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1 Introduction 

1.1 MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN 

In November 2019, the City of Orillia completed the Multi-Modal Transportation Master Plan 

(MTMP).  The vision statement for the MTMP, which is intended to describe the end state of the 

transportation network, is as follows: 

A transportation network that safely integrates all modes of transportation, 

allowing residents options beyond personal vehicles when travelling within or 

beyond the City. 

The MTMP was completed in accordance with the planning and design process as outlined in the 

Municipal Engineers Association Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) document 

(October 2000, amended 2007, 2011 and 2015), as illustrated in Figure 1.  For Master Plans, the 

study is required to complete Phase 1 (Identification of Problem/Opportunity) and Phase 2 

(Alternative Solutions) of the Class EA process.  Following consideration for transportation 

networks and provisions for pedestrians, cyclists, motorists and transit, the MTMP provided a 

number of recommendations to achieve the study vision and ensure the City’s transportation 

infrastructure can adequately accommodate future demands.  One improvement, which is the 

focus of this study, is as follows: 

As per the MTMP, major road projects recommended for implementation will require a Class 

Environmental Assessment (EA) study be undertaken to further refine the recommended 

solution, provide additional opportunity for stakeholder consultation and to develop a preferred 

design that balances the needs of all road users compared to the benefits, costs and 

environmental impacts. 

1.2 STUDY PURPOSE & PROBLEM STATEMENT 

The purpose of this study is to satisfy the Class EA requirements for the provision of the new 

road connection between Murphy Road and Burnside Line/West Street, and in doing so facilitate 

the development of the adjacent lands, including industrial development lots referred to as the 

North Orillia Employment Lands.  The road extension and development of the North Orillia 

Employment Lands will also include provision for water, storm sewer, stormwater management, 

sanitary sewers as well as the construction of an interim sewage pump station and force main to 

Project 
19 

Extension of Murphy Road parallel to Highway 11 to connect with existing Brodie 
Drive, providing a connection between Highway 12 and Burnside Line/West Street. 
This construction and alignment will be contingent on development and evaluated 
as part of the development process.  
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service the area.  Two water crossings will also be constructed over tributary’s running through 

the study area.  

In consideration of the MTMP recommendation and the study purpose, the Problem Statement, 

which sets the framework for the remainder of the study, is as follows: 

“The City of Orillia has identified that an improved means of vehicular and municipal servicing 

access is required for business park development lands adjacent to Highway 11 to ensure safe 

and efficient access to future development, whilst minimizing impacts to the surrounding 

environments.”  

1.3 STUDY AREA 

While the road extension as defined in the MTMP is to extend from Uhthoff Line to Burnside 

Line/West Street, the City is only considering the road extension to the City’s north boundary 

with the Township of Severn (which will provide access to the proposed Inch Farm residential 

development and the North Orillia Employment Lands).  This initial road length is approximately 

720 metres and its approximate corridor is illustrated in Figure 2.  

Ultimately, the road will be extended northerly through the Township of Severn to connect to 

Burnside Line/West Street for an approximate total length of 1.5 km.  However, as the north 

portion of the road will be located outside of the City’s limits, it has not been included within the 

scope of Class EA. 

1.4 STUDY PROCESS 

The study will follow the Class Environmental Assessment process as defined in the Municipal 

Class Environmental Assessment document which is applicable to all municipal improvement 

projects. A number of study categories or ‘schedules’ have been established recognizing the 

range of environmental impacts related to different types of projects.  These are briefly described 

below whereas the process corresponding to each is illustrated in Figure 1. 

1.4.1 Class EA Schedules 

Schedule A 

Schedule A projects generally include normal or emergency operational and maintenance 

activities.  As the environmental effects of these activities are usually minimal, these projects are 

pre-approved and may proceed directly to implementation without the need to complete the 

design and planning process.  No reports or study documents need to be prepared. 
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Schedule A+ 

Schedule A+, includes projects that are typically limited in size and scope, and thus have minimal 

associated environmental impacts.  While these projects are also pre-approved, they require 

notification to the public prior to implementation.  No reports or study documents need to be 

prepared outside of the notification. 

Schedule B 

Schedule B projects generally include improvements and minor expansions to existing facilities.  

As there is the potential for some adverse environmental impacts, the municipality is required to 

conduct a screening process whereby members of the public and review agencies are informed 

of the project and given the opportunity to provide comment.  Documentation of the planning 

and design process is required under a Schedule B study.  As these studies are generally 

straightforward and do not require detailed technical investigations to arrive at the preferred 

solution, a formal report is not required.  Rather, a Project File shall be prepared to demonstrate 

that the appropriate steps have been followed.  The Project File is to be submitted for review by 

the public and review agencies. 

Schedule C 

Schedule C projects generally include the construction of new facilities and major expansions to 

existing facilities.  As they have the potential for environmental impacts, they must proceed 

under the full planning and documentation procedures specified by the Municipal Class EA 

document.  Schedule C projects require an Environmental Study Report (ESR) to be prepared 

and appropriately filed for review by the public and review agencies. 

1.4.2 Class EA Terminology 

Prior to determining the appropriate Class EA schedule, an understanding of the defining 

terminology is required as noted below: 

New Road 

Means the construction of an improved surface for vehicular traffic on a new right-of-way where 

the right-of-way is entirely separate from any previous right-of-way.  Also refers to the 

construction of a road on a road allowance whereby no road surface previously existed. 

Road Capacity 

Means capacity defined in terms of travel lanes and does not differentiate between various lane 

widths to accommodate different volumes of traffic. 
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Same Purpose, Use, Capacity and Location 

Refers to the replacement or upgrading of a structure or facility or its performance, where the 

objective and application remain unchanged, and the volume, size and capability do not exceed 

the minimum municipal standard, or the existing rated capacity, and there is no substantial 

change of location.  Works carried out within an existing road allowance such that no land 

acquisition is required are considered to be in the same location.  Conversely, it is thus inferred 

that should improvements extend beyond the existing road allowance and additional property is 

required, the location is considered to have changed.   

1.4.3 Selected Schedule 

As per the Class EA guidelines and in consideration of the works, the following classifications 

apply and will govern the selection of the study schedule: 

 Schedule B Class EA 

 construction of a new road provided the cost is less than $2.6M; 

 construction of a new water crossing provided the cost is less than $2.6M;  

 construction of a new pumping station, where new equipment is located in a new 

building or structure; and 

 stablishing a stormwater infiltration system for groundwater recharge. 

 Schedule C Class EA  

 the above noted projects should the cost exceed $2.6M. 

In consideration of the above guidelines, potential alternative solutions and the associated costs 

(estimated to exceed $2.6M) and to ensure appropriate public consultation throughout the study, 

the Schedule C Class EA process has been adopted.  As illustrated in Figure 1, a Schedule C Class 

EA requires completion of Phases 1 through 5 of the Municipal Class EA planning and design 

process. 

As previously noted, the MTMP was completed in accordance with the Phase 1 and Phase 2 

requirements of the Class EA process.  It resolved that the preferred solution to address future 

transportation needs through the study area is the provision of a road extension.  In this regard, 

this Class EA study addresses Phases 3 and 4 of the Class EA process, considering the alternative 

design solutions for the recommended road connection and culminating with the preparation of 

an Environmental Study Report (ESR).  It is noted that Phase 5 of the Class EA process relates 

to implementation, which will be addressed through the City’s subsequent construction program. 
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1.5 STUDY REPORT 

The Environmental Study Report has been prepared in accordance with the chronological order 

of the Class EA process and is structured as follows: 

Chapter 1  provides an introduction and background information to the project 

Chapter 2  presents the additional transportation needs and justification study that 
was prepared 

Chapter 3  addresses the first point of stakeholder consultation - Study 
Commencement 

Chapter 4  identifies the affected environments and provides an inventory of such 
to be considered in the subsequent evaluation 

Chapter 5  details the alternative design concepts developed to address the 
problem statement 

Chapter 6  details the evaluation of the alternative design concepts based on their 
ability to satisfy the problem statement and their potential impacts to 
the environment 

Chapter 7  addresses the second point of public consultation - Public Information 
Centre 

Chapter 8  identifies the preferred design concepts, considering the initial 
evaluation and comments received from the Public Information Centre 

Chapter 9  addresses the last point of stakeholder consultation - Study Completion 

Chapter 10  outlines the remaining tasks in the Municipal Class EA process, including 
Phase 5 Implementation (eg. design and construction), which is not part 
of this assignment 
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2 Transportation Needs & Justification 

Further to the MTMP, which established the need for the road extension, a further Transportation 

Needs & Justification Study was completed, the intent of which was to establish the future traffic 

demand along the proposed road extension and identify the appropriate lane configuration to 

accommodate said demand.  In this respect, a traffic operations assessment was conducted to 

review the future operations of the study area road network and to confirm the transportation 

improvements required to ensure acceptable operations through the 2040 horizon period.  The 

study examined both midblock operations and intersection operations to confirm the overall lane 

provision required.  While the extension of the arterial road north of the City’s limits and eventual 

connection to Burnside Line has not been considered in the overall Class EA, the extension has 

been considered in the transportation assessment recognizing that the future extension will 

significantly impact the traffic volumes along the corridor. 

The Transportation Needs & Justification Study is provided in Appendix A, whereas a summary 

of the key elements and findings is provided below. 

2.1 TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

Traffic volumes within the study area and along the arterial road were established for the 2020, 

2030 and 2040 horizons considering the following: 

 diversion of existing study area traffic to the proposed arterial road; 

 background growth (including induced travel); 

 ongoing development within the Orillia West area; and 

 proposed development within the Inch Farm and North Orillia Employment Lands areas. 

Baseline conditions (2020) were established based on an assumed level of traffic diversion (i.e. 

motorists on the existing road system who will divert to the new arterial road extension).  The 

baseline condition is a theoretical scenario that illustrates the anticipated traffic volumes on the 

arterial road should it be constructed currently (2020) in its entirety (i.e. from Uhthoff Line to 

Burnside Line).  The intent of establishing a theoretical baseline condition is to provide reference 

volumes from which future volumes can be projected.  Background growth, induced travel and 

development specific traffic have been added to the 2020 baseline conditions to establish future 

volumes for the 2030 and 2040 horizon years.   

The baseline (2020) traffic volumes for the proposed arterial road are illustrated in Figure 3, 

reflective of the assumed traffic diversion and the volumes on Uhthoff Line.  As indicated, the 
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baseline volumes utilizing the arterial road are in the order of 50 to 65 vehicles per peak hour 

(which accounts for rounding of volumes and minimum of 5 vehicles per movement). 

The future traffic volumes for the 2030 and 2040 horizon years are illustrated in Figure 4 and 

Figure 5, respectively.  The total traffic volumes are based on the 2020 volumes, adjusted to 

reflect annual background growth of 4% and development specific volumes associated with the 

Orillia West area, Inch Farm Residential development, North Orillia Employment lands and Area 

3 development.  It is noted that the future traffic volumes reflect the conditions associated with 

full construction of the arterial road, including the future extension to Burnside Line.  

2.2 TRAFFIC OPERATIONS 

The traffic operational assessment as detailed in Appendix A considered the following: 

 road section operations (i.e. mid-block capacity); 

 intersection operations; and  

 access operations. 

The road section operations examine the required lane capacity to adequately convey the future 

traffic volumes along the corridor; whereas the intersection operations consider intersection 

specific needs such as appropriate control (stop versus signals) and provision of exclusive turn 

lanes.  Access operations considers the need for direct access to service the abutting 

developments and implication of such on the arterial road cross-section. 

2.2.1 Road Section Operations 

The capacity of a road is a function of its classification.  For planning purposes, the following 

road capacities are considered appropriate: 

 local road: 400 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl); 

 collector road: 600 vphpl; and 

 arterial road: 900 to 1100 vphpl. 

The varying capacities reflect the extent to which traffic operations are affected by operating 

speeds, the presence of driveways and intersections, traffic signals and other road users (with 

the greatest impacts occurring on local roads and the least impact occurring on arterial roads).   

The road section operations assessment considers the peak hour peak direction volumes for the 

2030 and 2040 conditions, a lane capacity of 900 vph and the provision of one lane per direction.  

In considering the future traffic volumes, the road is expected to operate at less than 40% of the 
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assumed capacity for a 2-lane road and hence the provision of a single travel lane per direction 

is considered appropriate. 

2.2.2 Intersection Operations 

The intersection operations assessment has considered the intersections of the future arterial 

road with Uhthoff Line and the Inch Farm Residential access.   

The subject intersections are expected to provide good operations through the 2040 horizon 

based on the projected traffic volumes and assumed intersection control and configuration 

(single lane approaches with stop control on the minor streets).  By inference, the future 

industrial lot access points as may be developed to service the North Orillia Employment Lands 

are expected to operate without issue (in that volumes at such will be less than those 

intersections investigated). 

2.2.3 Access Operations 

Despite the otherwise good operations anticipated through the 2040 horizon based on a 2-lane 

cross-section (1 travel lane per direction), consideration has been given to improving access to 

the lands abutting the proposed arterial.  For controlled access arterials (i.e. King’s highways, 

County roads), the intent is to protect the road capacity and function by limiting access to 

specific locations such as intersections with municipal roads (i.e. private access is typically 

blocked if access can otherwise be achieved via an adjacent local or collector road).  With respect 

to the proposed arterial road, the proximity to Highway 11 creates limitations as to how adjacent 

properties can connect to the new road.  Under the most current site plan (December 2021), 

multiple access points are proposed to serve the Inch Farm Residential development and similar 

are expected for the North Orillia Employment Lands to the east (given the configuration of the 

lands and need to provide appropriate setbacks and dedications, each lot is expected to have a 

separate access).  In this respect, the proposed arterial road will resemble a minor arterial or 

major collector given the need for increased access points. 

With increased access points comes decreased through capacity as turning traffic (both exiting 

and entering) slows traffic down.  To counter the negative impact on capacity on through 

capacity, a continuous centre turn lane has been considered.  Continuous centre turn lanes, or 

two-way left turn lanes, improve capacity (and safety) by removing left turning vehicles from the 

through traffic flow.  Available research indicates an average increase in through capacity of 25% 

with the implementation of a continuous centre turn lane.   

Recognizing that the proposed arterial road will also provide direct land access similar to that of 

a collector, the provision of a continuous centre turn lane would effectively protect the capacity 

and arterial function of the arterial road. 
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2.3 ROAD SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the operations assessment for 2030 and 2040, and further considering the functional 

requirements of the road, a 3-lane cross-section providing one lane of travel per direction and a 

continuous centre turn lane is recommended for the proposed arterial road. 

While the intersections will operate acceptably under stop control, a westbound right turn lane 

is recommended on Uhthoff Line at the proposed arterial.  The timing of this improvement will 

be dictated by the extension of the arterial road to Burnside Line and development of the 

adjacent lands. 

It is noted the initial volumes on the proposed arterial road will be minimal until such time that 

the extension through to Burnside Line is completed; however, it is considered prudent to 

construct the road to the recommended 3-lane cross-section to eliminate future construction 

costs to widen the road when the future extension proceeds. 

2.4 SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT 

Recognizing that the traffic projections are premised on a number of assumptions, a sensitivity 

analysis was conducted to assess the ability of the recommended road cross-section, intersection 

configurations and control to accommodate additional growth beyond what was otherwise 

projected.  The sensitivity assessment applied a growth factor of 2.5 to the 2040 traffic 

projections. 

Based on the adjusted traffic volumes, both the road section and intersection operations will 

operate acceptably.  Thus, the recommended 3-lane cross section and intersection 

configurations and control will accommodate significant growth above that which has been 

assumed in this assessment (more than double). 
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3 Stakeholder Consultation 1 

As per the Class EA process (refer to Figure 1), there are a number of points of stakeholder 

contact.   

As previously noted, Phases 1 and 2 of the Class EA process were previously addressed through 

the MTMP, which included several opportunities for stakeholder consultation and engagement.  

In this regard, the initial mandatory points of public contact have been undertaken.  

Notwithstanding, as this study is being completed separate from the MTMP, an additional 

discretionary point of contact with the public and stakeholders has been undertaken at the onset 

of this study as discussed below.  The remaining points of contact are discussed further in the 

report following the chronological order in which they occurred. 

3.1 NOTIFICATION 

A Notice of Study Commencement was issued July 22, 2020 and posted on the City of Orillia 

website and delivered to all residences within the study area.  The notice identified the study 

area, the study methodology and Class EA guidelines to be followed.  In addition, the notice 

invited public input and comments early in the process such that they could be considered in the 

overall study design and completion. A copy of the Notice of Study Commencement is provided 

in Appendix B. 

Similar notices were also submitted to the appropriate review agencies, stakeholder groups and 

special interest groups.  A copy of the mail-out letter template is provided in Appendix B. 

3.2 PUBLIC COMMENTS 

No comments from the public were received in response to the Notice of Study Commencement. 

3.3 AGENCY COMMENTS 

Comments were received from the following agencies. 

3.3.1 Ministry of Transportation 

MTO acknowledged the commencement of the Class EA to establish the Inch Arterial Road and 

provided preliminary feedback with respect to their preferred road alignment being along the 

west boundary of the subject property (i.e. offset from the Highway 11 corridor). 
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4 Existing Conditions  

A description of the study area was developed considering the following environments: 

 Physical Environment 

 Natural Environment 

 Social Environment 

 Cultural/Heritage Environment 

 Economic Environment 

 Climate Change 

In accordance with the Class EA framework, detailed investigations and analyses with respect to 

the environment inventories were completed at this point in the study.  Descriptions of the 

various environments investigated and supporting studies are provided below. 

4.1 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

The physical environment pertains largely to the transportation, utility and infrastructure systems 

within the study area.  The project limits are primarily undeveloped forested lands with the 

exception of a temporary road, storm sewer and water crossing towards the south end of the 

property, constructed as part of the Rynard Development Centralized Stormwater Management 

Facility built in 1995.   

4.1.1 Topography 

The study area generally slopes from the east to the west with an average grade of approximately 

1%.  Towards the north, there is more relief with grades of approximately 3%. 

4.1.2 Drainage 

Two tributary creeks bisect the site and flow in a westerly direction towards Silver Creek.  For 

the purpose of this study they are referred to as the North and South Tributaries.  Both tributaries 

convey drainage from upstream catchment areas located on the east side of Highway 11 through 

the subject property and ultimately into Silver Creek. 

4.1.3 Temporary Road 

A temporary road extends approximately 240 metres into the site from Uhthoff Line.  The road 

is comprised of 300mm of Granular B and 100mm of Granular A.  Re-use of the temporary road 
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base will be considered during the detail design stage on the basis of recommendations provided 

by the geotechnical consultant. 

4.1.4 Storm Sewer 

An existing 975mm x 1535mm elliptical concrete trunk storm sewer pipe extends approximately 

240 metres into the site.  The trunk storm sewer conveys flows from the existing Smart Centres 

development on Murphy Road to the existing Rynard SWMF adjacent to the Inch Arterial Road.  

The upstream leg up of the storm sewer near Uhthoff Line will be reviewed as part of the Inch 

Arterial Road detailed design process.  Providing it has sufficient capacity to convey runoff 

generated from the new arterial road, the sewer will be left in place and re-used to the maximum 

extent possible. 

4.1.5 Culvert Crossing 

An existing triple barrel 1.85 metre span by 1.40 metre rise CSP arch (equivalent 1.80 metre 

diameter) culvert is located on the temporary road approximately 285 metres east of Uhthoff 

Line.  The culvert conveys flows in the South Tributary from Highway 11 to the Rynard 

Stormwater Management Facility.  A detailed description of watercourse is provided below as 

part of the natural environment inventory.  The culvert crossing will require removal and 

replacement in order to support the development of the new arterial road as the alignment of 

the arterial road is approximately 20 metres north of the current culvert location. 

4.1.6 Rynard Stormwater Management Facility 

The Rynard Stormwater Management Facility (also referred to as the Inch Master SWMF) is a 

wet-pond facility designed to provide Enhanced Level quality control and quantity control of the 

Timmins Storm regional flow.  The southern portion of the study area is within the existing 

catchment area for the Rynard SWMF and as a result runoff from the proposed arterial road and 

development land within the existing catchment area will be directed to the existing facility. A 

copy of the as-built drawing from the Rynard SWMF is enclosed as Appendix C. 

4.2 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

Natural heritage reviews were completed in support of the Environmental Impact Study (EIS) by 

Michalski Nielsen Associates (as provided in Appendix D).  Field investigations were undertaken 

in the late spring, summer and early fall of 2020 for:  

 vegetation communities and plant species (floristics);  

 dawn and nocturnal breeding birds;  

 amphibians;  
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 cold water fish habitat in the North Tributary of Silver Creek located in the valley/corridor; 

and  

 Species at Risk (SAR) as per Ontario’s Endangered Species Act, 2007.  

Information from bat snag and acoustical surveys undertaken in 2018 on the adjacent Inch Farm 

lands are included for reference in the EIS. 

4.2.1 Fisheries & Aquatic Features 

North Tributary  

The North Tributary is a cold water feature, benefitting from groundwater discharges. However, 

its flows are intermittent and when combined with high sediment loads from exposed soils and 

localized bank slumping, the system experiences periodical thermal instability (i.e. warming).  

In an investigation of groundwater conditions on the Inch Farm lands, Golder Associates Inc. 

(2020) reported summer temperatures between 14 ⁰C and 18 ⁰C, confirming a cold-water system, 

with occasional encroachment into a cool water regime. Flow rates typically ranged between 0.3 

and 10 L/s or greater, with an average of 2 L/s.  The highest flow rates were associated with 

precipitation/snow melt events; lowest rates occurred during the summer and early fall months. 

The creek’s primary ecological function is that it contributes cold water to the salmonoid fishery 

in downstream reaches of Silver Creek; both adult and young- of-the-year brook trout are known 

to occur in the creek further to the north.  

For the proposed Arterial Road crossing, it is recommended that an open-bottomed culvert 

approximating the width of the valley, with a rise of about 1.8 metres be installed. This would 

ensure protection of potential fish habitat and other ecological functions (e.g. animal passage) 

in the long term.  

To protect the creek and as much of the valley land as possible during and following the 

construction period, it is recommended that silt/sediment fencing be installed and maintained in 

good working order. Given that no in-water works are anticipated in constructing the crossing of 

the North Tributary, there is no requirement to inform the federal Department of Fisheries and 

Oceans (DFO) of this component of the project.  

South Tributary 

The South Tributary is a drainage course constructed in 1995 to convey runoff from Highway 11 

to the City of Orillia stormwater management facility through the Inch Farm property.  Similar to 

the North Tributary there is intermittent flow within the upper reach of this tributary on the City 

property.  During observation it was noted:  
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‘contains no water, and is dominated by herbaceous plants such as narrow-leaved cattail, 

common reed, reed canary grass, sensitive fern, Canada bluejoint grass, bordered by narrow 

bands dominated by willow shrubs, white cedar and poplars.’ 

While the South Tributary has intermittent flow, there may be associated in-water works to 

replace/relocate the existing culverts for the South Tributary; in this eventuality it is 

recommended that DFO be informed of this part of the undertaking. 

4.2.2 Wildlife & Terrestrial Features 

A total of 32 species of breeding birds were recorded, with an additional 3 species noted as 

observed, but no apparent breeding evidence. These are relatively high numbers, reflecting the 

diverse array of vegetation communities not only in the study area, but on the adjacent golf 

course lands to the east and north.  

Common species regularly found in urban and urbanizing areas included: song sparrow; black- 

capped chickadee; American robin; cedar waxwing; common crackle; American goldfinch; 

Baltimore oriole; blue jay; northern cardinal; and American crow, to name a few. No area sensitive 

birds were noted; these typically require large tracts of suitable habitat in which to breed. Species 

associated with wetland and moist thickets include: common yellowthroat; yellow warbler; 

swamp sparrow; gray catbird; and red- winged blackbird. With one exception, no species ranked 

as S1 through S3 (i.e. Critically Imperiled through Vulnerable) by the province, or species 

protected under the Endangered Species Act, 2007 were identified. The exception, the eastern 

wood-pewee was heard calling on one occasion in the canopy of the valley/corridor, off-site to 

the north; it is a possible breeder in the area. The species is designated Special Concern under 

both federal and provincial SAR legislations. Its habitat in the valley/corridor will be protected in 

the long-term by virtue of being designated as an Environmental Protection Area in the City’s 

Official Plan. 

Given the presence of meadow-like habitat Ecological Land Classification (ELC) units, particular 

attention was paid to the potential for bobolink and eastern meadowlark, 2 species that are 

protected under the Endangered Species Act, 2007; neither species was observed during any of 

the site visits. Nocturnal surveys were also undertaken on 2 occasions to evaluate the use of 

habitat by eastern whip-poor-will (Threatened) and common nighthawk (Special Concern); 

again, neither species was observed within the study area or on adjacent lands. 

Eleven mammal, 5 amphibian and 1 herpetofauna species were noted during the floral and/or 

faunal surveys; all species are ubiquitous in the area, and listed as Secure in Ontario. 2018 bat 

snag and acoustic surveys revealed the presence of 2 species of bats, little brown myotis and 

northern long-eared myotis, both of which are Endangered in Ontario. Their habitat is associated 

with the softwoods/hardwoods in the valley/corridor.  
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It is recommended that any tree clearing (for example, to enable the Arterial Road crossing of 

the valley/corridor) be confined between October 15 and April 15, thereby avoiding the active 

breeding, roosting and foraging season for bats. On other development projects in the area, this 

mitigation measure has been acceptable to the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks 

(MECP), the provincial agency responsible for administering the Endangered Species Act, 2007. 

This timing window not only covers the hibernacula life cycle functions of Endangered species of 

bats, but it also accommodates any tree cutting for breeding birds under provisions of the federal 

Migratory Birds Convention Act, 1994. 

4.2.3 Vegetation Features 

Most of the terrain within the study area is flat, having been ploughed in the recent past; minor 

changes in elevations, and a generally highwater table have resulted in some areas of upland 

plant communities (i.e. Ecological Land Classification (ELC) units), while other areas are 

dominated by wetland species. South of the valley/corridor, a cultural meadow and a Scots 

pine/white pine plantation dominate, with smaller areas of shrub thicket and open fields. 

Immediately north of the corridor is a second Scots pine/white pine plantation; this transitions 

into a wetland thicket dominated by willow shrubs within remnant fallow farm furrows, with 

typical non-native field species such as fowl manna grass, cow vetch, common dandelion, and 

various asters and goldenrods. The most easterly community is a tableland mixed forest 

dominated by eastern white cedar with associated hardwoods and softwoods (i.e. trembling 

aspen, white birch, yellow birch, red maple, white spruce, balsam poplar, white ash, Manitoba 

maple and scattered sugar maple and white elm). This ELC unit has a high groundwater table, 

sometimes close to grade. Within the valley/corridor, a shallow cattail marsh borders an 

intermittently flowing North Tributary, along with various willows, dogwoods, poplars, common 

buckthorn, white elm and red raspberry. 

None of the ELC units are rare or otherwise ecologically significant on a national, provincial level 

or local level. Similarly, none of the plant species are listed as Endangered or Threatened on a 

federal or provincial level. 

4.3 SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 

A review of the social environment focused on identification of the existing and proposed land 

uses and permitted zoning as well as the potential impacts resulting from the project on existing 

residential dwellings and adjacent properties. 

4.3.1 Land Use 

The City of Orillia Official Plan identifies the subject property as Business Park/Industrial and 

Parkland/Major Open Space designations.  Adjacent land uses are summarized as follows: 
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 Neighborhood Greenfield to the north (future Inch Farm Residential Subdivision); 

 Environmental Protection Area through and along the North Tributary Creek which bisects 

the site; 

 Parkland and Major Open Space through and along the South Tributary Creek which bisects 

the site as well as the existing stormwater management facility to the north; and 

 Business Park/Industrial to the south. 

A copy of Schedule A – Land Use from the City’s Official Plan is included as Figure 6. 

4.3.2 Zoning 

The City of Orillia Zoning By-Law identifies the subject property as M3 (H3) – Business 

Park/Industrial and OS-1 – Parkland/Major Open Space designations.  Adjacent land uses are 

summarized as follows: 

 R2-1 (H3) – Residential Two Exception 1, Holding Zone 3 to the north (future Inch Farm 

Residential Subdivision); 

 EP – Environmental Protection Area through and along the North Tributary Creek which 

bisects the site; 

 OS-1 – Open Space One (Public Park) through and along the South Tributary Creek which 

bisects the site as well as the existing stormwater management facility to the north; and 

 R2 – Residential Two to the south (existing residential properties along Uhthoff Line and 

Murphy Road). 

A copy of the zoning map from the City of Orillia Zoning By-Law is included as Figure 7. 

4.3.3 Noise 

A specific noise study was not undertaken as part of this Class EA recognizing the existing 

background noise from Highway 11 will exceed noise generated from the proposed arterial road.  

In addition, it is expected that noise impact studies will be completed on a site specific basis as 

the business park lots are developed.  This is in consideration of the wide range of permitted 

industrial uses that are permitted on the subject property.  These studies will be required and 

undertaken as part of the site plan approval process under the Planning Act. 

4.4 CULTURAL/HERITAGE ENVIRONMENT 

This environment encompasses archaeological sites and cultural heritage interest. 

4.4.1 Archaeological 

AMICK Consultants Limited undertook a Stage 1-2 Archaeological Assessment of lands 

potentially affected by the proposed undertaking (as provided in Appendix E). The entirety of 
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the study area was subject to property inspection and photographic documentation concurrently 

with the Stage 2 Property Assessment by high intensity test pit methodology at a 5 metre interval 

between individual test pits, and by test pit survey at a 10 metre interval to confirm disturbance 

on May 26-29, 2020 and June 15-16, 2020. 

As a result of the Stage 1-2 Property Assessment of the study area, no archaeological resources 

were encountered. Consequently, the following recommendations were made:  

 no further archaeological assessment of the study area is warranted;  

 the Provincial interest in archaeological resources with respect to the proposed undertaking 

has been addressed; and 

 the proposed undertaking is clear of any archaeological concern. 

4.4.2 Cultural Heritage 

A detailed cultural heritage assessment was not completed on the subject property recognizing 

it is primarily undeveloped land.  The existing built structures are known to have been 

constructed in 1995 and accordingly do not hold any cultural significance. 

4.5 ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT 

With respect to the economic environment, this considers the associated costs to be incurred in 

implementing the alternative solutions.  For the purpose of the preliminary assessments, the 

costs were considered on a qualitative basis only (e.g. least costly, most costly). 

In addition, impacts to abutting lands have also been considered as part of the economic 

environment given the associated costs to mitigate impacts to adjacent lands. 
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5 Alternative Design Concepts 

Alternative design concepts have been developed to further develop the recommendation of the 

MTMP Project 19 and address the Problem Statement, in particular the need to implement access 

to the development area and ultimately provide an arterial connection to Burnside Line.  

Recognizing the alternatives design concepts will include a number of different design 

components, alternatives for each design component were developed and considered for 

evaluation.   

A preferred option for each design component will be identified, the combination of which yields 

the overall preferred design concept.  Alternative concepts have not been considered for 

municipal water and sewer servicing in that such are not considered necessary in context of the 

Class EA framework. Rather, it is expected that municipal infrastructure will be implemented, as 

required, in accordance with applicable municipal standards and in consideration of the 

requirements of the studies completed to date and the ultimate servicing demands of the 

development area.   

The following primary design components are discussed in detail in the following sections: 

Transportation 

 Road Alignment 

 Road Cross-Section 

 Pedestrian and Cyclist Provisions 

Drainage 

 Tributary Crossing Structures 

 Stormwater Management Facilities 

Municipal Servicing 

 Sewage Pump Station Location 

5.1 TRANSPORTATION 

Each of the primary transportation design components and the alterative designs considered are 

outlined and discussed below. 
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5.1.1 Road Alignment 

Alignment 1: West Alignment 

Alignment 1, as illustrated in Figure 8, follows the existing right-of-way (ROW) immediately east 

of Uhthoff Line and continues northerly along the west property line approximately 740 metres 

to the City boundary with the Township of Severn.  A temporary cul-de-sac will be constructed 

at the City boundary to accommodate vehicle turning movements for the interim condition until 

the Arterial Road is extended through Area 3 to Burnside Line. 

Alignment 2: Middle Alignment 

Alignment 2, as illustrated in Figure 9, follows the existing ROW immediately east of Uhthoff Line 

and continues northernly through the centre of the City land approximately 775 metres until it 

reaches the City boundary with the Township.  At the City boundary, a curve in the road will be 

required to align the road with the continuation of the arterial road within the Township of Severn 

to the North. A temporary cul-de-sac will be constructed at the City boundary to accommodate 

vehicle turning movements for the interim condition until the Arterial Road is extended through 

Area 3 to Burnside Line. 

Alignment 3: East Alignment 

Alignment 3, as illustrated in Figure 10, follows the existing ROW immediately north of Uhthoff 

Line and curves easterly towards Highway 11 then continues northerly, parallel with Highway 11, 

to the city limits, where it curves west, along the northern City limits to realign with the arterial 

road continuing north through the Township of Severn. A relatively sharp curve will be required 

at this location.   Under Alignment 3, the proposed road is approximately 840 metres to the City 

boundary. A temporary cul-de-sac will be constructed at the City boundary to accommodate 

vehicle turning movements for the interim condition until the Arterial Road is extended through 

Area 3 to Burnside Line. 

5.1.2 Road Cross-Section 

Cross-Section 1 – 26m ROW 3 Lanes 

Cross-Section 1 is illustrated in Figure 11.  This road cross-section has been utilized on other 

recent City of Orillia projects including Front Street, Coldwater Road and West Street North.  The 

cross-section features and elements are as follows: 

 26.0 m ROW (with option for additional ROW if required); 

 3.3 m travel lanes (1 in each direction); 

 3.3 m centre turn lane (mitigates traffic queueing); 
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 1.5 m wide sidewalks (on each side); and 

 7.75 m boulevards (adequate space for utilities and other boulevard features); and 

 > 900 vehicles per lane per hour directional capacity with the centre turn lane. 

Cross-Section 2 – 30m ROW 4 Lanes  

Cross-Section 2, as illustrated in Figure 12, reflects the requirements of the City of Orillia 

Engineering Design Criteria Manual (Standard Drawing 4 – Lane Arterial). This road cross-section 

is similar to that employed on West Street South and Atherley Road.  The cross-section features 

and elements are as follows: 

 30.0 m right-of-way; 

 3.3 m travel lanes (2 in each direction); 

 no centre turn lane (potential traffic queueing); 

 1.5 m sidewalks (on each side); 

 8.0 m boulevards (adequate space for utilities and other boulevard features); and 

 900 vehicles per lane per hour directional capacity. 

Cross-Section 3 – 30m ROW 5 Lanes 

Cross-Section 3, as illustrated in Figure 13, is also reflected in City’s Engineering Design Criteria 

Manual (Standard Drawing 5 – Lane Arterial) and is similar to West Ridge Boulevard and 

University Avenue.  The cross-section features and elements are as follows: 

 30.0 m right-of-way; 

 3.3 m travel lanes (2 in each direction); 

 3.3 m centre turn lane (mitigates traffic queueing); 

 1.5 m sidewalks (on each side); 

 5.7 m boulevards (less than adequate space for utilities and other boulevard features); and 

 > 900 vehicles per lane per hour directional capacity with the centre turn lane. 

5.1.3 Pedestrian & Cycling Provisions 

The MTMP identified the future Inch Arterial Road (identified as Murphy Road in the study) for 

expansion of the City’s existing cycling network.  In context of pedestrian and cycling features, 

several additional options are presented for consideration. 
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Peds & Bikes 1: 1.5m Sidewalks on Both Sides 

The baseline for comparison purposes is standard 1.5 metre sidewalks on each side of the road, 

in accordance with City of Orillia standards (and otherwise considered in the previous cross-

sections).  

Peds & Bikes 2: Bicycle Lanes 

To accommodate bicycle traffic within the ROW, this alternative proposes 1.8 metre bicycle lanes 

to be provided in each direction, to be located between the vehicular lanes and the curb and 

gutter.  Sidewalks would continue to be provided as per the City standard. 

Bikes & Peds 3: Multi-Use Trail 

This alternative provides a separate 3.0 metre multi-use trail on one side of the road, which would 

accommodate pedestrian and cyclist traffic (thereby replacing the sidewalk). 

5.2 DRAINAGE 

As previously noted, there are 2 tributaries of the Silver Creek which flow through the study area.  

Both tributaries experience intermittent flows and are non-fish bearing.  The South Tributary has 

an existing culvert in place where the temporary access road was built in 1995.  As the location 

of the existing culvert does not coincide with the alignment of the proposed arterial road, the 

culvert will need to be removed and replaced.  The Environmental Impact Study (EIS) noted that 

the South Tributary is not sensitive and therefore the new crossing could consist of a 

conventional culvert, open-bottom culvert, or a bridge. 

The North Tributary is slightly more sensitive and is protected within a designated Environmental 

Protection (EP) zone.  While the North Tributary only conveys intermittent flow and is non-fish 

bearing, there are associated features along the adjacent valley which support wildlife habitat.  

As a result, the Environmental Impact Study noted that the North Tributary crossing must 

maintain the integrity of the valley feature to ensure wildlife habitat is preserved. 

5.2.1 Tributary Crossing Structures 

Structure 1: Open Bottom Culvert 

Key features of an open-bottom culvert are noted below: 

 various materials available to suit the specific details of the crossing (corrugated steel, cast-

in-place concrete, pre-cast concrete); 

 various spans available (1 metre up to 30 metres); 

 maintains natural watercourse features for flow conveyance; 
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 maintains valley feature for wildlife passage; 

 allows for construction and installation in dry conditions outside the limits of the 

watercourse; 

 limited dewatering/diversion efforts required for construction; 

 more cost effective alternative to a bridge; 

 more costly than conventional culvert due to requirements for footings/foundations; and 

 low long-term maintenance costs as structure is primarily out of the water. 

In consideration of the environmental constraints identified in the EIS, an open bottom culvert is 

considered as a suitable alternative for the North and South Tributary crossings. 

Structure 2: Conventional Culvert 

Key features of the conventional culvert are noted below: 

 various materials available to suit the specific details of the crossing (corrugated steel, 

plastic, concrete); 

 limitations on span (typically up to 3 metres); 

 limitations on use where environmental constraints exist (fish and wildlife passage); 

 piped flow conveyance; 

 installation in dry conditions requires dewatering/diversion efforts; and 

 cost effective alternative to a open-bottom culvert or bridge. 

In consideration of the environmental constraints identified in the EIS, a conventional culvert is 

considered as a suitable alternative for the South Tributary crossing, however it does not meet 

the requirements to maintain the natural watercourse and valley features at the North Tributary 

crossing. 

Structure 3: Bridge 

Key features of a bridge crossing are noted below: 

 various materials available to suit the specific details of the crossing (pre-cast concrete, cast-

in-place concrete, structural steel); 

 no limitation on span; 

 maintains natural watercourse features for flow conveyance; 

 maintains valley feature for wildlife passage; 
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 allows for construction in dry conditions outside the limits of the watercourse; 

 limited dewatering/diversion efforts required for construction; and 

 high capital and long term maintenance costs. 

In consideration of the environmental constraints identified in the EIS, a bridge is considered as 

a suitable alternative for the North and South Tributary crossings, subject to it being cost 

effective. 

5.2.2 Stormwater Management Facilities 

Facility 1: End of Pipe Facility 

An end of pipe facility to treat stormwater provides opportunity for quality and quantity control 

of runoff.  The key features of the end of pipe facility are noted below: 

 opportunity to provide Enhanced Level water quality control (including 80% suspended 

solids and 63% phosphorus removal); 

 provides sediment and erosion control for downstream receivers; 

 opportunity to provide quantity storage for regional flow event; and 

 requires a large area footprint outside of the right-of-way. 

While an end of pipe facility provides the opportunity to address the City of Orillia stormwater 

management objectives, the long narrow shape of the study area, topographic constraints, and 

the tributaries bisecting the property limit the opportunity to implement an end of pipe facility.  

As a result, 2 separate end of pipe facilities would be required (on each side of the North 

Tributary) in addition to an outlet into the existing Rynard SWMF. 

Facility 2: Linear Facility – Oversized Storm Sewer & Oil Grit Separators 

Recognizing the spatial constraints within the study area, a linear stormwater management 

feature was developed for consideration.  This alternative consists of a series of oversized storm 

sewers for quantity control and oil-grit separators for quality control.  The key features of this 

option are noted below: 

 opportunity to provide Normal Level water quality control (including 70% suspended solids 

and 60% phosphorus removal); 

 provides sediment and erosion control for downstream receivers; 

 opportunity to provide quantity storage for regional flow event (subject to pipe size 

limitations); and 
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 requires small footprint within the right-of-way; 

Due to topographic constraints and the tributaries bisecting the property, 4 oil-grit separators 

would be required to service the development area. 

Facility 3: Linear Facility – Bioswale & Storm Sewer 

As noted above and again recognizing the spatial constraints within the study area, a second 

linear stormwater management feature was developed for consideration.  This alternative 

consists of a roadside bioswale for quantity and quality control combined with a storm sewer 

system for flow conveyance.  The key features of the bioswale and storm sewer are noted below: 

 opportunity to provide Enhanced Level water quality control (including 80% suspended 

solids and 63% phosphorus removal); 

 provides sediment and erosion control for downstream receivers; 

 opportunity to provide quantity storage for regional flow event; and 

 requires small footprint within the right-of-way. 

5.3 MUNICIPAL SERVICING 

For the purposes of the Class EA, alternatives for the water distribution system, sanitary sewer, 

and storm sewer configurations were not considered as they will be designed in accordance with 

City of Orillia standards. Accordingly various layouts and alignments have no bearing on the 

outcome of the study. Final layout will be determined through completion of detailed design and 

will be dictated by the road alignment and right-of-way.  

5.3.1 Interim & Ultimate Needs 

That being said, the detailed design of the municipal servicing will need to consider both the 

interim and the ultimate development conditions which are summarized as follows (a permanent 

sewage pump station will ultimately be constructed within the Inch Farm Residential Subdivision, 

as determined by the Schedule B Municipal Class EA Sewage Pumping Station completed 

September 2012). 

Interim Servicing Condition 

 provide water, sanitary, and storm servicing to the North Orillia Employment Lands (an 

interim sewage pump station is required within the City project limits to pump flows up to 

the existing infrastructure on the east side of Highway 11); 

 accommodate contributing upstream sanitary sewage flows from Smart Centres; 
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 accommodate contributing upstream sanitary sewage flows from existing residential 

development on Murphy Road and Uhthoff Line; 

 consider impacts to future development; and  

 limit installation of any redundant infrastructure for future condition. 

Note the driving factor of the servicing layout is the location of the interim sanitary sewage pump 

station.  Accordingly, the servicing aspects of the study focus on the location of the interim 

sanitary sewage pump station. 

Ultimate Servicing Condition 

 provide water, sanitary, and storm servicing to the North Orillia Employment Lands; 

 accommodate contributing upstream sanitary sewage flows from Smart Centres; 

 accommodate future servicing and development of adjacent Inch Farm Residential 

Subdivision, to the west; 

 accommodate future servicing and development of adjacent Area 3 development in Severn 

Township, to the north; 

 accommodate future servicing and development of Mark Rich Homes development in Severn 

Township, to the south; and 

 abandon/relocate interim sewage pump station to previously determined permanent 

location within Inch Farm Residential Subdivision. 

Note the final location of the permanent sewage pump station is being contemplated in 

consideration of revisions to the adjacent Inch Farm Residential Subdivision draft plan revisions.  

The final location of the permanent sewage pump station will be determined at a later date and 

is beyond the scope of this study. 

5.3.2 Sanitary Sewage Pumping Station Location 

Three alternative locations were developed for the interim sewage pump station location, as 

detailed below and illustrated in Figure 14. 

Location 1: South 

Location 1 is the southern most option. It has the following key characteristics: 

 approximate wet well depth extending 6 metres below existing grade; 
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 large site with adequate space for development of a typical SPS site configuration (driveway, 

turn-around and parking facility, station and controls are setback from the roadway, 

adequate separation from roadway and adjacent future residential lots); 

 aligns with larger future residential lot boundaries (consideration for easements will have a 

lesser impact on the wider lots when compared to impacts on narrower lots); 

 higher SPS construction costs when compared to other options due to depth; and 

 location is along the most direct path between the permanent pump station location and the 

crossing under Highway 11 (i.e. shorter gravity sanitary sewer and sanitary force main 

connections) resulting in lower ‘throw-away’ costs or ‘future capital’ costs; 

Location 2: Central 

Location 2 is the central option located between the southern and northern options. It has the 

following key characteristics: 

 approximate wet well depth extending 5.2 metres below existing grade; 

 small site within right-of-way does not have adequate space for development of a typical 

SPS site configuration (driveway, turn-around and parking facility, station and controls are 

setback from the roadway, minimal separation from roadway and adjacent future residential 

lots); 

 aligns with narrower future residential lot boundaries (consideration for easements will have 

a greater impact on the narrower lots when compared to impacts on wider lots noted with 

Location 1); 

 moderate SPS construction costs when compared to other options due to depth; and 

 location is along a less direct path between the permanent pump station location and the 

crossing under Highway 11 (i.e. longer gravity sanitary sewer and sanitary force main 

connections) resulting in higher ‘throw-away’ costs or ‘future capital’ costs. 

Location 3: North 

Location 3 is the northern most option. It has the following key characteristics: 

 approximate wet well depth extending 4.5 metres below existing grade; 

 small site within right-of-way does not have adequate space for development of a typical 

SPS site configuration (driveway, turn-around and parking facility, station and controls are 

setback from the roadway, minimal separation from roadway and adjacent future residential 

lots); 
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 location is in close proximity to North Tributary and associated Environmental Protection 

Area; 

 aligns with narrower future residential lot boundaries (consideration for easements will have 

a greater impact on the narrower lots when compared to impacts on wider lots noted with 

Location 1); 

 lowest SPS construction costs when compared to other options due to depth; and 

 location is along the least direct path between the permanent pump station location and the 

crossing under Highway 11 (i.e. longest gravity sanitary sewer and sanitary force main 

connections) resulting in highest ‘throw-away’ costs or ‘future capital’ costs. 
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6 Evaluation of Design Concepts 

This section discusses the evaluation of the alternative design concepts as previously described.   

The results of the evaluation are considered preliminary given the need to solicit agency and 

public input.  The evaluation is descriptive or qualitative in nature allowing for a comparative 

evaluation of the pros and cons associated with each option.  

6.1 EVALUATION CRITERIA 

In completing the evaluation, a number of criteria were considered as outlined below. 

Physical Environment Cultural Heritage Environment 

 Traffic operations  Archaeological & heritage Impacts 

 Cycling operations Social Environment 

 Pedestrian operations  Land use 

 Transit operations  Property / development Impacts 

 Driveway operations  Aesthetic 

 Stormwater Management  Noise Impact 

 Utilities  Construction Impacts 

Natural Environment Economic Environment 

 Fisheries & Aquatic Impacts  Construction costs 

 Wildlife & Terrestrial Impacts  Maintenance cost 

 Vegetation Impacts  Land acquisition costs 

 Climate Change 

The key evaluation criteria will focus on issues such as cost (including initial capital costs, and 

long-term life cycle maintenance and operational costs), structural performance, public safety, 

environmental impacts, traffic management, and construction duration. 

6.1.1 Score 

Scores have been established for each criteria under each alternative to reflect the associated 

degree of impact in relation to the existing condition, based on the following: 

 -2 denotes a negative impact; 

 0 denotes no impact; and 
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 +2 denotes a positive impact.  

In determining the scores, appropriate quantifiable measures were employed where possible (i.e. 

number of residents affected, length of road to be constructed, total area of impact, etc.). Where 

this was not possible, the score was based on a qualitative assessment of the various alternatives. 

6.2 EVALUATION 

Evaluation of the alternative design concepts developed for each of the 6 primary design 

components are summarized in the following tables: 

 Table 1: Evaluation of Alternative Designs – Alignment; 

 Table 2: Evaluation of Alternative Designs – Cross Section; 

 Table 3: Evaluation of Alternative Designs – Pedestrian & Cyclist Provisions; 

 Table 4: Evaluation of Alternative Designs – Tributary Structure Crossings; 

 Table 5: Evaluation of Alternative Designs – Stormwater Management Facilities; and 

 Table 6: Evaluation of Alternative Designs – Sewage Pumping Station Locations.
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Table 1: Evaluation of Alternative Designs – Alignment 

ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

ALIGNMENT 1 ALIGNMENT 2 ALIGNMENT 3 

West Middle East 

Physical Traffic Operations Impact to roadway operation and 
road capacity. 

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 

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 

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 

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 

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 

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 

Utilities Impact to Utilities (i.e. 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 

Natural 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 

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 

Vegetation Impacts Impact to vegetation (i.e. 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 

Social Land Use Impact of the proposed works on 
surrounding land use (i.e. 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 

Property/Development 
Impacts 

Impacts to property (i.e. 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 

0 
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ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

ALIGNMENT 1 ALIGNMENT 2 ALIGNMENT 3 

West Middle East 

would overlap with the rear yard setback 
of the development lots) 

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 

Noise Impacts Impacts to adjacent property (i.e. 
Does the option consider noise 
pollution to the adjacent property?) 
*Note consideration of acoustic 
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 

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 

Cultural 
Heritage 

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 

Economic 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 

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 

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 

Climate 
Change 

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 
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ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

ALIGNMENT 1 ALIGNMENT 2 ALIGNMENT 3 

West Middle East 

TOTAL SCORE & RANKING 1st  3rd  2nd  
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Table 2: Evaluation of Alternative Designs – Cross Section 

ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

CROSS SECTION CROSS SECTION CROSS SECTION 

3 Lane (26m) 4 Lane (30m) 5 Lane (30m) 

Physical Traffic Operations Impact to roadway operation and 
road capacity. 

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 inefficient 

1 Cross section exceeds the forecasted 
traffic volumes to 2040 
Centre turn lane improves left turn 
operations 

2 

Cycling Operations Can the option accommodate 
cycling operations? 

Cross section can accommodate cycling 
operations 

2 Cross section can accommodate cycling 
operations 

2 Cross section can accommodate cycling 
operations 

2 

Pedestrian Operations Can the option accommodate 
pedestrian activity? 

Cross section can accommodate 
pedestrian activity 

2 Cross section can accommodate 
pedestrian activity 

2 Cross section can accommodate 
pedestrian activity 

2 

Transit Operations Can the option accommodate 
transit operations? 

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 

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

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 

Stormwater 
Management System 

Extent of SWM System Least SWM requirements 2 Moderate SWM requirements 1 Greatest SWM requirements 0 

Utilities Impact to Utilities (i.e. Hydro, 
Telecom, Natural, Watermain) 

Provides 7.75m wide boulevard for 
utilities 

1 Provides 8.0m wide boulevard for utilities 2 Provides 5.7m wide boulevard for utilities 0 

Natural Fisheries/Aquatic 
Impacts 

Impact to fisheries and aquatic 
species at water crossings 

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

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

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 

Social Land Use Impact of the proposed works on 
surrounding land use (i.e. Are the 
improvements consistent with 
surrounding land uses) 

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 

Property/Development 
Impacts 

Impacts to property (i.e. Does the 
option leave sufficient space for 
future development?) 

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 

Aesthetics Visual impacts, opportunity for 
aesthetic improvement 

Provides the most space for boulevard 
plantings 

2 Provides less space for boulevard 
plantings 

1 Provides the least space for boulevard 
plantings 

0 

Noise Impacts Impacts to adjacent property (i.e. 
Does the option consider noise 

Same traffic volumes for each option 
therefore no net benefit for either 

0 Same traffic volumes for each option 
therefore no net benefit for either 

0 Same traffic volumes for each option 
therefore no net benefit for either 

0 
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ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

CROSS SECTION CROSS SECTION CROSS SECTION 

3 Lane (26m) 4 Lane (30m) 5 Lane (30m) 

pollution to the adjacent property?) 
*Note consideration of acoustic 
fencing is the responsibility of the 
ultimate land user 

alternative.  Note: primary noise source is 
Highway 11 

alternative.  Note: primary noise source is 
Highway 11 

alternative.  Note: primary noise source is 
Highway 11 

Construction Impacts Impacts to adjacent property 
through the construction phase 

Less construction impact, shorter 
construction period 

1 Moderate construction impact, slightly 
longer construction period 

0 Greatest construction impact, longest 
construction period 

-1 

Cultural 
Heritage 

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 

Economic Construction Costs Cost to construct each option 
(relative comparison) 

Lowest construction cost, narrowest 
cross section 

2 Moderate construction cost 1 Highest construction cost, widest cross 
section 

0 

Maintenance Costs Future maintenance requirements 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 

Land Acquisition Costs Total land acquisition costs 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 

Climate 
Change 

Climate Change Does the option consider climate 
change or have the potential to 
accommodate future expansion for 
climate change? 

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 

TOTAL SCORE & RANKING 1st   2nd   3rd  
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Table 3: Evaluation of Alternative Designs – Pedestrian & Cyclist Provisions 

ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

PEDESTRIAN/CYCLING FEATURE “COMPARED TO BASE STANDARD OF SIDEWALKS BOTH SIDES” 

1.8 m Wide Bicycle Lane(s) 3.0 m Wide Multi-Use Trails(s) 

Physical Traffic Operations Impact to roadway operation and 
road capacity. 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? 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? 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? Creates conflict with transit operations -1 Functional with transit operations 2 

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

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

alignment alternative 0 

Stormwater 
Management System 

Extent of SWM System Moderate SWM requirements 1 Greatest SWM requirements 0 

Utilities Impact to Utilities (i.e. Hydro, 
Telecom, Natural, Watermain) 

Provides most space for utiliities in 
boulevard 2 Provides least space for utilities in 

boulevard 0 

Natural Fisheries/Aquatic 
Impacts 

Impact to fisheries and aquatic 
species at water crossings 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 alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 

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

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 

Social Land Use Impact of the proposed works on 
surrounding land use (i.e. Are the 
improvements consistent with 
surrounding land uses) 

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

Property/Development 
Impacts 

Impacts to property (i.e. Does the 
option leave sufficient space for 
future development?) 

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 alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 



Inch Farm Arterial Road & Industrial Employment Land  |  Environmental Study Report 36 

 

 

ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

PEDESTRIAN/CYCLING FEATURE “COMPARED TO BASE STANDARD OF SIDEWALKS BOTH SIDES” 

1.8 m Wide Bicycle Lane(s) 3.0 m Wide Multi-Use Trails(s) 

Noise Impacts Impacts to adjacent property (i.e. 
Does the option consider noise 
pollution to the adjacent property?) 
*Note consideration of acoustic 
fencing is the responsibility of the 
ultimate land user 

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

Cultural 
Heritage 

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 

Economic Construction Costs Cost to construct each option 
(relative comparison) $135/m 2  

$150/m 1 

Maintenance Costs Future maintenance requirements 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 Alternative 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 

Climate 
Change 

Climate Change Does the option consider climate 
change or have the potential to 
accommodate future expansion for 
climate change? 

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 SCORE & RANKING 2nd   1st   
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Table 4: Evaluation of Alternative Designs – Tributary Structure Crossings 

ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

WATER CROSSING 

Open Bottom Culverts Bridge 

Physical Traffic Operations Impact to roadway operation and 
road capacity. Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 

Cycling Operations Can the option accommodate 
cycling operations? Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 

Pedestrian Operations Can the option accommodate 
pedestrian activity? Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 

Transit Operations Can the option accommodate 
transit operations? Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 

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

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 

Stormwater 
Management System 

Extent of SWM System Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 Impacts are the same for each alternative 0 

Utilities Impact to Utilities (i.e. Hydro, 
Telecom, Natural, Watermain) 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 

Natural Fisheries/Aquatic 
Impacts 

Impact to fisheries and aquatic 
species at water crossings 

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 

Wildlife/Terrestrial 
Impacts 

Impact to wildlife species within the 
study area Impact to species at risk 
and endangered species 

Provides minor barrier for some wildlife 
movement 1 Provides minor barrier for some wildlife 

movement 1 Provides connection for wildlife under 
roadway 2 

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

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 

Social Land Use Impact of the proposed works on 
surrounding land use (i.e. Are the 
improvements consistent with 
surrounding land uses) 

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

Property/Development 
Impacts 

Impacts to property (i.e. Does the 
option leave sufficient space for 
future development?) 

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 
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ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

WATER CROSSING 

Open Bottom Culverts Bridge 

 

Aesthetics Visual impacts, opportunity for 
aesthetic improvement Discrete appearance 2 Discrete appearance 2 Noticeable impact -1 

Noise Impacts Impacts to adjacent property (i.e. 
Does the option consider noise 
pollution to the adjacent property?) 
*Note consideration of acoustic 
fencing is the responsibility of the 
ultimate land user 

Impacts are the same for each alternative 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 

Less impact, moderate construction 
duration 1 Least impact, short construction duration 2 Greatest impact, significant construction 

timing associated with bridge construction -1 

Cultural 
Heritage 

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 

Economic Construction Costs Cost to construct each option 
(relative comparison) Moderate construction costs 0 Lowest construction costs 2 Highest construction costs -2 

Maintenance Costs Future maintenance requirements Moderate maintenance costs 
Possible on-going inspection costs 
(OSIM) 

1 Lowest maintenance costs 2 Highest maintenance costs 
On-going inspection costs (OSIM) 0 

Land Acquisition Costs Total land acquisition costs 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 

Climate 
Change 

Climate Change Does the option consider climate 
change or have the potential to 
accommodate future expansion for 
climate change? 

Less impact 1 Least impact 2 Greatest impact 0 

TOTAL SCORE & RANKING 2nd 
Note: required by environmental 

constraints for Crossing #2 
  

1st 
Note: this alternative is not permitted 

for Crossing #2 
  3rd 
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Table 5: Evaluation of Alternative Designs – Stormwater Management Facilities 

ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 

End of Pipe Linear – Oversize Pipe & OGS Linear – Bioswale/Storm Sewer 

Physical Traffic Operations Impact to roadway operation and 
road capacity. 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 

Cycling Operations Can the option accommodate 
cycling operations? 

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

anticipated.  0 No impact to cycling operations 
anticipated.  0 

Pedestrian Operations Can the option accommodate 
pedestrian activity? 

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

anticipated. 0 No impact to pedestrian activity 
anticipated. 0 

Transit Operations Can the option accommodate 
transit operations? 

No impact to transit operations 
anticipated. 0 No impact to transit operations 

anticipated. 0 No impact to transit operations 
anticipated. 0 

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

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

anticipated.  0 No impact to driveway operations 
anticipated.  0 

Stormwater 
Management System 

Extent of SWM System 

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 

Utilities Impact to Utilities (i.e. Hydro, 
Telecom, Natural, Watermain) 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 

Natural Fisheries/Aquatic 
Impacts 

Impact to fisheries and aquatic 
species at water crossings 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 

Wildlife/Terrestrial 
Impacts 

Impact to wildlife species within the 
study area Impact to species at risk 
and endangered species 

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 

-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. 

-1 



Inch Farm Arterial Road & Industrial Employment Land  |  Environmental Study Report 40 

 

 

ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 

End of Pipe Linear – Oversize Pipe & OGS Linear – Bioswale/Storm Sewer 

of habitat by strategic planting and 
landscaping plan for SWMF. 

Mitigate loss of habitat by strategic 
planting and landscaping plan for SWMF. 

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

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 

Social Land Use Impact of the proposed works on 
surrounding land use (i.e. Are the 
improvements consistent with 
surrounding land uses) 

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 

Property/Development 
Impacts 

Impacts to property (i.e. Does the 
option leave sufficient space for 
future development?) 

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 

Aesthetics Visual impacts, opportunity for 
aesthetic improvement 

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 

Noise Impacts Impacts to adjacent property (i.e. 
Does the option consider noise 
pollution to the adjacent property?) 
*Note consideration of acoustic 
fencing is the responsibility of the 
ultimate land user 

No noise or odour impacts anticipated. 0 No noise or odour impacts anticipated. 0 No noise or odour impacts anticipated. 0 

Construction Impacts Impacts to adjacent property 
through the construction phase 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 

Cultural 
Heritage 

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 

Economic Construction Costs Cost to construct each option 
(relative comparison) 

Lowest construction costs. Moderate fill 
required for roadway alignment. Storm 0 Highest construction costs. Most fill 

required for roadway alignment. Larger -2 Moderate construction costs. Least fill 
required for roadway alignment. -1 
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ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 

End of Pipe Linear – Oversize Pipe & OGS Linear – Bioswale/Storm Sewer 

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. 

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

Significant sand/filter media fill required 
for bioswales, smallest pipe sizes, 
subdrain required, greater number of 
CB/MHs for 100-year inlet capture.  

Maintenance Costs Future maintenance requirements 
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 

Land Acquisition Costs Total land acquisition costs 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 

Climate 
Change 

Climate Change Does the option consider climate 
change or have the potential to 
accommodate future expansion for 
climate change? 

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 

TOTAL SCORE & RANKING 3rd   2nd    1st  
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Table 6: Evaluation of Alternative Designs – Sewage Pumping Station Locations 

ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

SEWAGE PUMPING STATION 

Location 1 Location 2 Location 3 

Physical Traffic Operations Impact to roadway operation and 
road capacity. 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 

Cycling Operations Can the option accommodate 
cycling operations? 

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 

Pedestrian Operations Can the option accommodate 
pedestrian activity? 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 

Transit Operations Can the option accommodate 
transit operations? 

No impact to transit operations 
anticipated. 0 No impact to transit operations 

anticipated. 0 No impact to transit operations 
anticipated. 0 

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

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 

Stormwater 
Management System 

Extent of SWM System 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 

Utilities Impact to Utilities (i.e. Hydro, 
Telecom, Natural, Watermain) 

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 

Natural Fisheries/Aquatic 
Impacts 

Impact to fisheries and aquatic 
species at water crossings 

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 

Wildlife/Terrestrial 
Impacts 

Impact to wildlife species within the 
study area Impact to species at risk 
and endangered species 

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 

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

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 

Social Land Use Impact of the proposed works on 
surrounding land use (i.e. Are the 

SPS location 1 is zoned Business Park 
Industrial, where a sewage pumping 
station is a permitted land use. The 

0 
SPS location 2 is zoned Business Park 
Industrial, where a sewage pumping 
station is a permitted land use. The 

0 
SPS location 3 is zoned Business Park 
Industrial, where a sewage pumping 
station is a permitted land use. The SPS 

0 
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ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

SEWAGE PUMPING STATION 

Location 1 Location 2 Location 3 

improvements consistent with 
surrounding land uses) 

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. 

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. 

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. 

Property/Development 
Impacts 

Impacts to property (i.e. Does the 
option leave sufficient space for 
future development?) 

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 

Aesthetics Visual impacts, opportunity for 
aesthetic improvement 

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 

Noise Impacts Impacts to adjacent property (i.e. 
Does the option consider noise 
pollution to the adjacent property?) 
*Note consideration of acoustic 
fencing is the responsibility of the 
ultimate land user 

No noise or odour impacts anticipated. 0 No noise or odour impacts anticipated. 0 No noise or odour impacts anticipated. 0 

Construction Impacts Impacts to adjacent property 
through the construction phase 

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 

Cultural 
Heritage 

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 

Economic Construction Costs Cost to construct each option 
(relative comparison) 

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 

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 

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 

2 
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ENVIRONMENT &  
EVALUATION CRITERIA BASIS FOR ASSESSMENT 

SEWAGE PUMPING STATION 

Location 1 Location 2 Location 3 

connect at this location so interim 
forcemain can be reused. 

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

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

Maintenance Costs Future maintenance requirements 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 

Land Acquisition Costs Total land acquisition costs 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 

Climate 
Change 

Climate Change Does the option consider climate 
change or have the potential to 
accommodate future expansion for 
climate change? 

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 

TOTAL SCORE & RANKING 1st   2nd   3rd  
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6.3 RECOMMENDED DESIGN CONCEPT 

Based on the initial evaluation completed by Tatham Engineering and City Staff, the 

recommended design concept for development of the Inch Arterial Road and Industrial 

Employment Land is summarized in  

Table 7: Recommended Design Concept 

DESIGN COMPONENT RECOMMENDED CONCEPT 

Road Alignment Alignment 1  West Alignment 

Road Cross-Section Cross Section 3 3-Lane Cross Section (30m ROW) 

Pedestrian & Cyclist Provisions Peds & Bikes 3 Sidewalk & Multi-Use Trail 

Tributary 
Structure 
Crossings  

North Structure 2 Conventional Culvert 
 

South Structure 1 Open Bottom Culvert 

Stormwater Management Facility Facility 3 Roadside Bioswale & Storm Sewers 

Sanitary Sewage Pump Station 
Location 

Location 1 South 
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7 Stakeholder Consultation 2 

As per the Class EA requirements (refer to Figure 1), public consultation is required during Phase 

3 of the process, to present the alternative design concepts and evaluation of such.  This 

consultation was provided in the form of a Public Information Centre. 

7.1 NOTIFICATION 

In accordance with the Class EA guidelines, notification of the Public Information Centre was 

issued inviting stakeholder comment and input.  Stakeholders include review agencies and the 

public and thus notices were directed to each, in the same manner in which the Notice of 

Commencement was disseminated.  Notices were posted on the City website and mailed to the 

directly impacted public as well as review agencies on October 13, 2020.  Additional information 

pertaining to the notices and notification are provided in Appendix F.  

7.2 PURPOSE 

The purpose of the Public Information Centre was to provide information to the public and 

agencies and seek their input with respect to the following: 

 establish channels of communication with public & stakeholders; 

 detail the study area, study purpose & objective; 

 present the needs and justification for the study and issues to be resolved; 

 identify alternative design concepts and potential environmental impacts; 

 identify a recommended solution for public review; and 

 seek input and comments for consideration in the selection of the preferred solution. 

7.3 PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRE 

The Public Information Centre was held in a virtual manner by posting a presentation video on 

the City website on October 30, 2020.  Presentation slides were included in the video, as well as 

in digital links available through the City’s website for people to review and ask questions.  

Electronic and printable comment forms were included as part of the presentation.  

Information Slides (as provided in Appendix G), addressed the following: 

 the Municipal Class EA process and those tasks relevant to this study; 

 background information and existing conditions; 
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 study objective and purpose; 

 study area; 

 design components; 

 evaluation criteria and alternative design concepts; 

 assessment of alternatives including road alignment, road cross section, pedestrian and 

cyclist provisions, tributary crossing structures, stormwater management facilities and 

municipal servicing; 

 the remaining steps to completion; and 

 contact details for additional information. 

At the time of this report, the presentation had been viewed 46 times according to the YouTube 

view counter.  The time allotted for comment was October 29, 2020 to November 30, 2020. 

7.4 PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Two comments were received from the public, as provided in Appendix H, including appropriate 

responses.  

7.5 AGENCY COMMENTS 

No comments were received from review agencies or utility companies in response to the PIC 

notice. 
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8 Preferred Design Concept 

The preferred design concept has been established following the PIC, receipt and review of all 

stakeholder comments, and in consideration of the environmental impact assessment of the 

various alternatives.  The preferred solution has been adjusted slightly form the recommended 

solution present in the PIC to accommodate the preference to include the multi-use trail along 

the west side of the ROW adjacent to the future Inch Residential Subdivision. 

Table 8: Preferred Design Concept 

DESIGN COMPONENT PREFERRED CONCEPT 

Road Alignment Alignment 1  West Alignment 

Road Cross-Section Cross Section 3 3-Lane Cross Section (30m ROW) 

Pedestrian & Cyclist Provisions Peds & Bikes 3 Sidewalk (east side) &  
Multi-Use Trail (west side) 

Tributary 
Structure 
Crossings  

North Structure 2 Conventional Culvert 
 

South Structure 1 Open Bottom Culvert 

Stormwater Management Facility Facility 3 Roadside Bioswale & Storm Sewers 

Sanitary Sewage Pump Station 
Location 

Location 1 South 

 



Inch Farm Arterial Road & Industrial Employment Land  |  Environmental Study Report 49 

 

9 Completion of the Class EA Process 

This chapter details the steps remaining to complete the Schedule C Class EA process and to 

proceed to Phase 5: Implementation, which entails completion of the detailed engineering 

drawings and construction. 

9.1 SUBMISSION TO THE CITY 

This Report is being submitted to the City of Orillia on December 21, 2021. 

9.2 STUDY COMPLETION 

In accordance with the Class EA guidelines, a Notice of Completion was prepared to identify the 

preferred improvement solution and the opportunity for further review.  A copy of the notice is 

provided in Appendix I and will be posted on the City website in conjunction with issuance of this 

report. 

9.3 30 DAY REVIEW PERIOD 

This report will be placed on public record for a period of 30 days following the Notice of 

Completion, January 6, 2022 to February 6, 2022.  As per the notice the public and review 

agencies will be encouraged to review the report and provide written comments to the City on 

or before February 6, 2022. 

If a member of the public feels significant outstanding issues have not been addressed through 

the Class EA process and could be better addressed through an individual environmental 

assessment process, they can ask for a higher level of assessment. This is known as a Part II Order. 

A Part II Order is to be submitted after the proponent (the City) issues the Notice of Study 

Completion and within the specified review period outlined in the notice.  Part II Order request 

forms are available for download on the Ministry of Environment, Conservation, and Parks 

website. 

http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/FormDetail?OpenForm&ACT=

RDR&TAB=PROFILE&SRCH=&ENV=WWE&TIT=2206&NO=012-2206E 

9.4 PHASE 5 - IMPLEMENTATION 

It is the intent of the City to complete the design in early 2022 and commence site works in the 

Spring of 2022. As such engineering drawings detailing the required works, including supporting 

studies, the need for mitigation measures to address impacts to the various environmental 

constraints will be completed.  Drawings will be submitted to the City and the relevant agencies 

http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/FormDetail?OpenForm&ACT=RDR&TAB=PROFILE&SRCH=&ENV=WWE&TIT=2206&NO=012-2206E
http://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/FormDetail?OpenForm&ACT=RDR&TAB=PROFILE&SRCH=&ENV=WWE&TIT=2206&NO=012-2206E


Inch Farm Arterial Road & Industrial Employment Land  |  Environmental Study Report 50 

 

as required, to obtain the necessary approvals prior to construction.  There are no further 

requirements with respect to public consultation during Phase 5 unless concerns arising during 

the 30-day review period cannot be resolved. 

Phase 5 includes the following key tasks: 

 complete additional engineering studies including geotechnical investigations to support the 

road work, tributary crossings and/or sewage pump station (as necessary); 

 complete engineering design drawings and tender documents for required roadway, 

servicing, crossing structures and the sewage pump station; 

 proceed to construction and operation; and 

 monitor for environmental provisions and commitments. 

9.4.1 Design, Permits & Approvals 

Drawings will be submitted to the City, MTO, MECP, and MNRF to obtain the necessary approvals 

and permits prior to construction.   

9.4.2 Impact Mitigation 

The Municipal Class EA guidelines recommend that significant features and impacts should be 

avoided where possible.  However, where they cannot be avoided, every effort should be made 

to mitigate the adverse impacts.  Manners in which impacts are to be mitigated, as part of the 

detail design and implementation, are noted below, with additional details provided in the 

Environmental Impact Study provided in Appendix D. 

The identified environmental concerns associated with the construction of the project are 

summarized in Table 9 as are mitigation measures where they have been recommended to 

minimize or eliminate changes to the environmental conditions described in this report.   

Table 9: Mitigating Measures  

IMPACTS MITIGATING MEASURES 

Traffic Safety  follow Ontario Traffic Manual for proper signing and pavement 
markings  

Major Services/ Utility 
Conflicts 

 coordinate with utility companies in identifying services and 
possible conflicts and relocation strategies  

 all affected utility companies will be circulated on the design 
drawings in order to plan any necessary removals or relocations  
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IMPACTS MITIGATING MEASURES 

Fisheries & Aquatic 
Habitat 

 stage work to non-critical times  

 restore tributary substrate  

 complete work in dry conditions, or, if required, construct 
temporary diversions 

 seasonal constraints 

Wildlife Habitat  maintain vegetated corridors 

 re-vegetate disturbed areas with wildlife beneficial plantings  

 stage work to avoid breeding periods for birds (April 1 to 
August 31), bats (April 1 to October 31) and turtles (April 1 to 
October 31) 

 conduct additional field surveys as required   

 install silt fencing along limits of right-of-way/work area  

Vegetation  revegetation of disturbed areas with native seed mix 
immediately following final grading  

 delineate tree/vegetation protection areas using construction 
fencing  

 minimize site clearing activities  

 minimize road dedication  

Groundwater Resources  delineate and properly prepare refuelling areas to prevent soil 
contamination due to fuel spills  

 identify and protect groundwater upwelling/source areas from 
contamination and flow disturbance  

 creek crossings must be designed to minimize disruption of the 
discharge features of the banks  

Water Quality/ 
Stormwater Management 

 provision for spill control in construction contract  

 fast, accurate reporting of spills to ministry of the environment  

 pollution prevention and source control by best management 
land use practices and best management stormwater practices  

 equipment maintenance and refuelling away from watercourses  

 temporary stockpiling of materials away from watercourses  

 implementation of erosion and sedimentation controls and 
regular monitoring and reporting of maintenance after every 
major rainfall event  

 revegetation of disturbed areas immediately following final 
grading  
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IMPACTS MITIGATING MEASURES 

 development of a stormwater quality management plan to 
minimize entry of contaminants into the watercourse  

Archaeological/ Cultural 
Heritage Resources 

 if archaeological or cultural heritage features are encountered 
during construction, work will cease immediately and the 
Ministry of Tourism, culture & Sport is to be contacted 

Impact on Existing 
Residents & Businesses 

 notify public agencies and adjacent owners of construction 
scheduling  

 ensure access is maintained as well as garbage, recycling and 
green bin pickup  

Nuisance Concerns   dust levels monitored and road watering/sweeping completed 
as necessary  

 construction limited to typical work hours (i.e. 7:00 AM to 7:00 
PM)  

9.4.3 Monitoring 

Monitoring objectives include: 

 monitoring of individual measures and issues (i.e. erosion and sedimentation control, traffic 
control, waste management, etc.); 

 monitoring of overall effectiveness of control measures; and 

 ongoing identification of areas of potential concern. 

Construction inspection will occur on a regular basis to ensure that the mitigation measures 

described in this report and in the subsequent construction contract document provisions are 

carried out effectively.  The timing and frequency of these visits will coincide with the schedule 

of the construction operations and will be adjusted to reflect the sensitivity of site concerns and 

the development of unforeseen environmental problems during and after construction.  The 

construction inspectors will maintain daily records which will detail any concerns, corrective 

actions and further actions required. 

During short-term and long-term intervals of construction activity, the project site will be 

regularly monitored to ensure all environmental protection measures are operating effectively. 

In addition to the site specific monitoring requirements, an audit of environmental performance 

for the project may be undertaken.  Such an audit may include: 

 the review of long-term effectiveness of mitigation measures; 
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 the review of inspection reports, notes and the resolution of noted concerns; 

 the review of comments and concerns received from regulatory agencies and public interest 
groups and how these issues were addressed; and 

 recommended modifications to mitigation measures or procedures as required.  

9.4.4 Stakeholder Consultation 

There are no further requirements with respect to stakeholder consultation during Phase 5 (other 

than what might be required to secure the necessary permits and approvals of the ensuing 

design). 
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Figure 1: Class EA Process
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Figure 2: Study Area

source: opengis.simcoe.ca 
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Figure 3: 2020 Diverted Traffic Volumes
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Figure 5: 2040 Traffic Volumes
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Figure 6: Land Use
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Figure 7: Zoning Map
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Figure 8:Alignment 1
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Figure 9: Alignment 2
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Figure 10: Alignment 3
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Figure 11: Cross-Section 1
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Figure 12: Cross-Section 2
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Figure 13: Cross-Section 3 
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Figure 14: SPS Locations
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