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1.0 Introduction
The CorporaƟon of the County of Essex (the “County”) has retained Dillon ConsulƟng Limited (Dillon) to
prepare a Class ‘C’ Environmental Assessment (EA) and Preliminary Design, under the Municipal Class
Environmental Assessment (EA) process, for County Road 20, from Kratz Sideroad in the Town of
Kingsville to Sherk Street in the Municipality of Leamington.

The County iniƟated this EA study to review potenƟal operaƟonal deficiencies, examine roadway
capacity and safety with parƟcular consideraƟon to vehicle, cyclists and pedestrian movements, and the
addiƟon of acƟve transportaƟon faciliƟes, which will serve the needs of the County for a 20 year period.

The purpose of this Class EA is to assess:

1. TransportaƟon problems and opportuniƟes, idenƟfying factors driving improvements within the
study area;

2. PotenƟal conflicts between exisƟng infrastructure in the corridor, including drainage systems,
watermains, and buried and overhead uƟliƟes, and any proposed improvements idenƟfied
through the EA process;

3. The impacts of the recommended cycling/pedestrian pathways on abuƫng landowners,
including boulevard regrading, uƟlity relocaƟons and property; and

4. The potenƟal impacts to the socio-economic, natural and cultural environments.

The purpose of this report is to document the first of two Public InformaƟon Centres (PIC) held during
the planning process to allow the public an opportunity to review and comment on project details.

The study area under consideraƟon for this Class EA is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1:  Study Area
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The study area includes  approximately  10 km of  County  Road 20,  from Kratz  Sideroad in  the Town of
Kingsville to Sherk Street in the Municipality of Leamington.   Approximately two-thirds of the study area
is located in Kingsville, with the remaining porƟon within Leamington.  County Road 31 (Albuna Town
Line) forms the boundary between Kingsville and Leamington.

This report documents the first Public InformaƟon Centre (PIC) scheduled for this EA, which allows the
public opportunity to review and comment on project details.  There are a total of two PICs planned for
this project.
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2.0 Purpose of Public Information Centre
A Public InformaƟon Centre (PIC) is an informal meeƟng where planning and design plans developed
throughout the EA process are presented for review and comment by members of the public, key
stakeholders, indigenous communiƟes and agencies.

The purpose of this PIC was to review informaƟon on the study process, background informaƟon and
studies that have idenƟfied the need for improvements and to obtain input from the public on the
recommended alternaƟve soluƟons to address the problems and opportuniƟes idenƟfied in the study
area.
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3.0 Location, Date and Time
The PIC was held at the Kingsville Arena Complex located at 1741 Jasperson Road in Kingsville, Ontario,
on Tuesday, November 15, 2016, from 3:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.  (See map inset for the locaƟon of the PIC).
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4.0 Public Notification
The PIC notice, provided in Appendix A, was distributed as follows:

· Uploaded to the project website under the URL www.CR20.ca on November 4, 2016;

· Mailed to agencies and indigenous communities on November 4, 2016;

· Mailed to property owners along County Road 20 from Kratz Sideroad in the Town of Kingsville
to Sherk Street in the Municipality of Leamington; and

· E-mailed to residents who do not live along the Kratz SideRoad to Sherk Street corridor, but had
requested through the project website to be kept apprised of the project, on November 7, 2016.

As a result of the public’s high level of interest in the project, the project team’s consultaƟon efforts for
PIC #1 went beyond the minimum requirements described in the Municipal Class Environmental
Assessment,  October  2000  as  amended  in  2007,  2011  and  2015  (MCEA).  As  such,  PIC  noƟces  were
published in consecuƟve issues of local newspapers to provide significant noƟce and reminder to all
those that may be affected by the study. The publicaƟons were as follows:

· Kingsville Reporter on November 1 and November 8, 2016; and

· Leamington Southpoint Sun on November 2 and November 9, 2016.

A copy of the Project contact list is provided in Appendix B.
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5.0 Staff Attendance
The following project team members were in aƩendance at the PIC to answer quesƟons and discuss the
study with aƩendees:

County of Essex
Jane Mustac, P.Eng. – Manager, TransportaƟon Planning & Development
James Bryant – Environmental Assessment Coordinator

Dillon ConsulƟng Limited
John Zangari, P.Eng. – Consultant Project Manager
Chris PaƩen, P.Eng. – Engineering Lead
Paula Neto, MCIP, RPP – EA and ConsultaƟon Lead, Environmental Planner
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6.0 Meeting Format and Material Displayed
The PIC was an informal drop-in centre format with display boards set up around the room, along with
two plots of the enƟre corridor in the centre of the room for open discussions. Individuals aƩending the
PIC were asked to sign the Record of AƩendance.  In total, 69 people signed the Record of AƩendance.
RepresentaƟves from the County of Essex and Dillon ConsulƟng Limited were available to explain the
displays, record verbal comments and answer quesƟons.

The following display panels were presented for public viewing, discussion, and comment:

1. Title Slide (text and graphic).
2. Welcome (text and photo).
3. Study Overview (text and key map).
4. Municipal Class EA Process (text and flow chart).
5. Policy Context for the Study (text and graphic):

a. Provincial Policy.
b. Municipal Policy.

6. County Wide AcƟve TransportaƟon System (text and graphic):
a. CWATS Master Plan.
b. County 20 Feasibility Design Studies.
c. Ontario Traffic Manuals.

7. ExisƟng CondiƟons - Socio-Economic (text and maps).
8. ExisƟng CondiƟons - Natural Environment (text and map).
9. ExisƟng CondiƟons - Cultural Environment (text, map, and photos).
10. ExisƟng CondiƟons – Drainage (text, map, and photos).
11. ExisƟng CondiƟons – UƟliƟes (text, map, and graphic).
12. ExisƟng CondiƟons – TransportaƟon (text, photos and graphic).
13. Collision History in the Study Area (text and graphs).
14. ExisƟng CondiƟons – School Bus Stops (text and map).
15. ExisƟng and Projected Traffic CondiƟons (text and graphic).
16. IntersecƟon Treatments (text and photos).
17. Corridor Access Management (text).
18. Problems and OpportuniƟes (text).
19. DescripƟon of AlternaƟve SoluƟons (text).
20. Interim AcƟve TransportaƟon Facility (text, map, photo, and graphic).
21. How do the SoluƟons Address the Problem/Opportunity? (text).
22. AlternaƟve 1 – Interim A/T Facility through CWATS – Status Quo (text and graphics).
23. AlternaƟve 4 – Interim A/T + IntersecƟon OperaƟonal Improvements (text and graphics).
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24. AlternaƟve 5A & B – IntersecƟon OperaƟonal Improvements with UlƟmate A/T Facility (text and
graphics).

25. AlternaƟve 6A & B – Roadway Widening for 2-Way Centre Turn Lane with UlƟmate A/T Facility
(text and graphics).

26. AlternaƟve Design EvaluaƟon Criteria (text).
27. Next Steps and Thank You (text and photo).

A copy of the display boards is provided in Appendix C.

Comment  sheets  were  posted  on  the  project  website  and  were  also  available  for  use  at  the  PIC  for
aƩendees. The comment sheets were designed to show alternaƟve cross-secƟons and corresponding
“pros and cons” for each. The format allowed aƩendees to view each alternaƟve simultaneously to aid
in their analysis and commenƟng.  The comment form also included the proposed evaluaƟon criteria
and requested input regarding any addiƟonal evaluaƟon criteria that may not have been considered by
the project team, as well as the level of importance each major criterion was to them personally.
AƩendees were encouraged to complete a comment sheet and submit it to the study team by
December 6, 2016.
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7.0 Summary of Comments Received
The project comment form posed questions to respondents on the alternative solutions and the
evaluation criteria. In addition, the comment form included an area for general comments regarding the
study.  In total, 24 comment forms were received (see Appendix D) by the December 6th, 2016 deadline.

There were various means for the public to provide input on the PIC.  The following is a summary of the
different methods for comment submissions, and the number of comments that were received are
shown in brackets:

· Completing comment form and submitting to project team at the PIC (9) ;

· Completing the provided comment form and mailing to the project team (0);

· Completing online comment form on the project website (12); and

· Providing comments via email to the project team (3).

The comments received at the PIC indicated that respondents are in favour of active transportation
improvements  along the County  Road 20 corridor.  Safety  of  cyclists,  pedestrians  and motorists  was  a
common theme in the responses.  The following provides a brief summary of comments by alternatives
presented:

· Three respondents indicated concern over the width of the proposed alternatives and resulting
property, landscape and tree impacts along County Road 20.

· Four respondents requested more information about the project.

· One respondent recognized that school bus delays are lengthy but necessary.

· One respondent recognized that trucks that service businesses on County Road 20 do not cause
delay, although noted that trucks travelling to Harrow should be encouraged to find another
route.

· All respondents agree with the need for a cycling facility along the corridor.

· One respondent indicated that cycling and pedestrian facilities should be combined to mitigate
impacts.

· Some concern was noted about the travel speed along the corridor and suggested the project
team consider traffic calming measures.

· Three respondents provided feedback on the evaluation criteria presented: include criteria to
evaluate/determine whether a multi-use pathway is a safe facility in corridor (e.g. number of
driveways, number of intersections); transportation criteria should include “Influencing choice
for drivers” (design should encourage through-traffic to use Talbot or Highway 3);
recreation/health promotion should be considered as a criterion for evaluation.
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· The area between Truax Lumber and Zehr’s is a major safety concern (note - outside of study
area).   This  is  a  dangerous  secƟon  of  road  with  too  many  access  points.   Any  iniƟaƟves  to
reroute traffic to access County Road 20 at an exisƟng stop light would be welcome.

· Two respondents preferred the Status Quo alternaƟve (AlternaƟve 1 – CWATS recommended AT
facility only) which serves the purpose of providing space for acƟve transportaƟon with the least
overall impact.

The following is a summary of alternaƟve specific comments that were received:

AlternaƟve 4 – IntersecƟon Improvements and Interim CWATS Facility

Specific Comments Received:
· Traffic lights are missing.
· Install traffic lights at Graham Sideroad – there are many near miss collisions.
· Streetlights at Fraser and Seacliff would also improve safety.
· The addiƟon of a paved cycling lane between Kingsville and Leamington is a worthwhile

undertaking.  The dedicated space for pedestrians is needed.

AlternaƟve 5 – Two AlternaƟves idenƟfied that include a two Lane Road and Varying AT Facility Types
AlternaƟve 5A - Dedicated Raised Cycle Tracks at back of curb (Interim CWATS Facility) and
Separated  MulƟ-Use Trail on south  side of road.
AlternaƟve 5B - Dedicated Raised Cycle Tracks at back of curb (Interim CWATS Facility) and
Separated Sidewalks on both side of the road.

Specific Comments Received:
· AlternaƟve 5A is preferred because it provides a wide enough area for walking/running and

families. The south side of the road is appropriate for aligning with Seacliff Park and the majority
of the subdivisions.

· AlternaƟve 5B is excessive (liƩle reason to have narrower sidewalks, especially on the north side
of  the  road)  and  is  slightly  wider  overall.  AlternaƟves  6A  and  6B  are  too  wide  and  do  not
separate cars and bikes.

· AlternaƟve 5B accommodates all users safely.  The local character of the road is maintained and
enhanced.

· AlternaƟve 5B is ideal for the future redesign and accommodates all users safely.  For the two or
three specific locaƟons requiring turning lanes, recommendaƟon 6A is ideal.

· AlternaƟve 5A and AlternaƟve 6B should not be considered as safe since they include mulƟ-use
pathways which would create conƟnuous conflict points for pathway users due to the high
number of driveways and intersecƟons crossing the path.
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AlternaƟve 6 – Two AlternaƟves IdenƟfied that Include Two Vehicle Travel Lanes, a Centre Turn Lane,
and Varying AT Facility Types

AlternaƟve 6A - Dedicated On-Road Cycle Tracks and Separated Sidewalks on both sides of
the road.
AlternaƟve 6B - Dedicated On-Road  Cycle  Tracks,  Separated  Sidewalk  on  north  side  of
road, and Separated MulƟ-Use Trail on south side of the road.

Comment Summary:
· Nine respondents preferred an alternative that included a centre turning lane throughout the

corridor.

· Three respondents suggested turning lanes are required in key locations only.

· Six respondents felt that widening the road with a centre turning lane was unwarranted and
excessive, causing too many impacts.

Specific Comments Received:
· A single path on both sides of County Road 20 is needed, but as wide as possible without moving

uƟliƟes.  A centre turn lane all along the road would be a good idea.
· AlternaƟve 5B and 6A should be what we strive for on all roads that connect greenways, trails

and parks.  I look forward to the extension of the path so that I can use the current path to get
to other paths safely as a cyclist.

· AlternaƟve 6A accommodates all users safely.
· AlternaƟve 6B is the best opƟon.
· Centre turning lane is needed to improve traffic flow at intersecƟons.  Pedestrian walkways are

not needed – combine them with cycling path to narrow impact on landscape.
· Extra cost for AlternaƟve 6 is a good investment for the future.
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8.0 Next Steps
8.1 EA Process

Following the PIC comment period, the project team reviewed all comments received. The next steps for
the project include the following:

1. Confirm EvaluaƟon Criteria selected is appropriate or if addiƟonal categories should be applied;
2. Evaluate the planning alternaƟves using the Confirmed EvaluaƟon Criteria and include input from

all public and agency comments;
3. Choose the preferred planning alternaƟve and develop preliminary designs for the soluƟon;
4. Host workshop with key stakeholders represenƟng residents, businesses, the agricultural

community, and other commercial properƟes in the area to gather input on preferred
alternaƟve;

5. Present Preferred Preliminary Design AlternaƟve to the public at PIC No. 2;
6. Review comments from PIC No. 2 and confirm Preferred Preliminary Design AlternaƟve with

refinement if necessary; and
7. Finalize the project in the form of an Environmental Study Report available for comment for a

minimum of 30 days.

8.2 Evaluation Criteria

In the next phase of the Class EA, alternaƟve design soluƟons will be assessed using a comprehensive set
of criteria that reflect the following consideraƟons:

1. TransportaƟon Environment:
a. Traffic operaƟons.
b. Road safety.
c. Emergency service access.
d. AccommodaƟon of acƟve transportaƟon.
e. AccommodaƟon of public transit and school buses.
f. Access Management.

2. Natural Environment:
a. Fisheries and aquaƟc resources.
b. Terrestrial features and wildlife.
c. Species at risk.

3. Engineering ConsideraƟons:
a. Services/uƟlity impacts.
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b. ConstrucƟon and maintenance costs.
c. ConstrucƟon staging.
d. Drainage/stormwater management.

4. Cultural Environment:
a. Archaeological impacts.
b. Built heritage resource impacts.
c. Cultural heritage impacts.

5. Socio-Economic Environment:
a. Property impacts.
b. Business impacts.
c. Tourism impacts.
d. Future development/redevelopment potenƟal.
e. Street character and aestheƟcs.
f. Improved accessibility.


























































































































































































































