

0

SPS location 3 is zoned Business Park Industrial, 
where a sewage pumping station is a permitted 

land use. The SPS would need to be located outside 
of the environmental protection area around the 
Silver Creek tributary (15 m buffer zone on either 
side of the creek).The forcemain will be located 

partially within the road right-of-way and partially 
on lands zoned either Business Park Industrial or 

Open Space One where a forcemain is a permitted 
use.

0

SWMFs located partially in areas zoned Business 
Park Industrial, Residential & Park SWMF Open 

Space. The storm sewer will be located within the 
road right-of-way and partially on lands zoned 

either Business Park Industrial or Open Space One 
where a SWM Block is permitted.

0

The storm sewer will be located within the road 
right-of-way and partially on lands zoned either 

Business Park Industrial or Open Space One where 
a SWM Block is permitted.

0

The bioswales and storm sewer will be located 
within the road right-of-way and partially on lands 

zoned either Business Park Industrial or Open 
Space One where a SWM Block is permitted.

0

Impacts are the same for each cross section 
alternative

0 Impacts are the same for each cross section 
alternative

0 Impacts are the same for each cross section 
alternative

0

Makes use of triangular shaped lot which is 
otherwise unuseable space for industrial 

development. Easement required between future 
residential lots to provide connection to permanent 
pump station location.  Easement will be between 
two large lots and can be accomodated without 

restricting future lot development.

1

Adequate space required in the boulevard for the 
SPS wet well and control panel, and parking for 

wastewater operator or service vehicle.  Easement 
required between future residential lots to provide 
connection to permanent pump station location.  
Easement will be between two narrow lots and 

may restrict future lot development.

0

Adequate space required in the boulevard for the 
SPS wet well and control panel, and parking for 

wastewater operator or service vehicle. Easement 
required between future residential lot and EP zone 
to provide connection to permanent pump station 
location.  Easement will be adjacent to narrow lot 

and may restrict future lot development.

0

Regular annual maintenance will not disrupt right-of-
way operations, 20-year forebay cleanout and 75-

year storm sewer and outlet replacement schedule -
no impact to right-of-way operation. 

0

Major impacts to right-of-way operation for 
regular annual maintenance/filter replacement for 
OGS units. 1-5 -years OGS vacuum & sump/pipe 
vacuum/flushing schedule. 75-year storm sewer, 

outlet & OGS replacement schedule. 

-2

Impacts to right-of-way operation for regular 
annual maintenance, 20-year filter media 

replacement and 75-year storm sewer & outlet 
replacement schedule. 

-1

Discrete appearance 2 Discrete appearance 2 Noticeable impact -1
Larger lot allows SPS to be set back from 

subdivision lots and hidden by bushes, trees or 
fencing. No visual impacts anticipated

2
SPS and control panel located in the boulevard 

adjacent to residential lots may have minor local 
visual impact on future properties. 

-1
SPS and control panel located in the boulevard 

adjacent to residential lots may have minor local 
visual impact on future properties.

-1

SWMFs located on north side of roadway adjacent 
to residential lots may have minor local visual 

impact on future properties. Can mitigate negative 
visual impact with strategic plantings and 

landscaping SWM blocks.

0
All infrastructure underground, no visual impact on 

future properties. No opportunity for aesthetic 
improvements.

1

Bioswales located on both sides of roadway within 
right-of-way, minor local visual impact on future 
properties. Can mitigate negative visual impact 

with strategic plantings and landscaping bioswale 
blocks.

0

Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 No noise or odour impacts anticipated. 0 No noise or odour impacts anticipated. 0 No noise or odour impacts anticipated. 0 No noise or odour impacts anticipated. 0 No noise or odour impacts anticipated. 0 No noise or odour impacts anticipated. 0

Less impact, moderate construction duration 1 Least impact, short construction duration 2 Greatest impact, significant construction timing 
associated with bridge construction

-1
Dewatering for below grade construction may 

have temporary impact on shallow groundwater 
levels.

-1
Dewatering for below grade construction may 

have temporary impact on shallow groundwater 
levels.

-1
Dewatering for below grade construction may 

have temporary impact on shallow groundwater 
levels.

-1 Land acquisition required. Right-of-way is not 
impacted through construction of the SWMFs. 

-2
Right-of-way impacted through installation of the 
oversized pipes &  OGS units - to be completed 

during road construction, no impacts anticipated.
0

Wider right-of-ways may be required to 
accommodate the bioswales and storm sewer 

features. Right-of-way impacted through 
construction of the bioswales - to be completed 

during road construction.

-1

No archeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archaeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archaeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archaeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archaeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archaeological potential found through 
assessment

0 No archaeological potential found through 
assessment

0

Moderate construction costs 0 Lowest construction costs 2 Highest construction costs -2

Highest SPS construction costs. Deepest wet well 
depth (6 m below grade) resulting in highest 

excavation and dewatering costs for SPS. Highest 
wet well and equipment costs offset by lowest 

forcemain cost.
Shortest forcemain length to connect between the 

interim SPS and Highway 11. No 'throw-away' 
costs: future forcemain from the permanent SPS 
will connect at this location so interim forcemain 

can be reused.

1

Slightly higher SPS construction costs than 
Location 3. Deeper wet well depth (5.2 m below 

grade) resulting in higher excavation and 
dewatering costs for SPS. Higher wet well and 

equipment costs offset by lower forcemain cost.
Longer interim forcemain length required to 

connect between the interim SPS and Highway 11.  
Some 'throw-away' costs: a portion of the 

forcemain from the interim SPS to the permanent 
SPS/forcemain configuration will be abandoned.

0

Lowest SPS construction costs. Shallowest wet 
well depth (4.5 m below grade) resulting in lowest 
excavation and dewatering costs for SPS. Lowest 

wet well and equiment costs offset by highest 
forcemain cost.

Longest interim forcemain length to connect 
between the interim SPS and Highway 11.  Largest 

'throw-away' costs: a significant portion of the 
forcemain from the interim SPS to the permanent 

pump station/forcemain configuration will be 
abandoned.

2

Lowest construction costs. Moderate fill required 
for roadway alignment. Storm sewer sized for 5-
year event, fewest number of CB/MH structures, 

overland flow route for larger storm events. 
Excavating/grading/landscaping SWMFs, 

installation of outlet control structures.

0

Highest construction costs. Most fill required for 
roadway alignment. Larger pipe sizes, greater 

number of CB/MHs for 100-year capture, 4 OGS 
units.

-2

Moderate construction costs. Least fill required for 
roadway alignment. Significant sand/filter media fill 
required for bioswales, smallest pipe sizes, subdrain 
required, greater number of CB/MHs for 100-year 

inlet capture. 

-1

Moderate maintenance costs
Possible on-going inspection costs (OSIM)

1 Lowest maintenance costs 2 Highest maintenance costs
On-going inspection costs (OSIM)

0
No significant difference in pump size. Maintenance 

requirements are anticipated to be the same for 
each SPS location alternative.

0
No significant difference in pump size. Maintenance 

requirements are anticipated to be the same for 
each SPS location alternative.

0
No significant difference in pump size. Maintenance 

requirements are anticipated to be the same for 
each SPS location alternative.

0

Lowest maintenance/life cycle costs. Anticipated 
annual pond inspection & maintenance including 

grass cutting, inlet/outlet cleanouts, minor 
embankment repairs, replacement of vegetation. 

20-year cleanout frequency for SWMF forebay, 75-
year replacement frequency for storm sewer and 

outlet. 

0

Highest maintenance/life cycle costs. Anticipated 
annual OGS unit inspection, maintenance, 
replacement of filters. OGS vacuum, sump 

vacuum/pipe flushing program every 1-5 years 
(depending on sediment loading). 75-year 

replacement frequency for storm sewer, outlet & 
OGS units.

-2

Moderate maintenance/life cycle costs. Anticipated 
annual bioswale inspection & maintenance including 
inlet/outlet cleanouts, minor embankment repairs, 

replacement of vegetation. Average 20-year 
removal and replacement of filter media 

(depending on pre-treatment/sediment loading). 
75-year replacement frequency for storm sewer 

and outlets.

-1

No land acquisition costs. Crossings to be 
constructed on City owned lands.

0 No land acquisition costs. Crossings to be 
constructed on City owned lands.

0 No land acquisition costs. Crossings to be 
constructed on City owned lands.

0 No land acquisition costs. SPS to be constructed 
on City owned lands.

0 No land acquisition costs. SPS to be constructed 
on City owned lands.

0 No land acquisition costs. SPS to be constructed 
on City owned lands.

0
Greatest land acquisition required - two 0.19 ha 

parcels on north side of roadway to accommodate 
SWM Blocks. 

-2 No additional land acquisition costs. Storm sewers 
to be constructed on City owned lands.

0
Wider right-of-way required, land acquisition 

anticipated. Bioswales and storm sewers to be 
constructed on City owned lands.

-1

Less impact 1 Least impact 2 Greatest impact 0
Space available to accommodate future expansion 

should climate change have an impact on inflow 
and infiltration.

1 No space available for future expansion due to 
climate change.

-1 No space available for future expansion due to 
climate change.

-1

Must be designed to account for climate change. 
Additional land acquisitions required to expand 
pond to increase storage volume, grading and 

outlet structure replacement would be required. 
Least disruptive to traffic but must acquire more 

land.

-1

Must be designed to account for climate change. 
Major traffic disruptions, complete road 

reconstruction required to upsize pipes in the 
future, larger pipes additional fill, additional OGS 

units anticipated.

-2

Must be designed to account for climate change. 
Traffic disruptions not as severe. Additional land 
acquisitions required to expand the bioswales to 

increase storage volume in the future. 

-1

9 10 -2 4 -7 -5 -11 -13 -7

2nd
Note: required by environmental constraints for 

Crossing #2

1st
Note: this alternative is not permitted for 

Crossing #2
3rd 1st 2nd 3rd 3rd 2nd 1st

Water Crossing Sewage Pump Station Stormwater Management

Open Bottom Culverts Bridge Location 1 Location 2 Location 3 End of Pipe Linear - Oversize Pipe & OGS Linear - Bioswale/Storm Sewer



INCH FARM ARTERIAL ROAD AND INDUSTRIAL PARK - EVALUATION MATRIX

Traffic Operations
Impact to roadway operation and 
road capacity (based on results of 

Traffic Impact Study)

Cycling Operations Can the option accommodate 
cycling operations?

Pedestrian Operations Can the option accommodate 
pedestrian activity?

Transit Operations Can the option accommodate 
transit operations?

Driveway Operations Impact to left turn movements in 
/ out of driveways

Stormwater Management System Extent of SWM System

Utilities Impact to Utilites (ie. Hydro, 
Telecom, Natural, Watermain)

Fisheries/Aquatic Impacts Impact to fisheries and aquatic 
species at water crossings

Wildlife/Terrestrial Impacts

Impact to wildlife species within 
the study area

Impact to species at risk and 
endangered species

Vegetation Impacts Impact to vegetation (ie. Less or 
more tree clearing?)

Land Use

Impact of the proposed works on 
surrounding land use (ie. Are the 
improvements consistent with 

surrounding land uses)

Property/Development Impacts
Impacts to property (ie. Does the 
option leave sufficient space for 

future development?)

Aesthetics Visual impacts, opportunity for 
aesthetic improvement

Noise Impacts

Impacts to adjacent property (ie. 
Does the option consider noise 

pollution to the adjacent 
property?)

*Note consideration of accoustic 
fencing is the responsibility of the 

ultimate land user

Construction Impacts Impacts to adjacent property 
through the construction phase
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Archaeological & Heritage Impacts

Impacts to the cultural heritage 
features as per the results of the 

Stage 1 Archaeological 
Assessment completed for the 

project limits

Construction Costs Cost to construct each option 
(relative comparison)

Maintenance Costs Future maintenance requirements

Land Acquisition Costs Total land acquisition costs
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Climate Change

Does the option consider climate 
change or have the potential to 
accommodate future expansion 

for climate change?

Total Weighted Score

Rank
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Score: -2 to +2 to reflect negative impact, no impact, or positive impact in re
SWM Evaluation based on "worst case" (5-lane cross section)

Inch Farm Class EA

Evaluation Criteria How Criteria is Being Assessed


