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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In June of 2007. Council initiated the Work Plan to support the proposed St. Thomas Urban
Area Residential Expansion. Over the summerifall the consultant team has been carrying out
the Phase 1 Technical Analysis for the Proposed Urban Area Residential Expansion (UAE).
Phase 1 is a high level review of all lands (six areas) that are located within the boundary of the
City of St. Thomas but are outside of the urban built area and current Settlement Area of the
City as de?ned by the 2005 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS). The six candidate areas are
shown on Figure 1.

The six areas were looked at from a land use planning. natural heritage, water and sanitary
servicing, road and transit access and municipal finance perspective as directed by the
Provincial Policy Statement. Due to the extensive scope of work and associated costs, it was
decided that the required subwatershed analysis and stormwater management review would
only be carried out for the selected candidate areas in Phase 2 of the Study. Draft Scoped
Subwatershed Work Plans have been circulated to the Ministryof Municipal Affairsand Housing
(MMAH), Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR), Ministry of the Environment (MOE), Catfish
Creek Conservation Authority (CCCA) and Kettle Creek Conservation Authority (KCCA) for
COITIITISHI.

This report makes recommendations based on the findings of Phase 1 Technical Analysis for
the six candidate areas. It was presented to the Project Steering Committee on January 3,
2007.

2.0 PROVINCIALPOLICYCONTEXT FOR THE URBAN RESIDENTIAL
AREA EXPANSION

The 2005 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) applies to all planning applications. matters or
proceedings commenced on or after March 1, 2005. That means that all decisions of St.
Thomas Council that pertain to planning matters "shall be consistent with"the PPS.

As mandated by the Planning Act, the City is preparing a new updated Of?cial Plan to address
the PPS. As part of that review, the City is undertaking or has completed the following basic
foundation studies to address the PPS:

I Updating of the 20 Year Population and Housing Projections — Completed

- Updating of the 20 Year Targets for Affordable Housing — Underway

- Updating of the 20 Year Employment Projections — Completed

- Updating of the 20 Year Housing Land Supply Requirements — Completed

- Updating of the 20 Year Employment Land Supply Requirements — Underway

- Preparation of an intensification and Redevelopment Capacity Assessment for the Built-up
Areas— Completed

City of St. Thomas Planning Department
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- Updating the Regional Commercial System Study — Completed

- Preparation of the Planning Consistency Study to demonstrate OfficialPlan consistency with
the PPS — Undenrvay

- Preparation of the updated Of?cial Plan — Underway

The Urban Area Expansion Study must be conducted as a Comprehensive Review process and
within the context of the PPS. For the UrbanArea Expansion to be consistent with the PPS:

- St. Thomas may only identify or allow an urban area expansion at the time of a
comprehensive review of its Of?cial Plan.

I St. Thomas must demonstrate that:

- sufficient opportunities for growth are not available through intensification.
redevelopment and current designated growth areas to accommodate the projected 20
year growth;

- the existing or planned infrastructure and public service facilities are suitable for the
proposed development;

- there are no reasonable alternatives which avoid prime agricultural areas and there are
no reasonable alternatives on lower priority agricultural lands in prime agricultural areas;
and

- impacts from the expanding urban areas on agricultural operations that are adjacent or
close to the urban areas are mitigated to the extent possible.

I St. Thomas in determining the most appropriate direction for its urban area residential
expansion. must evaluate that expansion against the policies in Section 2 — Wise Use and
Management of Resources and Section 3 — Protecting Public Healthand Safety of the PPS.

3.0 METHODOLOGY

The Proposed Urban Area Residential Expansion (UAE) is being carried out as a separate
Comprehensive Review process, in parallel with the development of the new St. Thomas Of?cial
Plan to be consistent with the PPS. The above-noted foundation studies that have been
prepared for the Of?cial Plan Review have confirmed the need for the designation of additional
residential lands beyond what is currently designated in the Citys Of?cial Plan to meet their
projected 20 year housing requirements.

Additional foundation analysis is required to assess the suitability of the six candidate expansion
areas for urban development within the context of the PPS. To address Policy 1.1.3.9 of the
PPS, the analysis willbe undertaken in two phases. Phase 1 is a high level technical analysis
of the six candidate urban expansion areas using selected screening criteria, which have been
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developed based on the requirements of the PPS. The selected screening criteria are outlined
in more detail in Section 7.0 of this Report.

Phase 2 willbe a more detailed PPS based analysis of the preferred growth areas determined
by Phase 1. Speci?cally. the Phase 2 analysis will include a detailed investigation of water
supply, sanitary sewer, transportation, transit.subwatershed analysis. stormwater management,
parks, trails and recreation requirements and municipal financial impacts of residential
development on the City for the preferred areas.

4.0 PROVINCIAL CONSULTATION

An initial meeting was held on July 5. 2007 with representatives from the Ministryof Municipal
Affairsand Housing (MMAH).staff and the consultant team. The purpose of this meeting was to
confirm the Proposed Urban Area Residential Expansion process. MMAHconfirmed that the
Urban Area Residential Expansion would be done in parallel to the current Of?ciai Plan Review
and that the Urban Area Residential Expansion would be through an amendment to the existing
Official Plan. The new Of?ciai Plan would be updated to include it at the appropriate time.

On September 11, 2007 a second meeting was held with representatives from several Member
Ministries regarding the Draft scoped Subwatershed Work Plans for Phase 2. These plans were
previously circulated to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH), Ministry of
Natural Resources (MNR), Ministry of the Environment (MOE), Catfish Creek Conservation
Authority (CCCA) and Kettle Creek Conservation Authority (KCCA) for comment. A letter
documenting this meeting is attached as Appendix F.

5.0 PUBLIC CONSULTATION

As noted in the Introduction.a Public lnforrnationCentre was held on October 24, 2007 to:

i) introduce the Urban Area Residential Expansion Study;
ii) describe the planning context for the study;
iii) describe the study process;
iv) describe the study areas; and invite landowners in the study areas to come forward who

may be interested in developing their lands.

City of St. Thomas Planning Department
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A Notice of Public Information Centre was advertised in the local newspaper and a separate
letter was mailed to all landowners withinthe six areas. Appendix G contains copies of these
notices. Approximately fifty people attended the session. The majority of the attendees were
area landowners and members of the general public interested in getting more information
about the study. Based on the comments forms submitted to the city following the meeting,
some landowners in Areas 1-4 are interested in developing their land. A number of landowners
within the subject areas also expressed an interest to review the results of Phase 1 Technical
Analysis.

6.0 DESCRIPTION OF CANDIDATE URBANRESIDENTIAL
EXPANSIONAREAS

To address the requirements of the PPS, all of the lands in the City of St. Thomas that are
outside of the current Settlement Area in the City's Official Plan were included in the Phase 1
Technical Analysis. These six candidate areas are shown on Figure 1 and described below:

Area 1

Area 1 is 252.5 gross hectares (624 gross acres) and 150.5 hectares (372 net acres) of
Agricultural designated land comprised of multiple properties, located on the west side of the
City, west of the main branch of the Kettle Creek and north of Fingal Line. The lands that have
been removed in the gross to net conversion are KettleCreek valley lands.

For analysis purposes. the Planning Department estimated that Area 1 could accommodate a
future population of approximately 5,345 based on a gross calculation of the net area and low
densities. Area 1 lands are primarily used for agriculture.

it is noted that population informationused in this analysis is based on "Population, Housing and
Employment Projections: St. Thomas, 2006 -2026” prepared by Lapointe Consulting (May 2006).
The populations were estimated based on an assumption of net deveiopable area, average
number of people per household (2.39 people per household), and low density housing (6 units
per acre).

Area 2

Area 2 is 235.5 hectares (582 gross acres) and 133 hectares (329 net acres) of Agricultural
designated land comprised of multiple properties, located at the west side of the City. west of
the main branch of the Kettle Creek and south of Fingal Line. The lands that have been
removed in the gross to net conversion are Kettle Creek vaileyiands.

For analysis purposes. the Planning Department estimated that Area 1 could accommodate a
future population of approximately 4.71? based on a gross calculation of the net area and low
densities. Area 2 lands are primarily used for agriculture.

Area 3

City of St. Thomas Planning Department
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Area 3 is 80.5 hectares (199 acres) of Agricultural designated land comprised of one property,
located at the south end of the City, south of Southdale Line. The lands are adjacent to
residential development to the north and residential development to the west. Area 3 is
primarily used for farming. with a portion of the lands Inwoodlot.

It is estimated that Area 3 could accommodate a population of approximately 2.853 based on a
gross calculation of the net area and low densities withthe woodlot being netted out.

Area 4

Area 4 is 123 hectares (304 acres) of Agricultural designated land comprised of four properties,
located at the south-east side of the City, north of Southdale Line and east of Fairview Avenue.
The lands are adjacent to developing residential lands to the west. Area 4 is primarily used for
farming. with a portion in woodlot.

It is estimated that Area 4 could accommodate a population of approximately 4,362 based on a
gross calculation of the net area and low densities with the woodlot netted out.

Area 5

Area 5 is 117 hectares (289 acres) of Agricultural designated lands comprised of four
properties, located at the north-east side of the City, east of Highbury Avenue. The lands are
adjacent to the City's major industrial lands to the west. Area 5 is currently vacant agricultural
land, with a portion inwoodlot.

It is estimated that Area 5 could accommodate a populationof approximately 4,135 based on a
gross calculation of the net area and low densities with the woodlotnetted out.

Area 6

Area 6 is 2.4 hectares (6 acres) of Agricultural designated land comprised of two properties.
located at the north end of the City, south of Ron McNeilLine. Specifically, Area 6 contains two
small remnant parcels that each contains a residential dwelling and is adjacent to developing
residential lands to the south.

It is estimated that Area 6 could accommodate a population of approximately 74 based on a
gross calculation of the net area and low densities.

City of St. Thomas Planning Department
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7.0 SUMMARYOF PHASE 1 CANDIDATEAREA ANALYSIS

Attached m provides a summary analysis of the
six candidate urban expansion areas based on the followingselected screening criteria:

1) Proximityto Existing Built-UpArea
2) Proximity to Other Planned Areas, Facilities, Parks and Open Spaces
3) Land Use Compatibility
4) Housing
5) NaturalHeritage issues
6) Surface and Groundwater
7) Agricultural Impacts
8) Mineral and Petroleum Resources
9) Mineral and Aggregate Resources
10) Cultural Heritage and Archaeology
11) Natural Hazards
12) Human-MadeHazards
13) Transit
14) Road Improvement Costs
15) Water System Improvement Costs
16) Sanitary Sewer System Costs
17) OverallGross Capital Costs.

These criteria have been developed based on the requirements of the PPS. Informationrelated
to water supply, sanitary sewage collection, roads, transit and impact on municipalfinance was
drawn from technical reports attached as Appendices A to E in this Phase 1 Report. The
following is a summary of the major ?ndings for each of the candidate areas.

Area 1

I Area 1 is not adjacent to the existing built-uparea and willrequire extension of infrastructure
and service facilities.

- Located adjacent to sensitive natural features and subject to the Kettle Creek Conservation
Authority's new regulation entitled "Development, interference with Wetlands and Alterations
to Shorelines and watercourses Regulation 181!06".

- There is currently no trunk municipal water or sanitary servicing available west of Kettle
Creek valley.

- Extensionof sanitary and water services would require a crossing of the Kettle Creek valley.

- Water system improvement capital costs are estimated at $4.6 millionand sanitary system
improvement capital costs are estimated at $3.4 million. Area 1 is the least preferred from a
water and sanitary servicing perspective.

City of St. Thomas Planning Department
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Road improvement costs are estimated are at $9.7 millionand Areas 1 and 2 are the least
preferred from a road perspective.

Areas 1 is one of two areas likelyto have the most signi?cant financial and resource impact
on the Cityfor transit.

The overall gross capital costs for Area 1 are estimated at $18.1 million.with existing benefit
costs of $1.7 million.

Preliminarydevelopment charge per dwellingunit is estimated to be $7.362. with an annual
per capita lifecycle cost of $87.

Area 2

Area 2 is not adjacent to the existing built-up area and will require an extension of
infrastructure and service facilities over Kettle Creek.

Located adjacent to sensitive natural features and subject to the Kettle Creek Conservation
Authority's new regulation entitled "Development, interference withWetlands and Alterations
to Shorelines and watercourses Regulation 181706".

There is currently no municipal water or sanitary servicing available west of Kettle Creek
valley.

Extensionof hard services would require a crossing of the Kettle Creek valley.

Water system improvement capital costs are estimated at $3.9 millionand sanitary system
improvement capital costs are estimated at $1.3 million. Area 2 is not preferred from a
water and sanitary servicing perspective.

Road improvement costs are estimated are at $11.8 millionand Areas 1 and 2 are the least
preferred from a road perspective.

Areas 1 and 2 are likely to have the most significant financial and resource impact on the
City for transit.

The overall gross capital costs for Area 2 are estimated at $17.6 million,with existing benefit
costs of $2.4 million.

Preliminary development charge per dwelling unit is estimated to be $7.671, with an annual
per capita life cycle cost of $113.

Area 3

Area 3 is adjacent to the existing built-up area and willconnect into adjacent infrastructure
and service facilities.

MNRhas identifiedthat part of Area 3 has potential for aggregate resources.

City of St. Thomas Planning Department
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- Water system improvement capital costs are estimated at $1.7 millionand sanitary system
improvement capital costs are estimated at $100,000. Areas 3 and 4 are the most preferred
from a water and sanitary servicing perspective.

- Road improvement costs are estimated at $6.6 million.

- The overall gross capital costs for Area 3 are estimated at $8.7 million, withexisting benefit
costs of $1.5 million.

- Preliminary development charge per dwelling unit is estimated to be $6,103, with an annual
per capita life cycle cost of $104.

Area 4

- Area 4 is adjacent to the existing built-uparea and willconnect into adjacent infrastructure
and service facilities.

- Water system improvement capital costs are estimated at $1.6 millionand sanitary system
improvement capital costs are estimated at $490,000. Areas 3 and 4 are the most preferred
from a water and sanitary servicing perspective.

- Road improvement costs are estimated at $7.8 millionand this is the preferred area from a
transportation perspective.

- The overall gross capital costs for Area 4 are estimated at $10.3 million.with existing bene?t
costs of $1 .6 million.

I Preliminary development charge per dwelling unit is estimated to be $5,325. with an annual
per capita lifecycle cost of $80.

Area 5

- Area 5 is adjacent to the existing built-up area and will connect into adjacent infrastructure
and service facilities.

- The area is adjacent to the City's major industrial area and is a logical expansion area for
industrial land uses.

- Water system improvement capital costs are estimated at $2.6 millionand sanitary system
improvement capital costs are estimated at $2.1 million.

- Road improvement costs are estimated at $8.2 million.

I The overall gross capital costs for Area 5 are estimated at $13.4 million,with existing benefit
costs of $1.3 million.

- Preliminary development charge per dwelling unit is estimated to be $6,961, with an annual
per capita life cycle cost of $92.

City of St. Thomas Planning Department
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Area 6

- Area 6 is a comprised of two small remnant parcels that each contain a residentialdwelling.
The area will be connected to the sanitary sewer and watermaln system serving the
adjacent residential area to the south.

I Any required hard service and road Improvement costs willbe borne by the owners at the
time of development.

- The overall gross capital costs associated with this Area are negligible and financial impact
on the City is considered to be minimal.

8.0 CONCLUSIONS

Based on the Phase 1 Technical Analysis, it is concluded that Areas 3, 4 and 6 are the
preferred areas. The following table summarizes the findings based on the selected screening
criteria:

Screenin Criteria
1 Proximi to Existin Built-U Area
2) Proximity to Other Planned Areas,

Facilities, Parks and Open Spaces

ave under one env. review
ave unde one env. review

I wereare Class 2 lands

9) Mineral Aggregate Resources 1. 2, 4. 5. 6 have no potential for Aggregate
Resources

10 Cultural Heritae &Archaeolo
11)Natura| Hazards Areas 3 and 4 have no flood or erosion

hazards based

1? Overall Gross Caital Costs

Preferred Area s

z zzmcowa on3 “$m.h~.i=-.1:-ix: Ajjcn?i 01on: onG)

as>

6 have lowest costs
6 have lowest costs
6 have lowest costs
6 have lowest costs
6 have lowest overall costs

L0-P--P-I?-P-(JG-In
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9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results of the Phase 1 Technical Analysis, it is recommended that:

1. Areas 3, 4 and 6 be carried forward to Phase 2 for more detailed review in accordance with
the approved Work Plan and Budget.

2. The City authorize staff and the consultant team to proceed with Phase 2 of the Urban Area
Residential Expansion Study.

3. The City authorize staff and the consultant team to initiate the required Of?cial Plan
Amendmentprocess.

4. The Steering Committee meet with landowners within Areas 3, 4 and 6 to con?rm their
interest in developing their lands and their agreement to pay the upfront costs for the
required planning and technical studies in Phase 2 as well as the hard infrastructure
required to facilitate the development of their lands. Furthermore, these landowners who
expressed interest to develop during the public consultation process be invited to the
meeting of landowners to be appraised of the Phase 1 ?ndings and recommendations.

5. The Phase 2 analysis include a detailed investigation of water supply. sanitary sewer,
transportation. transit, subwatershed analysis, storrnwater management, parks, trails and
recreation requirements and municipal financial impacts of residential development in Areas
3, 4 and 6 as proposed in the Work Plan.

6. Based on the ?ndings of the Stage 2 analysis, a Summary Report be presented to Council
recommending which lands within the preferred areas (3, 4 and 6) to redesignate for
Residential land uses in the Official Plan.

City of St. Thomas Planning Department
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DI [JONMEMO CON3t.It:t'tNc

T0: Ron Shishitio

FROM: Kyle Edmunds

DATE: Tuesday. September I I. 2007

SUBJECT: St. ThorrtnsUrbanAreaExpansion-— Stage I - Sanitary

PROJECT N0: 07-8048-3000

Preeess of Analysis

With infenntttion acquiredfrom the City :1!‘St. Tltntmts‘GIS system. It trunk sewer network was mappedto include
sewers with sizes 25()tntn dituneter tutti lztrger. With this itttbrtmttioiidrainage latntndurieswere formed ttmund the
trunk .'tetwI.‘tr nolwurk.

Capacities rat‘the existing trunk sewers were Lttlltitllttlctiby uwerlnyingthe ttrnimtge urcns en :1 lnnduse tnttp provided
hy the City tit 51.Titutnzts. An eslitttzttetipercentage trihtttd use |'ut' etteh ttrett was tlelcrtnittedand it composite
pupttlattienqttntttitywits tleveiuped l'nre:te|1 ztrezt (see Figure 3.0).

|‘t'twitletl ml the St. 'l‘htnn:tsslattttlztrtlsewer design sheet.the network ul‘trunk sewers ltlttiplllt't]J stations wits inputted
:nttI sewer existing sewtw i-:tp:u-itieswits rlt-.Iermine.rl A rlesi5:1slteel was set up for tht'ee of the proposed urban
expatttsimt:tre:Is and one [hr the emtthitmtimttil"/\I‘t::l3 ttmlArett 4.

I-‘rumthese sewer tlesigtt sheets.L'£l|}tll..'ilyemtstrttitttswere itletttitietl[see Figtlres (1.0. 7.0. 8.0 and 9.0).

In nur atnztlysis.Itsiny.the Hiillltiilftidesign sheet tmtl hatserlcmthe itlettlifietltlruinatgeatreats the existing pump stations
were ztsstttttetlIn tliseharge at the peak thaws eztleulattetl|i‘t)m its tlruittage atrett.

ll l3t.'0I‘tlmt.'.Il[IIIIiett.-i

(IIENERAI.

The rec:nntttentltttitmshelnw are ililtitltlmt lltenreticttl |'|'nwstnttis1tit:thle .-mileutttiitimts. Mntlifieatitms may occur to

the reeutttmetttiattinnshelnw testtltitty. |'I’tmt get>~tet:httit:tt|rt.-pnt'ts. |'|uw Innttitnt‘itIg.existing pump St?iitln discharge
liuw ratles ttutia mere retitled ttnnlysistil’the tlmittatgeareas.

Flnw Itttntilnrittg in slrittegieIuetttitms manyhe t‘eentntttetuJet| zttttiwillhe tlelertttittedin Stage 2 ufthis study.

Reeunttttetttletl sewer itttpnwetttettls were lmsutl on dry linw eatpttuities.

Metlmtlsul'ttti1ti:tti:r.ingthe wet we:ttltet'inliltrzilinnwill tteetltn he studied fttrllter.

A summery nfthe t'eentntnetttI:tttmts tutti ensttttg hats been pmvttletl in ‘|':Ihle I.

.1'.'l)l| lleatiul |)ti\'e. Suite tttlt-t, 'i\r'iIIti-mt‘.Uttlmiu, NHW.‘iKH Pltutte(5 I'll ‘J-Ill-SIIIIIJ Fm:[5 I9} ‘J48-5054



AREA 1

Area 1 is 624 acres in size and locatedin the north-west sectionof theCity(see Figure4.0). This expansionarea
would be considered to be a Green?eld developmentand wasmodeledusinga zoning of Low Density Residential.
Area I can be serviced with the construction of a new trunksewer [450mm diameter). approximately |‘i'D0m from
Area I to the Walnut Street PS (PS6). Becauseof the distance betweenArea 1 and die WalnutStreet PS and
possible poor soil conditions.the recommendations include 2 intermediatepumping stations.
The Walnut Street PS will require upgrading to handle the additionalflows(approx. 350 it's) and s twinning of the
existing forcemain.

AREA2

Area 2 is 532 acres and is iocted to the west and south-west of the City (see Figure 5.0). Similarto Area 1 this
would he a Grt‘tt‘.t'lFIP.lt'lDevelopment anrl zoned as l.ow Density Residential. Tn service the two portions of Area 2.
two smaller trunk sewers (450mm diameter) would be constructed

AREA3 (199 Acres)

A 450mm diametertrunk sewer (Sewer I4) is located at the boundaryof the expansionarea. It hasa depthof 6.?m
and a capacity adequateto receivethe ?ows fromArea 3. Trunk sewer l4 discharges to the AxicrdParkwayPS (PS
7). whichcurrently is designed to discharge flows t'rotna 300acre drainage area. butcan be upgraded to ultimately
discharge flows from a 900 acre drainage area (see Figure 6.0)

To develop thisarea. minor improvementsto the pump station will have to be undertaken{improvementssuch
ttpgt adiny, the pump impcllcrs or installing new pumps). The structure of the pump station has been dcsigtted uttd
constructed for a drainage area oi’9iill acres.

AREA 4 (304 Acres)

Tltc ilows i'runt this area should be split betweentruttltsewer I l and trunk sewer l3. because the AsfordParkwayPS
[PS 1') only has a drainage arctt oi‘90!) acres. The proportioning that wasused for tltis analysis was H3of the area
l|0| acres additional 20 ifs) to sewer I l and H3 (203 acres — additional 35 ifs) to sewer l3. Similar to Area 3.
minor improvementwould have to be made to the pumpsoi‘the Axford Parkway PS (PS 7) (see Figure 7.0).

The City ol'St. Thomas is aware potentialcapacity issues portionsof trunk sewer I3. lnsitu flow monitoring is
recommendedto assess if there is any spare capacity or ii"upgrades willbe required.

Trunk sewer I I is at a tlcptltof approximately3.0 tnctcrs which would not be deep enough to accept the flows from
the Area 4. 'i‘l1nrt-.thrnitptttnpingstntintt wnttltl he required. inoltnling I2llllm oi‘ l'nrnr:mainalong,Elm Street to
Rhonda Court.where sewer I I has been previously been twined.

AREA 3 AND4

Improvementstilt the ticveloptnentol‘hotlt Area 3 and Area 4 would he as noted above. The only differencewould
be the itnprovcmentto the pumps at the Axl'ot'dParkway PS (PS 7). A larger pump capableof handling the
increased llows Fronthoth tlevclopmcnls would have to be installed(see Figure 8.0).

AREA 5 (289 Acres)

Area 5 has been split into two scpttrtttc druittttgc arena (see Figure 9.0). Tltc north third ol'tl1c development will be
directctl towards the newly installed trunk sewer along Dennis Road. Thissewer would have to be extended from
Highhury Roadcast to the houndnryoi‘the devcloptnent. This How is then pumpedby the BurweilRoadPS (PS I).
Upgrades to the pumpstationwillhe required to accommodatethe newly ittcreascd llows. Dueto current
downstream constraints.the outlet from tltc llurwcll Road PS (PS I) will ttow be via anew 250mm forcemsin.The
|‘orcctnain willdisclmrge to the First Avenue trunltsewer (sewer ?) at Raden Street (approx. 3km).

Millil)ur.iul Drive.SuiteMill.Wltttlsor, (lrttnritt. NHW5K8 PImnc(.1l'J)'J-'ll'i-S?liil Fax(M9) 948-5054



The remaining203acres will be directedto the HarperRoud PS (PS 8). Currently trunksewer I2 (375mm) located
on South Edgeware Road will need to be extendedto thesouthboundaryof Area 5 along EtlgewareLlne.

.12llllI)car.iu.'| Ilriw.-.Suite fvll?l.Winltlsm.(llulnrin. NIIWSKII l'|ItIne {SWI ‘J-IIH-?lllltl Fall.(SI9) 948-5054



St. Thomas Urban Area Expanslon
- Stage 1 -

SanitarySewer Servicing of Proposed DevelopmentAreas

TABLE1
AnticipatedUpgrades and Associated Costs
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Date: October 30, 2007 Project No. 101073

To: Heather Mahaney, Ron Shishido cc: John Dewancker,City of St.Thomas
Gerald Reu, City of St. Thomas
Paul Adams, Earth Tech

From: John Haasen I Julia Koycheva

Subject: Proposed Urban Area Expansion
Phase 1 — Water Servicing Analysis

To facilitate proposed urban area expansion, the City of St. Thomas initialed a number of

backgroundstudies to confirmthose areas best suitedfor expansion beyond the current urbanarea

designated by the City's Official Plan. For water servicing purposes the City of St. Thomas

retainedthe services of Earth Tech Canada Inc. to undertakea two phase analysis.

0 Phase 1 involves a review of water servicingneeds for the various growth areas to determine

if one can be more effectively served versus others, and if there are any major issues that

would have to be addressed to provide such servicing;

0 Phase 2 involves developinga servicing plan for each area to be considered for expansion of

the current urban growth area as designated by the City's OP. This will involve the

confirmation of both: current proposed and ultimate servicing requirements, and related

transmission,pumping andforstorage components.

Thismemo provides the outputs for Phase 1 of the project.

1.0 Background
With the growing interest to develop lands within the City of St. Thomas, an assessment of the

City’s existing water infrastructure and the need for new water infrastructure to service six

proposed growth areas was required. These six potential growth areas are shown by Figure I

attached. In this regard, Earth Tech conducted an analysis as per our June 11, 200’? work

program submission.Initially existing water system operations and de?ciencies were con?rmed

using the City’s Water Gems model. Then the six growth areas were assessed using the Water

Gems model and design planning criteria for alternative growth needs. This includedassessing

the serviceability and compatibility of the growth areas with the City’s existing water system.

Finally, estimated water servicing costs were determined for each growth area to support the

selectionof preferred growth areas.
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2.0 Existing Conditions
The City of St. Thomas provided Earth Tech with an up-to-datehydraulicmodel in Water GEMS

(September 5, 2007). Earth Tech evaluated the existing model for connectivity and found some

orphanedjunctions and pipes. These were identi?ed and removed from the model. It was also

noticed that water demand values were not assigned for several nodes. These nodes were also

eliminatedfrom the model runs to avoid inappropriateconclusions. It is recommended the City

con?rm and assign these demands for the next stage of the project. Existing model calibration

was presumed as being complete,accurate and suited for analysispurposes.

The existing system was analyzed for headlosses, velocity and pressure. No signi?cant head

losseswere detected in the existing water system. The majority of the headlosseswere estimated

at less than 2mfkm. Velocities were in the range of 0.5 to 1.6 mfs.as requiredby City of St.

Thomas design standards,which decreases water age and assures better water quality of the water

delivered to customers. However, when analyzing pressure conditions.an area located in the

eastern portion of‘St. Thomas(just west of Centennial Avenue, between Talbot Street to the north

and Elm Street to the south), experiences low pressures in the range of 275 to 345 kPa (40 to

S0 Psi) See Figure l.

The problem in this area is a combination of relatively high ground elevation, insufficient

watermain looping and low initial HGL. The problem gets worse when there are demand peaks.

‘Theoversizedwater serviceshelp but the problems is not enough pressure at the supply point, so

this won't solve the problem in theseproblematicareas as demand is added.

3.0 Future Conditions

The existing water system model was updated to address additional information provided by the

City, of St. Thomas. This included various developments recently completed to the south and

west, and the City's latest capital planning information. New development demand

information was not provided and will be needed for Phase 2 of the project.

In addition, the City of St. Thomasprovided Earth Tech with area information for the six growth

areas and future population information as prepared by Lapointe Consulting (see Table 1). The

population projections were used to confirm future water supply needs, and were furtherused for

Q EarthTech
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the determinationof ?xture water demands for each area. The estimated water demand values

were imported into the updated water model and the model was run to generate futureconditions

and evaluate system performance and expansionneeds.

3.1 Populatlonlwater Demand Projections

Populatlon Projections

Lapointe Consulting provided long term population, housing and employment projections

(including population equivalents), for the period for 2006 to 2026. The populations were

estimated based on an assumption of net developablearea, average number of people per

household (2.39 people per household). and low density housing (6 units per acre). As for

employment, it is not anticipated that this will be a large component in any of the areas. There is

currentlyno demand for expandingcommercial.

Water Demand Projections

Domestlc Water Dgmand

According to the City of Thomas‘ WaterworksDesign and Construction Standards, the average

domestic demand varies between 270 and 450 Ud per capita. This demand varies with location

and projected future land use. For the purpose of this analysis, the DomesticWater Demand was

taken as an average value of 300 Lpcd (liters per capita per day), which is a reasonable estimate

used for projectingfuture demands for planning purposes when servicing large areas of a city.

Average Daily, Maximum Daily and Maximum Peak Hourly Demand were calculated as

described below.

Average Day Demand (ADD)

The Average Day Demand is estimated by multiplying the domestic water demand with the

estimatedpopulation for a given area. This value represents water to be pumped and distributed

from the City’s water system on an average daily basis.

® EarthTech
Inn Internationallld. Dnmpanr
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Maximum Daily Demand (MDD1

The maximum daily water demand is estimatedby multiplying the maximumdaily peaking factor

and the domestic water demand. For the purposes of evaluating water supply alternatives, the

MOE standard for maximum day factor of 1.75 for the projected populationwas applied. This is

appropriate for servicing large areas of a City, notwithstanding the City design standard

factor of 3.5.

Maximgm Egg]; |-_Ig_u[|yDemagg [P?m

The maximum peak hourly demand is estimated by multiplying the maximum hour peaking

factor and the domestic water demand. The maximum hour peaking factorused is 3.5 to again

reflect servicing for a large portion of the City, notwithstanding the City design peak hour factor

of 7.8.

The population and water demand projections for each of the proposedgrowth areas are provided

in Table 1.

® EarthTech
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Table 1

Population and Water Demand Projections of St. Thomas (new developing areas)

.
‘mm

Maximum doll eeltln laolor: “
Iilexlrnurnhour - akin factor:

Po I “MI” W Growth Dll'l'iIl'idl (MUD)

(1) Section 3: Design and Layoutof Walermelns.
Environmental Servicee.Engineering Design and ConstructionStandards
City of St.Thomas.June. 2002

(2) RecommendedPlanning Criteria for Large ServiceArea

{3}Data provided by City of Si.Thomae [based on Lapolnte Consulting projecilone. 2006)

ADDIM[Average Daily Water Demand} I PopuI.‘I'.|WD
MDD(Maximum Daily Water Demand] I mart daily policing factor ' DWD
PHD (poll: Ilourid demand) I max hour peaking footor ‘ DWI)

3.2 Hydraulic Analysis

The existing water distributionsystem was expanded to meet future growth needs for each of the

six selected areas. Water distribution system servicing was determinedbased on a review of

topographical,physical and land use features to reduce environmental impact;determinethe most

cost effective solution for crossing terrain; and connecting to existing primarywater distribution

system or secondary transmission mains. The estimated water demand values were assigned to

the points with the highest elevation in each area to consider the most conservative approach.

Seven scenarioswere created: six of them with only one assigned demand (one scenariofor each

growth area), and one scenario including all demandssimultaneously.The modeling showed that

adding new demands to the existing system independentlydid not show any signi?cant change in

water transmission,pumping or storage needs of the existing watermainnetwork. Moreover no

® EarthTech
A'l1I'.‘nIntrmalimlllll.tiarnam
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signi?cant transmission or storage changes were observed when adding gt! §ix demandsgt the

same time. The modeling did show that the low pressure problem in the Centennial area did

become worse. This therefore triggers the need to increasepumping head at the Albert Roberts

BoostingStation by at least 30m. This will result a total head of 310m and will solve the existing

pressure problems in the vicinity of the station, El service the additionalwater demand.

The high water level at the Ford Storage Tower is at 280 In and we suggest boosting pressure

from Albert Roberts BS to about 310 m to increase pressure in the east side of the system.

Therefore the FS tower may, in fact, overflow. The pressure near the FS Tower could be

regulated, so that it won't over?ow via an altitude valve.

Something else to consider is that there is approximately 6 lcm of pipe network between the

Albert RobertBS at the Ford Storage Tower whichwill generate high head losses. This suggests

that the PRV;’Pumpsetting at the Albert Robert BS could safely set be above 280m. How high

would need to be determinedby more hydraulic modeling. We would recommend adding in the

model the actual pumps and not the ?ctitious reservoirs so that some pump controls could be

added. With pump controls the system can be bettermanagedand work more efficiently.

The third option is to separate a portion of the City (like areas 1&2) and set up a separate zone

there. The problem would still exist in the Centennial Road Area, but wouldn't get worse.

Similar Altitude, Pressure Sustaining! Reducing valve, or pump controls would have to be

implemented,likely at 2 to 3 times the cost of increasingpressure and control at Albert Robert

B.S. maintainingone pressure zone.

3.3 Estimated Costs

Cost Estimatesfor the six growth areas and the suggestedbooster station improvementare shown

by Table 2 for an estimated total of $15,506,563, that consists of $14,414,563 for the required

water servicing of the five new expansion areas, and $1,092,000 for upgrading the existing

boosting station to meet the new demand requirement,and resolve the existing pressure problems

in the Centennial Road area. No expansion costs are included for the Area #6 due to the small

number of projected people and serviced area required. The estimatedcosts include Construction

Costs and 30% for Engineering and Contingency allowances (15% each). Unit Pipe Costs were

based on the “City of St. Thomas Water NeedsandFinancialStudy Report”, 2006.

® EarthTech
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3.4 Compaction Summary

Table 3 summarizeskey servicing characteristicsfor each of the proposedgrowth areas (area;

length of proposed water infrastructureand diameter;estimated growth requirements; estimated

costs; and comparative costs based on net area.average day demand, and on the capita basis.

Areas #1 and #2 are relatively difficult to service due to the valley crossingsfor Dodd and Kettle

Creeks. Areas #3 and #4 are relatively easy to service due to the terrain, and recent construction

of a 400mm watermain along Southdale line. Area #5 is also relatively easy to service due to

proximity to the St. ThomasPumping Station. Finally Area #6 is the easiest to servicedue to the

small area, low demand and proximity to existingwater system infrastructure.

FileLocation: i’:\PRDJECl'S\l0l[|1'3 St ThomasWaterSc1'Vicing\GenCor\Mcmus\Mcmo-M|honcy_SlIishido-proposedurban-S:cpl?'D'.-'.doc

@ EarthTech
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Prepared and Submitted by

Earth Tech Canada

John Haasen, P. Eng. - JuliaKoychcva, P.Eng.

P:\PROJECT‘S\lUl0'.-'3St ThomasWater Scrvicing\GcnCor\R.cporls\WDS Analysis City of Sl.Thomas Proposed Urban Area

Expansion_20Scpt.doc
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DATE: September 24, 2007

TO: JOHNDEwANc1cER/PAT KEENAN

FROM: PHIL GRUBB,P.ENG.

RE: URBANAREAEXPANSIONAREAS- TRANSPORTATIONASSESSMENT

This memorandum documents our overview assessment of the six alternative growth areas
being considered for urban residential expansionas shown below.
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Estimates of future potential populationwithin these growth areas are as follow shown in
Table 1. Based on a vehicle trip rate of 3 per person per day based on the 1996Household
Travel Survey, the areas could generate between 200 and 16,000vehicle trips or a total of
64,500 vehicle trips for all areas combined.

Tab}: 1:Pa!e.vm'aZRe.n'de1:tialGmzvtaband Tram!Demand:

Dally Vehlcle
Estimated Po - ulatlon Trl -a

Development

1603
14151

O‘!

rea 2 4717

rea 4
rea 5
rea 6

U‘!

1240

—
—
-El

—
T

E

Area —
‘IE
—
SEE]
_I¢Ii]

‘IE1-3

Five criterion were used to assess the growthareas from a transportationperspective.These
include:

1. Proximity to major commercial and industrial employmentareas.

2. Accessibilityby existingroad network.

3. Use of availableroadwaycapacity.

4. Road improvement costs.

5. Road improvement impacts.

The followingprovides our over view assessment of the various growth areas based on these
criterion.

1.Pmx:'rw'§)vto MafarCammenia!andIridurtriaiA rear

This criterion considers the distance from major employmentand shoppingareas in the
community. Closer proximity to these areas reduces travel distances and associated
environmental impacts (i.e. fuel consumption,emission levels, safety etc.) and increases the
potential for increased utilitarian walkingand cyclingtrips.The primary employmentand
commercial areas in the City are located alongTalbot Street and i.nthe northeast part of the
community.

T0193?2.‘Rank BasedcmPmacénigl

EH1
UT
“1-
21“
:lm
“I
mamm

Based on straightline travel distances between the
development,employmentand commercial
(downtown and east commercial areas) centroids of
these areas, the adjacent table shows the ranking
from the perspectiveof this criterion showing Areas
4, 5 and 6 as most preferredover the others.

.Page2
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2. Atw:n'bz'£§yQ):ExirtingRoadNetwané

This criterion considers how accessible the area is by road from existingparts of St. Thomas
based on the number of routes to the area and approach directions. More route options
provide alternatives for emergency vehicles,transit and duringperiodswhen blockagesoccur
on a route to the area (i.e.road closure, construction). Areas 1 and 2 relyupon one road
(either Sunset Road or Sunset Drive) to approachthe area and the only way to approach the
area from St. Thomas is from the east. Furthermore, Areas 1 and 2 would likelynot be
interconnected due to topography constraints without extensive cost. Area 3 is served by
three corridors (CentennialRoad, Fairview Road, Sunset Drive) but must be approached
liom the north, Area 4 is served by two corridors (Centennial Road, Fairview Road) and can
be approached from the north and west, Area 5 relies upon HighburyRoad primarilyfrom
the south and Area 6 by both Burwell Road and Highbury Road from the south.

Trixie3: Ramé Basedan Arrsstiiai?gr

umber
Area Possilbe Routes of Routes Comments
1-1:!‘
-3“!-
-1“
.1-]
m 2]m
msmmm
Based on the above, Areas 3 and 4 are considered to have better accessibilityfrom various
parts of St. Thomas.

3. Useoff!vaifawePeak H arrrRoadCqbacig!

While route options may be availableas noted above, surplusroadwaycapacitymay not be
availableduringpeakhours. Daily roadway counts provided by the City of St. Thomas
indicate that several corridors are approachingcapacityand will soon be in need of
improvements to provide for future growth areas. These are shown in Figure2.

Accessibilityto most growth areas will be affected by existingpeakhour capacityconstraints.
Areas 1 and 2 will be affected by the lack of peakhour capacityin the east~west direction on

Talbot Street, \WellingtonStreet and Elm Street. Area 3 accessibilitywillbe constrained by
the lack of capacityon Fairview Avenue. Accessibilityto Area 4 will be most affected by
capacity cons traints on Fairview Avenue and Elm Street. However, Centennial Avenue
provides an alternative route with surpluscapacity to the area. Areas 5 and 6 have capacity
cons traints associated with Burwell Road and Highbury Avenue.

All areas have capacityrelated constraints in obtainingaccess to the major destination areas
in the City. However, Area 3 and Area 4 have availablesystem capacityon Centennial
Avenue to/ from major destination areas within the City. Therefore, they are preferredon

the basis of available peak hour capacity.

l’qgs3
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Tabie4: Rank BasedcmExz':tz'r:gCapaayzCam'tra:'m'.r

Traffic Constraints
Number
of Routes Rank Comments

Talbot, Wellinton, Elm m
‘ Talbot Wellinton Eim —
E Sunset Drive Fairview ‘-
-I Fairview -1
j Hinbu , Burwell
:51 Hihbu and Burwell

Figure2: Raadwqy:AppmacbingCapacigg;(Exirting)
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4. RoadImgamremerstCam

The 2004 Transportation Master Plan Updateidentified some roadwayde?ciencies that will
require improvementsbased on anticipated growth. Those improvcrnentsare required with
or without the inclusion of growth from any of the potential new growth areas being
considered in this analysis.It is therefore assumed that the previousimprovementsidenti?ed
in the 2004 study will proceed regardlessof development of the subject lands. For each
PlanningArea, additional potential arterial road infrastructure costs not included in the 2004
Transportation Master Plan have been identi?ed to provide a comparisonbetween the
various areas from a transportation perspective.Within Areas 1 or 2, it is assumed that the
potential developablelands would not be interconnected due to rail and topography
constraints but they would simplyobtain access from existingimmediatelyadjacent
roadways.

Table 5 summarizes very preliminarypotentialorder of magnitude costs associated with
possibleroad improvementrequirements based on the proiectedpopulation for the areas.

Table5: Pateatia!RoadI!?}'P!'0Wm'e’!IZOrder-qf1MqgrzitadeCart

_
:23?!:_
El-32T€ll7??£El

—'I§l§J__
Reconstruct 2 Lane Road I I 4 200 0

j Widen - 210 4 Lanes Soulhdala Line -3113 2 400 one

Wid?? - 2 $0 4 I-8055 30U|l'I03|B U09 IISEEZEEEJ: Widen -2to4 Lanes IIEEHTEEJ 3 2000000
: Reconslruel 2 Lane Road T?lb?i 3099! E30 _3- 3 400 000

Bumell Road South so are Road was am Ima?zres1' 1
24000 % 2 400 nor:

East Limits Area 5 SE1-EEEE s 2 500 000
2 New 4 Lane Bride

Area 6 No Imrovamenls - Ins _

Brie?y, Areas 1 and 2 have the most significantcost associated with road infrastructure

'_| : r'-;|:- I

[I In-_ :2 _

EH

5 16530

400::

Widen H 3 {N8 885_
Reonnstrud 2 Lane Road Hihbu Avenue_

500"! 3011008 R030 Easl Limits Area 5 Emits 5 133 000
- .. . - :;.-. r__:-',

cant Additional Growth
Note: Land coal nel inc1uded

improvements. Note that land costs have not been included. Based on this, the rating of
Development Areas in terms of road construction cost is as follows:

Take 6: Ramézirggfr: T.-mm‘qfRoadwayCaartmrtiaziCon‘:

Area Cost Rank Comments
- -
Em
TH3
-IT
:1“
HI-
-3!”
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5. RoadIrrqbmaeraearImpact:

There will be more signi?cantnatural environment and social impactsassociatedwith road
irnprovernentsfor Areas 1 and 2. The residential and business impacts related to the
Wideningof Talbot Street and We?ington Street are considered more signi?cantthan
improvementsrelated to other growthareas where road rightsof ways and front yard
setbacks are largerin residential areas or improvements are required adjacentto less sensitive
rural and industrial areas. The ranking based on this criterion is shown in Table 7.

Task 7: RoadwayIrapraaematImpactRating

Area lmacts Rank Comments

mg]
‘in
Elm
m m—
23-!

6. Saramagv

By combining the above noted criterion and averaging the rankings,a generalindication of
the relative rating of the DevelopmentAreas can be obtained as shown in Table 8 below:

Tobie8: SammagrOm-at!TraaqborfatianRating
|iElEIE'I[€lE1mi'IEEI?l-
mxlml-j?lmi
mglnimz?x?m
mmm —
-Im?jnm?m
mm2]:ljj?.I—
2]

The table indicates that Areas 1 and 2 are rating least preferred due to their highrankingin
terms of proximity, accessibility,costs and impacts.Area 6 is preferredas it is a small area
and therefore has minimal cost and impactsassociated with road capacityimprovements.Of
the more signi?cant potentialgrowth areas, Area 4-is preferredfrom a transportation
perspective.

PARADIGMTRANSPORTATIONSOLUTIONSLIMITED

6941/
Phil Grubb, P.Eng.

Pre.r:'a’eat

Transportation Assn-ssmencdoc
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Tc: Ron Shishido.Chair.Study Team Date: October 10.200?

From: Chris Prentice.Senior Associate, IBIGroup Steno: cp

cc: L.Sims FileNo: TO-15097

Subject: City of St. Thomas - Urban Area Expansion - Preliminary Scoping - Public Transit

This memorandum provides a preliminary review and assessment of the impact on the City of St. Thomas
municipal transit services for each of the six proposed potential urban expansion areas. The six
expansion areas are illustrated in Exhibit 1.

This review includes an overview of the existing conventional (St. Thomas Transit} and specialized (St.
Thomas Paratransit) transit services and summarizes the key planning policies. service standards and
operational status of the services.

1.0 CURRENTSITUATION

1.1 Transit Services

The City of St. Thomas provides conventional.?xed route
and specialized, demand-responsive public transit service
to residents and businesses withinthe existing urban area.
The conventional transit service consists of four routes
operated by four buses while the specialized transit service
cover the urban area with two buses. Service is provided
from approximately 7:15AMto 6:45PM.Monday to Friday
and from 9:15AM and 6:45PM on Saturdays. The
conventional transit system carried approximately 320,000
riders in 2006 while the specialized transit service handled
20.000rides. Atotal of 13,600 revenue-hours of service
are operated annually. Specialized transit service hours
are equivalent to those of the conventional transit. The
conventional transit routes are illustrated in Exhibit 2.

The conventional transit routes operate every 30 minutes. The NorthSide route was extended north on
BurwellRoad to Riverbank Drive and the Elgin Mall route south to BillMartinPkwy in 2004. The routes
generally provide good coverage of the city in a north-south.east-west pattern with walking distances to a
transit route being no more than 300 metres for approximately 95% of the population. Atthe same time.
in order to cover as much of the city witha minimum number of vehicles.three of the four routes are
lengthy and are difficult to operate on schedule. in other words.the routes have been stretched to or. in
several instances, beyond accepted transit operating guidelines. The route lengths and resulting average
operating speed are as follows:
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Exhibit 1: Proposed Urban Area Expansion - Candidate Areas
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Exhibit 2: Existing Conventional Transit Routes
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Exhibit 3: Summary of Route Lengths and Average Speed

Length (km) Average Speedtkmihr)

J
2 - Elgin Mall

=+-Tam

4 — Hospital 11.74

Accepted industry guidelines for route planning and reliable on-time performance is a route length of 11
kilometres (for e 30 minute round-trip) and an average speed of 22 kmihr. Clearly, the 1-NorthSide.2-
Elgin Mailand 4-Hospital routes are beyond these guidelines whilethe 3-Talbot route is below. This
informationindicates that there is no capability to extend three of the four existing transit routes into new
areas.

St. Thomas Paratransit service is not faced with the same constraints as the conventional service due to
the nature of its operation (i.e. demand-response) and thus no operational deficiencies have been
identi?ed although its current clientele registration and booking patterns fullyutilizethe existing vehicle
resources.

1.2 Contract Operation

Operation of both services is contracted to a private firm, Aboutown Transportation Limited. The
contractor is responsible for the operation of the service including the supply and training of bus drivers
and supervisors and for servicing, cleaning and maintaining the bus ?eel and facilities. Maintenance of
the vehicles is sub-contracted to local repair companies. The City handles overall planning. marketing.
budgetary control, revenue and contract management for the transit services.

1.3 Fares

Transit users have a choice of paying a fare by cash or purchasing tickets and monthly passes in
advance. The conventional transit fares are currently as follows:

Exhibit 4: Transit Fare Structure

— Tickets Mo-Wvrass

The specialized transit fares are uniform for all customer categories at $2.50 cash and 8 tickets for
$20.00. Allfares were last adjusted in June 2007.
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1.4 infrastructure

The Clty’stransit facilities includethe transit terminal on Talbot Street, passenger shelters at various
locations throughout the City as well as bus stops.

The City owns a transit terminal building on Talbot Street that is
leased to the contractor who uses it as its operations
headquarters. Within the transit terminal.there is space for
vehicle storage, cleaning and washing as well as offices and
lunchroom for the bus drivers and supervisors and a waiting
area for transit users. To the rear of the building. there is a fuel
island for refuelllngbuses.

Shelters

The 27 passenger shelters are of a standard frame and glass design although
the newest shelters at the new transfer point at the Wal-Martmall are of a more
attractive design. However.the percentage of bus steps where a shelter is
located is approximately 13%. The City has a target sheiter location objective
of 30% of bus stop locations.

?gs §toQs

Bus stop signage incorporates route and schedule information as well as
corporate identi?cationand a telephone number for customer
information. Signs are maintained by the City's public works
department.

s'TrnfrPo' — i-

In collaborationwith Smart Centres malldevelopment, the City
established a new transit transfer point at the new Wal-Mart
development at Firstand Talbot Streets in 2005. This terminal
has space for 4 buses to park at one time (since the four routes
operate on a timed transfer basis and connect at the mall at the
same time) and includes two large shelters.

1.5 Annual Transit Budget

The net annual operating budget for St. Thomas’ conventional and specialized transit services is
approximately $820,000 based on expenditures of $1 .2 millionand fare revenues of $380,000. Capital
costs are additional to this budget and vary according to the timing of major purchases such as for buses
or facilities.
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1.6 Ridership Growth Plan

The City prepared a Ridership Growth Plan in 2005 as required by the Ministryof Transportation Ontario
for receipt of the gas tax allocation for transit. The key objectives of the plan are summarized below and
the City has been in the process of actioning this plan.

— to maintain its market share.currently represented by a rides per capita rate of 9.4

— re-structuring routes to provide more direct routing by reducing the size of one-way loops

— consider adding early morning and evening service Monday to Saturday

— consider introducing Sunday service

— enhancing the appeal of transit use by improving customer amenities; and.

— improved and expanded marketing and promotion of transit withemphasis on seniors
and the 20-44 age group

— St. Thomas Paratransit willrespond to the needs of persons withdisabilitieswho are
unable to use the conventional transit service as demonstrated by the demand for this
service on an on-going basis

1.? Transit Service Standards

As a basis for both planning and managing the transit services. service standards and policies were
adopted. These detail hours and frequency of service.walkingdistance to transit (300 metres). coverage
(% of population within the walking distance standard), justi?cation for new service.schedule adherence.
location of bus stops and shelters and ?nancial performance.

1.6 Accessibility Plan

In accordance with Provincial requirements associated with the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities
Act (AODA). the City adopted an Accessibility Plan. This plan identi?es how the City willimplement
changes to the transit system and its infrastructure to meet the needs of persons withdisabilities. These
changes extend to providing accessible buses on transit routes as well as reviewing the design and
locationof bus stops, shelters.terminals and transit vehicles.

1.9 Subdivision Planning Guidelines

A subdivision approvals guideline was adopted whichhighlighted the need to include transit-speci?c
needs when considering new subdivisions or re-zoning applications. This policy. which was drafted as
both a policy as wellas a process. was designed to emphasize the need to consider transit when
preparing and ?nalizing development plans by recognizing that public transit needs are distinctly different
from those of the automobile in the followingways:

1. The design of the road network is criticalto the ef?cient operation of a transit service.
Good transit planning prefers a grid networkof roads. Circultous.or an incomplete road
network leads to indirecttransit routes;

2. Higher density housing should be located on arterial roads;

3. New development should be contiguous to existing development, not "leap-frog"or
disjointed;
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4. Walking distance to transit services should be minimized(a maximum of 300 metres)
through the provision of walkways:

5. Commercial areas should be located so that they can be efficiently linked by transit
routes to the residential areas;

6. Recreational and social facilitiesshould be similarly located so that they can be ef?cientiy
linked by transit routes to the residentialareas.

New residential areas should be designed and their construction staged with due consideration to the
ability to ef?ciently serve them by public transit. Early in the planning process. the design of the street
network should give preference to the needs of public transit in order to permit efficient route planning and
the use of walkways to promote good accessibility to transit service. Also.consideration should be given
to the ability to place bus stops conveniently and to minimizeintrusion. Finally. higher density
developments. which are traditional sources for transit use, should be located on streets with transit
service.or where transit service would be operated. Similarly, commercial and industrialdevelopments
should not be located in areas remote from residentialareas and on road networks largely inaccessible to
transit.

2.0 PRELIMINARYANALYSIS OF PROPOSED URBAN EXPANSION AREAS ON TRANSIT
SERVICES

As indicated above. the existing conventional and specialized transit service resources are fullycommitted
to serving the existing urban area of St. Thomas. There is no ability to extend the existing routes or
resources to serve new areas. Therefore, in general. any expansion of the urban envelope willresult in a
requirement to increase transit resources and costs.

2.1 Key Transit Service Planning Standards

The key planning and service design guidelines for the transit services in the City are:

- transit service within 300 metres of 95% of residents

- transit service operated every 30 minutes

2.2 Implications of New Development Areas on Transit Service Needs

An initialreview of the proximity of each of the proposed new development areas to existing transit routes
indicates the following. The areas are numbered counter-clockwise beginning with the development in the
northwest:

- 1- 1.7 kilometresfrom the nearest transit route (3 - Talbot Street)

- $012 — 0.9 kilometresfrom the nearest transit route (4 — Hospital)

- i - 0.8 kilometresfrom the nearest transit route (4 - Hospital)

- E — 0.9 kilometres from the nearest transit route (2 - Elgin Mall)

- &r_e_a_§- 1.4 kilometres from the nearest transit route (2 — Elgin Mall)

- ?g? — 0.8 kilometres from the nearest transit route (1 - Northside)
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Based on the City's primary transit planning service standards and subdivisionplanning policies noted
above.the addition of any of these development areas to the City's urban area would require
extension of the conventionaland specialized transit services into these areas. And, since the
existing transit services are at their operating limits.additionalresources would be required to serve
these new areas. Preliminaryestimates to serve the new areas with transit are outlinedbelow:

Agg j

a new transit route of approximately 9 km in length, measured irom the locationof the nearest
existing bus route, wouldbe required along with extension of the specialized transit service. The
new service to this area would require integration into the existing transit fixed route network and
may result in changes to the existing route structure and potential additional resources

one additional bus would need to be acquired for the service subject to any required changes to
the existing conventional transit route network. Estimated cost — minimum $90,000 to $380,000
(depending on vehicle type and size) plus miscellaneous capital costs for stops and shelters

annual operating hours would be a minimum of approximately 3,850; operating cost - $230,000:
estimated net municipal cost at 30% cost recovery = $160,000.

A?g 2

a new transit route of approximately 9 km in length, measured from the locationof the nearest
existing bus route, would be required along with extension of the specialized transit service. The
new service to this area would require integration into the existing transit ?xed route network and
may result in changes to the existing route structure and potential additional resources

one additional bus would need to be acquired for the service subject to any required changes to
the existing conventional transit route network. Estimated cost — minimum $90,000 to $330,000
(depending on vehicle type and size) plus miscellaneous capital costs for stops and shelters

annual operating hours would be a minimumof approximately 3,850; operating cost - $230,000;
estimated net municipal cost at 30% cost recovery = $160,000.

Area 3

an approximate 3 km extension of route 2 into the area wouldbe required along with extension of
specialized transit service. Since route 2 (the nearest route) is at its operating limit,a
recon?guration of route 2 withthe additionof a new route would be required

one additional bus would need to be acquired for the service. Estimated cost - $90,000 to
$380,000 (depending on vehicle type and size) plus miscellaneous capital costs to be detennined

annual operating hours would be approximately 3,850: operating cost - $230,000; estimated net
municipal cost at 30% cost recovery = $160,000

Area 4

an approximate 4 km extension of route 2 into the area would be required along with extension of
specialized transit service. Since route 2 (the nearest route) is at its operating limit, a
recon?guration of route 2 withthe addition of a new route would be required to serve this area

one additional bus would need to be acquired for the service. Estimated cost - $90,000 to
$380,000 (depending on vehicle type and size) plus miscellaneous capital costs to be determined
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- annual operating hours would be approximately 3,850; operating cost - $230,000; estimated net
municipal cost at 30% cost recovery = $160,000.

Argg §

- an approximate 4 km extension to route 1 from the nearest point on Edward Street into the area
would be required along with extension of specialized transit service. Since route 1 is at its
operating limit,a reconfiguration of the route willbe required and is projected to require the
creation of a new route to serve this area

- one additional bus would need to be acquired for the service. Estimated cost - $90,000 to
$380,000 (depending on vehicle type and size) plus miscellaneous capital costs to be determined

- annual operating hours would be approximately 3,850; operating cost - $230,000: estimated net
municipal cost at 30% cost recovery = $160,000.

seas:
- an approximate 2 km extension to route 1 from its nearest point at Riverbank Driveto the area

would be required along withextension of specialized transit service to serve the development.
Since route 1 is at its operating limit,a reconfiguration of the route would be necesssary which is
projected to require the creation of a new route to serve this area. However, since the proposed
development area would include a small number of homes (6), Itwould be difficultto justify
extension of transit service to the area. At the same time, there is a large new development area
south of this development area that may require transit service in the near future. Extending
service into this area would serve the Area 6 development as well.

- if transit service was extended to the area south of Ron McNeil Lane, one additionalbus would
need to be acquired for the service. Estimated cost - $90,000 to $380,000 (depending on vehicle
type and size) plus miscellaneous capital costs to be determined. Annualoperating hours would
be approximately 3,850; operating cost - $230,000; estimated net municipal cost at 30% cost
recovery = $160,000.

2.3 Conclusions

As indicated above, each of the new development areas would require an extension of transit services
into the area and each would require an additionalvehicle at a cost of approximately $90,000 to $380,000
depending on vehicle type as wellas miscellaneous capital costs for bus stops and shelters, with resulting
added minimum annual operating costs of approximately $230,000 and estimated additionalnet municipal
cost of $160,000 plus capital costs. Areas 1 and 2, to the northwest and west of the existing urban area,
may result in additional changes to the existing conventional transit route network with resulting additional
resource (physical and ?nancial) implications. In this regard, areas 1 and 2 are likelyto have the most
significant ?nancial and resource impact on the City. Further, the population and employment potential of
each site along with an analysis of the impact of the proposed road network and likelytravel patterns on
transit ridership and route structure, willneed to be conducted in the next phase in order to determine
which of the sites is most “transit-friendly”and compatible to the existing urban form and development
from a transit perspective as wellas to con?rm likelytransit cost implications.

C. H. (Chris) Prentice
Senior Associate
IBIGROUP



APPENDIX "E"

Watson & Associates Supporting Documentation for Phase 1
Municipal Finance Analysis



4304 Village Centre Court

Canada L4Z1S2a Mississauga. Ontario

& Associates Phone: (9t}5)2?2—360ti
..T..j..._......._ Fax: loos) 272-3602
E C O N 0 Ni I S T S LT 0. e-mail: inio@watson-econ.c.a

MEMORANDUM

To: Ron Shishido Fax 13

From: Andrew Grunda Coufiei‘ 5'

Date: October 19, 2007 Mail D

Re: City of St. Thomas — Proposed Urban Area Expansion - Stage I e-ma" E

The City of St. Thomas has initiated a number of background studies to assess the areas most suitable
for expansion of the current urban area as designated by the City's Official Plan. The evaluation process
consists of two stages; Stage I considers 6 separate development areas for possible expansion and the
preliminary servicing requirements for each, Stage IInarrows the development area options with a more
detailed assessment being undertaken to determine the preferred expansion area(s). Watson &
Associates Economists Ltd. has been retained by the City to review the ?nancial components of the
Stage I background studies for input into the decision making process. The Stage IIanalysis will consist
of a detailed ?scal impact review of the short-listed development areas.

The background studies reviewed for input into our Stage I assessment include:
0 “Cityof St. Thomas Urban Area Expansion — Stage I - Sanitary, September 11, 2007"

prepared by DillonConsulting
0 "Cityof St. Thomas Proposed Urban Area Expansion Phase I - Water Servicing Analysis,

September 2007” prepared by Earth Tech Canada Inc.
0 “UrbanArea Expansion Areas — Transportation Assessment, September 24, 200?” prepared

by Paradigm Transportation Solutions Limited
- “Cityof St. Thomas -— Urban Area Expansion — Preliminary Scoping - Public Transit.

September 24. 2007” prepared by IBIGroup

The City provided site characteristics and anticipated population for the 6 development area, which have
been utilized by the respective consultants to identify servicing needs. This information was prepared by
Lapointe Consulting and is used in our analysis to assess the Development Charge and the per capita
lifecycle cost impacts for the proposed developments. Table 1 summarizes the anticipated size. dweliing
units and population for each development area.

C:\WatsontFinancialMasterpIan\FinanciaI Mastsrplan - Stage Ldoi: 9 Planning for growth

SERVICES

I Demographics. Pupil Forecasting. I Deve|opmenU'Education I FinancialAnalysis of 0 Fiscal Impact of Deveiopment
Industriall'CommerciaiForecasts Development Charge Policy Municipal Restructuring

Options
I Land Needs and Market Studies I Long Ran e Financial I Municipal Management I OMB Hearings — Financial,

Planning or Municipalities improvement Market.Demographic

I School Board Planning and I Servicing Cost Sharing ° Tax Policy Analysis I Waste Management Rate
Financing Setting. Valuation and Planning
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Table 1
Anticl ated Residential Growth Forecast b Develo -merit Area

Dwellln Units Poulation
DIE

1 974 4717

4 363
4.135

74

To assess the ?nancial impacts associated with potentially expanding the urban area into the 6 identi?ed
development areas our analysis considered four areas of measurement. These measurements consist
of the following: ;

1. Gross capital costs of servicing (Table A-1)
2. Existing bene?t costs of servicing (Table A-1)
3. Development charge impacts (TableA-1)
4. Per capita lifecycle cost impacts(Table'A-'2)

it should be noted, that in reviewing the background reports no additional servicing costs were identi?ed
for Development Area 6. Therefore.this development area has not been included in the assessment as
there would appear to be no signi?cant_fisca|_impacts associated withitsdevelopment.

Gross Cggffgl Cgsts of Segigjgg
The gross capital costs of providing services to the potential expansion areas are an important
measurement of affordability. While the majority of these costs are growth-related and eligible for
recovery from development, the magnitude of the costs may have a ?scal Impact for the City relating to
the requirements for interim ?nancing. With hard services requiring construction prior to development,
and assuming constant rates of development for all potential development areas, the areas with higher
gross capital costs willplace greater demands on interim ?nancing sources (i.e. intemal borrowing or
debt) and thereby consume municipal ?nancial resources that could be utilizedfor other purposes.
These interim ?nancing costs may be lessened-with the participation in front-ending agreements by
developers, whereby the developers would assume the cash?ow impacts of new infrastructure, but for
the purposes of this assessment it is assumed that the Citywould be required to interim ?nance the
works.

Table 2 summarizes the gross capital costs for all services by development area and ranks the
development areas from preferred (1) to least preferred (6) based on this measurement. Based on this
measurement, Development Area 3 would be preferred and Development Area 1 would be least
preferred.

Table 2
Gross Capital Costs of Servlcin Rankin

Gross
Description Capital

Cost $
Devel ent Area 1

'

13,162,004
Develoment Area 2 17,561,753
Develoment Area 3 8,745,145
Develoment Area 4 10,340,325
Develo ment Area 5 13,355,336

C.'lW'IlIuI‘lFII?'l$I |ihIi.I'|'i|.Il|'L=uI’ilI'I\‘H.IIIahlliphn-81.190 Ldm
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As noted previously the majority of the capital costs identi?ed for servicing willbe borne by development
however.some of the capital works identi?ed in the background studies willalso provide bene?ts to the
existing community. As an example, in the Paradigm Study there are a number of road widening
projects that have been identi?ed:at the time of widening of these roads the existing surface willbe
replaced thereby extending the useful lifeof the existing road. Ifthe Citywas not undertaking to widen
the road to facilitate development, tax-based funding wouldhave to providefor the eventual resurfacing
of the road. Therefore as requirement of the Development Charges Act capital costs that would provide
bene?ts to existing development can not be included in Development Charges and must therefore be
deducted from the calculation and funded by some other source (i.e. taxes. user fees). Moreover, the
Development Charges Act also requires that capital costs for transit services must be discounted by 10%
before being included in the charge.

The existing bene?t deductions have been estimated based on standard industry practices. Where
industry information is not available a general recognition of costs has been identi?ed. These costs will
be reviewed in further detail in the Stage II?scal impact assessment. The implicationof this
measurement is that areas with higher existing bene?t components willrequire greater municipal
?nancial resources. The development timing for these projects may also accelerate the initiationof asset
replacement.

Table 3 summarizes the existing bene?t costs for all services by development area and ranks the
development areas from preferred (1) to least preferred (6) based on this measurement. Based on this
measurement, Development Area 5 would be preferred and Development Area 2 would be least
preferred.

Table 3
Exlstln . Bene?t Costs of Servlcin _ Rankin

Existing
Description Bene?t Ranking

CO : $
Develo o ment Area 1 1.699.758
Develoment Area 2 2,419,555
Develo ment Area 3 1,458,049
Develo-ment Area 4 1,565,750
Deveiomerlt Area 5 1,313,587

Mm£t§
In addition to reviewing the municipal ?scal impacts, this measurement considers the impact of the
growth-related servicing costs on development. This is measure is important because. all else being
equal (i.e. land costs, construction costs, market prices. etc.). higher development charges could
potentially impact pricingideveloper margins negatively. ifthe higher development charges are
transferred directly to housing prices this may have an impact on the competitiveness of the development
and therefore the pace of growth. This measure calculates the preliminary area-speci?c development
charges that would be levied on development in the respective development areas. This area-speci?c
development charge approach is consistent with existing policies of the City. These calculations
represent preliminary estimates and willbe developed in greater detail with the identi?cation of a
preferred expansion area. Moreover, the subsequent analysis willalso consider ifthere are any impacts
on existing area-speci?c DC bylaws where works identi?ed therein may provide bene?ts to the proposed
expansion development area, as well as the bene?ts conferred upon non-residential development.

Table 4 summarizes that estimated development charge per dwellingunit by development area and
ranks the development areas from preferred (1) to least preferred (6) based on this measurement.

crlwnunr?rlnuuahluumphr?flnildnl M.u1¢-_uInII-Sago idol;
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Based on this measurement. Development Area 4 would be preferred and Development Area 2 would be
least preferred.

Table 4
Development Cha e Impacts Rankin

Preliminary
Description oc ($ per Ranking

Dweilin Unit
Development Area 1 7 362
Develoment Area 2 7:671
Develoment Area 3 SE
Develoment Area 4 1

milDevelo ment Area 5

Per C ‘ta Ll im
The last measure considered in the Stage I review is the anticipated lifecycle costs of servicing. This
measure identi?es the annual costs associated withthe lifecycle replacement of the assets identi?ed in
the various background studies. While the initialemplacement of these assets willbe predominately paid
for by development, once constructed these works willhave to be maintained and ultimately replaced by
other municipal ?nancial sources (i.e. taxes, user fees). To accurately measure the Ilfecycie impacts.
these costs have been identi?ed on a per capita basis to acknowledge the differences in the funding
base due to the size of development. The calculations are based on a sinking fund approach earning
2% net interest annually over the estimated useful lifeof the asset. Industry useful lifeestimates have
been applied for calculation purposes. Based on this measure development areas with higher lifecycie
costs willimpose greater ?nancial demands on municipal sources than areas with lower iifecycie costs.

Table 5 summarizes that estimated per capita lifecycle cost impacts by development area and ranks the
development areas from preferred (1) to least preferred (6) based on this measurement. Based on this
measurement. Development Area 4 would be preferred and Development Area 2 would be least
preferred. :

Table 5
Per Capita Lifec cle Cost Impacts Rankin

Annual Per
Description Caplta Llfecycle Ranking

Costs S
Development Area 1
Develoment Area 2
Develo - ment Area 3
Develo-ment Area 4
Develo -ment Area 5

.-EHEEIMQEK
Table 6 combines the above referenced measures and averages the rankings to provide an overall
indication as to the preferred development area. Based on the cumulativeresults of the four measures
considered, Development Area 4 and Development Area 3 would be the two most preferable areas for
expansion of the urban area. Development Area 2 would be the least preferable.

C..‘lWIIuI\FllIrI$I Iihlillphn\FiIlI&I hhllrphn - Sign Moo
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Table 6
Sumrna of Financial Measures Rankin

Gross " re Im nary Annua ' er 0 vere I
Description capital DC (5 per Clpltl Lllecyclo Average

Cost Dwellln Unit Colts Rankin
lil.tt:ltil.tzIzIJ12IJ1.G.9.I.ll§

Development Area 1 113.162.0134 1.699.758 3?
Development Area 2 17.5B1.753 2.419.655 113
Development Area 3 8.745.145 1.458.049 104
Development Area 4 10,340,325 1.665.760
Develo ment Area 5 13 355 336 1 313 63?

B0
92

Bmlslna
Developmenutrea 1
Developmenmrea 2
Development Area 3
Development Area at
Develo ment Area 5

We trust that the foregoing is satisfactory for your purposes. We would be pleased to provide any
additional information or answer any questions you may have on this matter.

Yours very truly.

WATSON 8:ASSOCIATES ECONOMISTS LTD.

j,/,Z/

Andrew Grunda.MBA.CMA
Associate Director

OcM"I‘h0rt1FI1ln&1MlIlnrpIlnlFI‘|IrIiI|Mld.I‘pIIn- ?lm Ldei:



Tlhla A-1 - Summary of FinancialGlloulltione

Grou Len: Prellmlnury
Capllel Exlellng oc per
Cost Benefit - DweIIIn- Unlt

Sanitary Sewer
- Conel.rur:‘lionornew450mm diameter trunk sanitary lower (approx. 11'00mJ 020.000 - 020.000
- Constmc?on of2 newPS (design llowof 350 Its) 2.000.000 - 2.000.000
- U - grades to P3 6 Walnut Street P.S. T50 000 T0 000 0?5 000
3993!! 3IW9r- Submit

_

3 19 900 :KEl

Water
- W1e 200mm waterrnoln (1.1'30m} 1.510.075 1.510.0T5
- W10 200mm waterrneln crealr crossing (1,7'.~"0m) 3.100.350 3.100.050

_ 272 570 245 321

Roads
- MolarLlne - New 2 Lane Road (West LlmltsArea 1Sunset Road) 1.700.000 - 1.'r'00.000
- Major Llne - Reconstruct 2 Lane Rood (Sunset RoadFord Road) 0.000.000 150.000 2.250.000
- Ford Roed - Reconstruct 2 Lane Road (Major Llnawelllngton Road] 000.000 200.000 000.000
- Talbot Street - Widen - 2 to 4 Lanes (Stanley StreatF|ora Street] 2.400.000 31'2.000 2.100.000
- Welll ton Road - Widen - 2 to 4 Lanee Ford RoadH 3 1 000 000 252 000 1 420 000

9 can000 :0-IEIIEJ 8 046 000 3 616

- One additional bus 590 00 300 000
. Transit - sumorar 235 can 23 500 T??liljli- T W
'

TOTAL - DEVELOPMENTAREA1 1 ass 75: 1a 402 245

D_91Et9amant..er:aa2
Sanitary Sewer
- Construction of new 450mm diametertrunlr.eenltenrsewer (approx. 500m} 150.000
- Construction of new 525mm diameter trunlt sanitary sewer (approx. 500m] 175.000
- Constructionof newP5 dos n ?ow of 320 vs 1 000 000
Santa sow - subtahr j?a?ilj 1 32 000 -31].

water
- W2e 200mm waterrnaln {2.950m) 2.500.025 2.000.025
- W21:200mm watarrnaln creek crooning (70501) 1.042.5T5 1.342.5'l'5
- AlbertRobertBooster StationU-.5rades 4 'l'1Tl'21413 240 553 210 498
Weter- subtotal IERHEEEEEEEEJWIEI

Roads
- WellingtonStreet - Widen - 2 to 4 Lanes (Stanley StreetFl?h Avenue) 3.000.000 2.550.000
- WellingtonStreet — Reconstruct2 Lane Road (Manor RoedHlgh\rlew Dr.) 450.000 331.500
- Wellington Street - New 2 Lane Road (Extension to Centennial Ave.) 150.000 150.000
- Talbot Street - Widen - 2 to 4 Lanes (Stanley Streatflera Street} 2.400.000 2.100.000
- Bueh Llne - Reconstruct 2 LaneRoad Rieer Roedsunset Road 5 ‘I50 000 4 312 500 .
Roads-Subtotal 11830900 :E?

- One additional bus $90 000-0000000
j :E?E :3 son:11!-103-03
—: Tom. - DEVELOPMENTAREA 2 j?EE_

lhnmmmmuu
sanmry Sewer
- u rlldes utred to P5 7 - rd Parkwa r-.5. ma one 10 one 90.000
Sm!!! 30Wer- SUMO!!! W

Water :
- W3 150mm wetenrtaln (1.0?0rn) 1.004.550 1.004.050
- AlbertRobert Booster Station UQ: rodes 2 053.'21 413 145 495 130 945

—EEEE:H?l

Roads
- Soulhdale Llne - Reconetmcl 2 Lane Road (Sunaat Dr1veFaiMewRoad) 4.200.000 3.150.000
- FalnrtewAvenue - Widen - 2 to 4 Lanes Sotrlhdale LIneElrnStreet 2 400 000 2 040 000
Road: - Subtotal 5 600 000 mE

i - One additional bus $90 000-5300000
Trlnsih Subtotal 23 500 211 590 —E

TAL-EVEOPIIIEAR __ __ ____
jnlmzn 1 an

WIIQCI1IEAaeoduzesEconomistsL'llt‘.|. Flrllf? MasterPlan - Stu: 1.113



Gross Len: Preliminary
Description Capital Existing DC per

cent Elono?t Dwelilnn Unit

D_uui.9am.sut.Aia|_-t
Sanitary Sewer
- Upgrades required to PS 1'(AtrlbrdParkway P.S.)
- New P5 looated at Elm St.
- New 150mm forcemeln aI'on Elm St. to Rhonda Crl. a mat. 1200m
Ssntts Sewer-subtout 490 000 400 000 ml

water
- W4 150mm watennaln (1.005m) 1.502.025 1.592.025
-Albert Robert Booster Station-.grades 4 303.121-110 222 500 200 250

runs325 ‘RE! use an DE]

Roads
- Falrview Avenue - Widen - 2 to 4 Lanes lsoulhdeleL|neE|m Street) 2.400.000 2.040.000
- Elm Street - Widen - 2 to 4 Lanes (Manor Roadcentonnlal Avenue} 2,000,000 1.200.000
- Centennial Avenue - Reoonstruot2 Lane Road Elm StreetTa|bot Street 3 400 000 2 E50000
Reads - sui.-mmi 7 890 000 THEE ‘EE-

- One additional bus $00 000-3300000
Transit-sutmmi 23 000 :{=]~1'?_IH__

; TOTAL .DEVELOPMENTAREA4 1 assran am are 023.
nsntmmmtemj

Sanitary Sewer
- Upgrades required to P8 1 (?umell Road P.S.) (Incl. 3000n1of 250mm foroernsin) 1,000,000 000,000
- Extentionof Dennis Road trunk sewer (350m of 375mm) 225.000 225.000
- Extentlon of Edgeware Road tmnk sewer {?50m of 375mm) 105.000 105.000
- Upgrades required to P3 0 [Harper Road 13.5.} 250.000 225.000

10.000

: -Uredas uiredtolrunkeewer9 arox.1000m 540000 400000
SM-‘ti S0wIr- Subtotal 2 129 000 :5!!!

Water
- W51:200mm waterrnuin (1.200m) 1.019.325
- W5a 300mm weterrnatn [1.015m) 1.522.130
- Albert Robert BoosterStationUas 109 1'00
wmr- Subootet 2 812 336 0EE —E?

I

Roads
- BurweliReed - Widen - 2 to 4 Lanes (South Edgware Road Talbot Street)
- BuniveliRoad - New 4 Lens Bridge (Widen Hwy 3 Overpass}
- Edgeware Llne - Reoonsiruct2 Lane Road (Hlghbury AvenueEast LimitsArea 5) 2,500,000 1,01'5.000
- South Bounda Road - New Road Centennial Avenue East LimitsArea 5 100 000 100 000
Reads - Subtotal‘ 3 re we r as am 7 as: one2103'

- One additional bus 390 000 300 000 235 000 23 500
Transit

LEMTIEE-EH
—

I

TOTAL - DEVELOPMENTAREA5 12 041.749

Existing Bene?t Deductions calcuated based on the following assumptions:
- Sanitary sewer PS and trunk sewer upgrades assumed to predominatley bene?t growth with 10% bene?t to existing
- Water booster station upgrades assumed to predominetlsv bene?t growth with 10% bene?t to existing
- Road widening projects 15% existing bene?t to re?ect cost of resurfacing the existing roadway
- Road reoonstruotion projects 25% existing bene?t to re?ect oost at Increasing existing asset service life
- Transit services 10% statutory deduction under the Development Charges Apt

2.035.000
2.400.000

3.100.000
2.400.000

025.000

Development Charge calculations based on the foiiowingdwellingunit assumptions:
- Development Area 1 - 2.230
- Development Area 2 -1.914
- Development Area 3 -1.194
- Development Area 4 - 1.020
- Development Area 5 - 1.230

Wll30I1&Re$001E|elEODI1oi'I’le1sLld. FtnaneietiiimlerP|an-Stage 1.10:



Table A-2 - Summary of Llteoyele Financial Calculation:

Eetlmaled Llfeoyole Annual Annual Per
napltel Ueoful BlnltlngFund Llfeojrcle Coptic Llfeoyole

Life rs. Factor colts coote

Sanitary Sewer
- Construction ofnew450mmdiameter |2l'l.I'1ksanitary sewer (approx. 1?00m]
- Construction oi 2 new PS (design liowo1350 tie)

Water
- W1: 200mm waterrnoln(1 .'.’30rn)
- W111200mm watennaln creek crossing (1.Ti'0m}
- AlbertRobert BoosterStalhonU5- rades 5.3-1-EIZ1,-1-13

1510.075
3.103.350

Roads
- Major Llna - New 2 Lane Road (West LlrrlltsArea 1Sunset Road)
- MajorLino- Reconstruct2 Lane Road (Sunset RoadFord Road)
- Ford Road - Reconstruct2 Lane Road (MajorLlnewellington Reed)
- Talbot Street - Widen - 2 to 4 Lanes (Stantey StraeIFlora Street)
- Weill :
Roads - Subtotal

- One additionalbus 590.000-$350,000

Sanitary Sewer

10152004 —TjEE£EI—El_

- Construction of new 450mm diameter trunksanitary sewer (approx. 500m)
- Construr..'iiornof new 525mm diameter trunksanitary sewer (approx. 500m]

00 ‘H4
80 003

- Construction of new PS deal 00 8 TBS
seam Sewer-Subtotal

'

1 326000 ‘D21!-
Water
- W241200mmwetennsin (2.950m)
- W213200mm walurrnalncreek crossing (ream)
- Alben Robert Booster Station U- -

2.503.025
1.342.575

240.553

Roads
- Wellington Street - Widen - 2 to 4 Lanes (Stanley 3treotFl1'ti1Avonue)
- Wellington Street - Reconstruct2 Lane Road (Manor Roa1dHlnhvtewDr.)
- Wellington Street - New 2 Lane Road (Extension to Centennial Ave.)
- Talbot Street - Widen - 2 to 4 Lanes (Stanley S1rse1FioreStreet] 20
- Bush Line - Reconstruct 2 Lens Road Riser I-toadsuneet Road 20

.—_‘

- One addltlornaibus 590.000-$330 DOD 0.05703 13.589
235 one‘_-

———_
‘—01‘II?—]IlE

20
20
20

EII?.l9Itm.In1.Ar£IJi

- U rectas N3 uired to P3 ? Alford Parirwa P.S. 100.000 0.0087? 8}"?

_--E}]—

Water
- W3 15I]rnn1 watennaln (1.9T0m} 1,304,650 80 0.00516 8.591
- Albert Robert Booster Station U-.: ratios 2 853i21.413 145 -195 60 0.0081” 1 2TB

‘:-

Roads
- Southdale Line- Rooonstluot2 Lane Road {Sunset DI1veFalrview Road) 4.200.000

0.04116 98.?l‘0- FalnriewAvenue - Widen - 2 to atLanes Southdale LineElm Street 2.400.000
R°Ids- Subtotal 8 B00000 -003‘

- One additional bus 90 00 330 000 0.05103 13 550 :
.‘‘_

l TOTAL -DEVELOPIIENT AREA3
_ _ ___ ______

3 145145 w— 295.957 _m]'

Wet|on&Aeaoda1eeEmrnomI|1aL|ti. Firnnctd latnsterPIen-SIane1.xh



l Gross Estimated Llfauyclo Annual Annual Far
I

Capltol Uuiul Blnlslng Fund Llfeoyclo caplta Lltscycln

I

coat Llle rs. Fnotor Cost: Costs
Doaorlptlon

E.’?.l.2D.III.?nLALIIJ

an i
1.315
1 239 -

sanmry Sewer
- Upgrades requlred to PS 1 {Axford Parkway Rs.) 00
- New PS loosted at Elm SL 60

I

- New 160mm foroemaln slon Elm St. to Rhonda Cn. a rox. 1200n1 240000 00
_jKEIl

Water
- W4 150mmwatsnnaln (1.BB5rn) 00 0.00510 0.220
- AlbertRobert Booster Station U as 60 0.008T'l' 1 051

——jEIEl

Roads
- F|lrv1swAvsnus - Widen - 2 to 4 Lanes (southdale LlnsEImStreet}
- Elm Street - Widen - 2 to 4 Lanes (Manor Rosdcsntennlal Avsnue)
- Centennial Avenue - Reoonetmot 2 Lane Road Elm Slree?albot Street

——:IIEIl

- One additional bus 90 000- B0000 0.05'r'83 13 639
TTIHIFI- Subtotal 236 000 —‘ 13 539_

—
:_

_
TOTAL - DI-ENT AREA 4 10 0 326

_
‘

Esnlnnmzm?nnj
Sanitary Sewer
- Upgrades requlrsd to P8 1 {Eurwe? Road P.S.) (lnol. 3000rnof 250mmforosrnaln)
- Exterrtlon ot Dennls Road tnrnlt sewer (350n1 oi3'.~"5n1m)
- Extentlon of Edgswsre Rood bunk sewer (T50rn of 3‘f6mm]
- Upgrades requlred to P8 8 (Harper Road P.S.)
- Urades ; ulrud to tnmk sewer 9 srox.1BODm
Sin-‘l 3=W- Submit 2 1'20009 ——:':';1E?

Water
- W50200mmwatennaln (1,230m) B0
- W55300mmwaterrnaln {1.615m) 00
- Albert Robert Booster Station U- : 00

‘- 1 2H

Roads
- BunnrellRoad - Wlden - 2 to 4 Lanas(Soutl1 Edgwsre Road Talbot Street) 20 12T,6£l6
- ElunlvellRoad - New 4 Lane Brldgs {Widen Hwy3 Overpass] 20 93,176
- Edgowaro Llns - Rooonstruot2 Lane Road [Hlghbury AvenueEast LlmlteArea 5) 20 102.892
- South Bounds Rood - New Road centsnnlal Avenue East Llmlls Area 5 20 ? 73?
RoIds- SUMO!!! 8 1'88000 —‘

- One addlllonalbus $90 000-$330,000 0.05?83 13.5-89
I

mm!-Subtotal 236000 _— 1 689_
‘ TOTAL-DEVELOPMENT AREA 5 —— 331 304 ‘Ell

Slnldng fund calculation based on assumed nst annual Interest ol 2%

B8883

W|1son&Auod|Iss EmnumhlsLtd. Flnsndd MsslsrPlIn- Sllgsuts
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01/08/2008 TLiE14I53 FAX

MunicipalServicesOtlfico— 3oui.|1westornOntario 659EttetarRound,2ndFloor 659I-‘aisle:Ilond.2::(Stage
LondonON N68 1L3 bondonON N6B":3
Telephone:(5 I9) 8734020 (3I9) 013-4020

Ministryof Mlnislémodos TollFree: l-800-265-4736 Simsthin: I-800-263--I136
MunicipalA?iairs A?iiles municipnies l'-‘alt:{S19}87.1-l0l8 Tdlécopinun (519)013-4018
andHousing ct cluLogcrnmt

November26.2007‘

Mr. PatrickKeenan
Directorof Planning
Cityof St. Thomas
9 MondaminStreet
St. Thomas, ON, N5P 2T9

Cityof St.ThomasUrbanAreasExpansion Study -

DraftWorkpians forSubwatersheds- Dodd Creek,MillCreek.and
CatfishGreeks
ourfileNo.:34-DP-0150-07002

Subiect:

Dear Mr.Keenan:

This is furtherto the meeting withyou.DillonConsultantsand Provincialand Conservation
Authorityrepresentatives onSeptember11, 2007, concerningthe above noted project. The
draftwomplans werecirculatedand the followingcomments are submitted for your
consideration.

The Ministry of NaturalResources (MNFI)has reviewed the followingdocuments:
Dodd Creek scoped BubwatershedStudles~DraftWork PlanOutline (Dillon.Sept 2007)
MillCreekSubwaterehedStudy Addendum- DraftWork Plan Outline(Dillon, Sept 2007)
Catfish Creek scoped Subwatershed8tudies- DraftWork Plan Outline (Dillon,Sept 2007)
Cityof St. ThomasUrban Expansion Study Areas Maps (Central EiginPlanning Office.
Sept 2007)

MNRadvise that they support the natural heritage analysis in Phase 2 and the plan to make
recommendationsfor natural systems linkagesand functionsand qualitymanagement of
sensitiveand vulnerableareasin Phase 3 ol the subwatershedstudies. Pleaseclarifywhat
background informationforecological function,existingconnectionsfcorridors.and significant
habitat willbe used for thisanalysis. Howwilltargets for maintaining/creatingsystem
linkages and functionsand qualitymanagement of sensitiveand vulnerableareas be
identified?

Section 1.2.11TerrestrialEcologyindicatesthat terrestrialbiologywillbe identifiedInPhase
1. Please clarifywhat informationwillbe includedregarding ecologicalrelationshipsand
functions. Also includedinthe TerrestrialEcologycomponent shouldbe an identificationof
Species at Fliskand othernatural heritage features listedbelow inorder to be consistentwith
the PPS (2005). Please provide clarificationas to how noturai systems linkagesand
signi?canthabitatwiiibe determinedfor the studies.

001/003
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01/08/2003 TUE 14:53 FM:

in order to be consistentwithProvincialPolicyStatement(2005), MNI‘-tsuggests using
terminologyinthe documentsthat alignswiththe PPS (2005). Inorder to best implementthe
PPS (2005). the MNFIrecommends the followingnaturalfeaturesbe included inthe study:

- ProvinciallySignificant Wetlands
- Significanthabitatof endangered and threatenedspecies
* Significant woodlands
- Significant valleyianda
- Significantareas of naturaland scientificinterest
- Significantwildlifehabitat

Theabove mentionedfeatures have not been addressedinthe scoping and characterization
inPhase 1 of the workplans. TheMNFIcan provide mapping of areas that have been
identifiedwithinthe subwatershedstudy areasas potential ProvinciallySignificant Wetlands
or LocatlySigni?cantWetlands. These areaswillbe scheduisdfor wetlandevaluationsInthe
future.

MNRrecommnds that the SubwatershedPlanning (June 1993) documentbe used as
guidance throughout this process (copyattached).

The Ministry of the Environment(MOE)Regional Officeadvisethat they have no obiection
to the September 11, 2007 Dillonsubmission.The draftworkplan has sufficientdetail.

As forthe rerouting of surface drainage between the Milland CatfishCreek subwatersheds,
they note that the soils inthe area are flatand clay innature thereby offering lowinfiltration
thus low recharge and lowsummerflowaugmentation. Giventhe relativelysmall areas of the
diversions.the RegionalWater ResourcesAssessment Unithas nospecific concernwiththe
proposed reroutingofstormwater. '

The catfish creek conservation Authority advise that they support the strategy behindthe
proposed work plan forCatfishCreekand provide the followingdetailededits the Citymay
wish to include: '

o intro.pg 1; paragraph 3: could include the "identificationof featuresand development
constraints" as part of the purposeof the exercise; also the resultingplan should
providerecommendationsas to "IF"development shouldproceed:

o Sec.1.2.4pg.3: 2nd paragraph: the detailedgeoteohnical investigationsshould fully
assess "and de?ne the HazardLimit"so as to includeall potential hazards rather than
just the 100 year erosionlimitandformeander belt; and,

- Sec. 1.2.11.pg.5; the text provided should be expanded to ensure that the
"identificationof natural heritagefeatures (e.g. woodlots,wetlandsetc...) including
evaluationof form.functionand criticalsupporting habitat is)" is considered.

The Kettle creek conservation Authorityadvise that they have noobjection to the
proposed plan. Detailedcomments willbe fonvarded whentheyareavailable.

mouz/003
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(

3
The Lower Thames Valley conservation Authorityadvisethat there is a smallarea under
their jurisdiction that is not directlyaffectedby the urbanexpansion. The KGCAwillbe the first
contact fordevelopment reviewlprcpossisin this smallarea.

ifyou have any questions. please do not hesitate to contact me at 519-373-4031orby e-mail
at

Yours truiy,

Tammie Ryail,MGIP.FIPP
Planner
MunicipalServicesOffice— Southwestern

Attachment

FtonShishido.DillonConsulting (attachment) */
Bob Aggerhoim,MOE
DaraieighIrving.MNFI
Tony Difazio.GCCA
Joe Gordon.KCCA
ValerieTowsley, LTVCA

W003/003
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Noticeof PublicInfonnationCentre
Cityof St.Thomas

-' ' UrbanAreaExpansionStudy
gif°f"?“;“51“c;"g§October24w.zoo? 5:00— mo PM - TimkenCentre t!_'1’)§,1-1-°SU,_.,.l,§'§

|n2D06Cmmolhl?a'lndapmmabmiawmdupdnla?nSL1TnmaaOmcia|Plan. Tlamsassmntoi?iecllralummhli?noodllonmidemuids
brgrwrliIisa?Jndamantd|:I|nporiemof?IaOfliiklPlanRaviawPmoaas. Basadun?IenDs1ounaI1lgrow?I|x'uiec?om,?laa?i:ipIiod?Ial?1araw?
beaneadlodeaignatadditiondhusoulademeclfawnmtummgmrmbomdawlmns?en?dmamwwrmwme?uhmonedmmm
demand. In?arlI2D07.ihaCIymatMllImprason1nliuosnom?nbcddnwbpmmlmtmmnyhdommsnnmqimmmiubaiiudhuwbmkm
BwmayhammndmnmwmHen?dgmnhMHin?uomIm??n2D05Pm?midPdbyStalwnmt ?ndawbpmsoxpmmd?akhbmaln
vmriL'moooparaliveiyw?i1?'IaC?ya1'IdagraadInp?notIhmanonnsnhommoCIypmpammeI1omseawmndIhI'u1adniuimmeI?
semmm1pia:HomdaIphnmnmmmhsupponPro?ndalappmva1oimUmanNaaExpamhn.1'r|eiourdallonah.IdashnvonowboorIcompia1od
andlinrasuibamreadyhrn?mvbylinpubloando?wrhmreatadpn?ea

Flute: NIItSlrbIc1totl1oUIl:InAnIE1nI|onSl1.I

.- - Ila =4..2I:5]._,..!"..'...:"¥'.".'.'.'....'!

Fubliclnfonnationcontra

merusulhoflhalotnda?onitacnnioalsludiesarabairngpra:antedataFuHlc|nlunu§a1CarbumWack1nd|y0mbu2l.2??1?om5a??pm-
?:lJIJ_pmll Ilse11miunconmunlry Cunln{DoualaTorryRoom}2ThirdAvenue,81..Thoma.ON(Loom! :1 lineirnlerneoiionofThirdAvenueand
WailrutonSuaeu.Oiwda!laumrmnhnuv?|bem4u?m?nPuhicInhnu?:nCemammwmrwoswa.Basadoniho?rldirngaolmlsravbw
mdoommanIsraoeivedimmtrlepuIibaiiinPubich1iom1aIion0enlre.ihe0m::ldPlanTacl11i:alstaerirtg0on'arlIteewiIharrndmga
nwmmenda?ontocotmdlmganimnmnawhanamauparsionh?uc?y.

FormomInfonrna?onon:I:isPm}ecLplaaaar:>nincIi|ad1heI:lbvtl'ng:

PatrickKunan Aldermanuunnrcmpmun nonuuShlohldo,MCIP,aw
Dlridorof Pllnnlnu Ghllr.0f|'|clI| PlanllulowPnojocl mmManager
city of81.Thomas Todlnlculstaring comrnilhn Dilloncomd?ng umltacl
9 IlondarnimStrut 112mu:Mono: :3: ‘rorldnndand.sumsou
9'-TIWM-0" N5P2T9 8tThomII.ONN5n4G1 ToIoI1Io,OHIimm

{I19}$31-mil Ext4211 {$19}I31-1?IIErL 4253 (4151239-404151.2301
pkouun@cily.IHiIoInu.on.cn hIchIpmIn76@IIotrm1I.oom rIlI|Il:Ido@:i'lIIon.u



Patrick J. C. Keenan All correspondence to be
Director of Planning addressed to:

St. Thomas Planning Department
City Hall Annex
9 Mondamln Street
St. Thomas, Ontario NSP 2T9

"""°°'""““°"°'“""”""" Telephone: (519) 633-2560
S_;THOMAS Fax: (519) 633-6581

October4'",2007

ToWhomitMayConoem:
NLE

RE:mw
Youare receivingthisletterbecauseyouareanownerof lands locatedwithinoneofsixremainingareas intheCity
ofSt Thomas(see Figurebelow)thatarelocatedwithintheCity’smunicipalboundarybutoutsideoftheexistingUrban
Areaas designatedintheCity'sOf?cialPlan.TheCityisundertakinga highlevelreviewoftheseareastoassesstheir
suitabilityfordevelopment.

f";‘;_—g



Asbackground.in2006CouncilinitiatedaprocesstoreviewandupdatetheSt.ThomasOfficialPlan.Theassessment
of the City'sfuturelandneedsto meetdemandsforgrowthis a fundamentalcomponentofthe OfficialPlanReview
Process. Basedonthemostcurrentgrowthprojections.itisanticipatedthattherewillbea needtodesignateadditional
landsoutsidethe City'scunent urbangrowthboundaryforresidentialuse to accommodatethe forecastedhousing
demand. inApril200?, the Citymetwithrepresentativesfromthe localdevelopmentcommunityto discussthe
requirementstoadjusttheUrbanAreaBoundarytoaccommodatenewresidentialgrowthwithinthecontextofthe2005
ProvincialPolicyStatement.ThedevelopersexpressedtheirinterestinworkingcooperativelywiththeCityandagreed
inprincipletoa processwheretheCitypreparesthenecessaryfoundationitechnloaistudiesandsecondarypianiof?cial
planamendmentto supportProvincialapprovalofan UrbanAreaExpansion.

Thefoundationitechnicalstudieshavenowbeen completed.Weinviteyouto reviewtheresultsofthe studiesat a
PublicinfomiaticnCentre(PIC)scheduledforWednesdayOctober24:11,2007from5:00pm- 7:00pmat Tlmiten
CommunityCentre(DouglasTarryRoom),2ThirdAvenue,St.Thomas.(LocatedattheintersectionofThirdAvenue
andWellingtonStreet). ThepurposeofthePICistobothpresentthestudyresultsandreceivepublicfeedbackonthe
findings.Citystaffandconsultantswillbe on-handto answeryourquestionsandtocollectyourcomments.

Anoticeis also beingplacedinthe St.ThomasTimes-JoumalonSaturdayOctober6"‘,200?to notifyresidentsand
propertyownersacrossthe Cityaboutthismeeting.

Welookforwardtomeetingyouat thePIC.ifyou have anyquestions,pleasecontactmeor PatrickKeenan,Director
ofPlanningat 519-631-1680.

YoursSincerely,

AldermanHeatherChapman
ChairoftheOf?cialPlanReviewProjectTechnicalSteeringCommittee

Page 2 of 2



City of St. Thomas

ST THOMAS
Proposed Urban Area Expansion ccmsummc

Stage 1 - Analysis of Alternative
Directions for Growth

October 24"‘.2007

COMMENT FORM

Please tell us your ideas I comments:

Developnent Area #3 -- There are many reasons that this area (south edge of City
p us nunus acres s ou consi ere or imme ia e ur expansion inc u ing

Ownership -- Doug. Tarry Limited is the present owner of the said lands and has been
active in an ve ogment an ouse cons ruc ion or over years in t City 0

St. cxnas.

location of Lands -- These lands are located on the south side of Southdale oa
ad acent to existing develoment i.e. Lake Margaret Estates. This devel nt has
been ve successful as well as being a well- lanned develoment and over 400
housing units have been constructed in this development since 2000.



Schedule

Available Services— Services are available immediately to service this subdivisionincluding:

i) sewage pumping station on Axford Parkway
ii) 400 mm watermain on Southdale Road
iii) up-graded hydro services on Southdale Road

Parks — This development would be close to Pinafore Park, Doug. Tarry Complex as well as the
walking trails adjacent to Lake Margaret and in the ravines adjacent to Lake Margaret Estates.

ExternalRoads — Southdale Road connects to Sunset Drive, FairviewAvenue and Centennial
Avenue as well as Lake Margaret Trail.

Existing Bus Route§- Further studies will review the major bus routes in the Cityof St. Thomas
and in our opinion will disclose the proximity of the Mall Route which connects Wal-Mart to the
Wellington Street Mall, Fairview Avenue, Bill Martyn Parkway and Sauve Avenue to Elm Street.

ProposedDevelopment — It is important that if an area is approved for Urban Area Expansion
development take place as soon as the necessary approvals are given and Doug. Tarry Limitedis
prepared to proceedwith the planning process immediatelyto commence development of the
said lands in 2009 or early 2010 depending on approvals.

LocalBusiness — Over the years, Doug. Tarry Limited has not only been in the house building
business, but has made lots available to local builders. This policy has continuedin Orchard
Park and will continue in the proposedArea 3 of the UrbanArea Expansion.

Schools— the south end of the City is fortunate to have many schools located south of Wellington
Street including Parkside Collegiate, CentralElgin Collegiate, St. Joseph’s High School, Forest
Park Elementary School, HomedaleElementary School, Elgin Court Elementary School, Myrtle
Street and Wellington Street as well as two Catholic Elementary Schools, being St. Gabriel's and

St. Raphael’s. In addition, two Christian schools are locatedon Fairview Avenue which are

Faith Christian Academy and St. Thomas Christian School.

Costs of Urban Area Expansion Studies - Doug. Tarry Limited has already agreed to contribute
to Phase I for studies required to support the proposedurban area expansionand ?uther agrees to

participate in sharing the costs to completePhase II of said studies, the total cost of the studies to

be $322,100.00 plus any additional cost for any speci?c studies requiredfor landsowned by
Doug. Tarry Limited.



Springwater Developments Inc.
1 Barrie Boulevard

St. Thomas,ONNSP 4B9
(519) 633-2050

November 5, 2007

City of St. Thomas
P. O. Box 520
St. Thomas, OntarioNSP 3V’?

Attn: Pat "Keenan,Director of Planning, City of St. Thomas

Re: St. Thomas Urban Area Expansion - Comments

Dear Sir,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments after the Public Meeting on October 24, 200?‘.

Springwater Developments Inc. has an interest in a portion(approximatelyI00-acres, referredto throughout
this letter as the Hepburn lands) of the lands in Area #4. We feel strongly that a portionof these landsshould

be consideredfor immediate urban area expansionas part of the City’s new Of?cial Plan. Our reasoning is
noted in point form below:

Springwater Developments Inc. and Hayhoe Homes have worked collaboratively for over 15 years in
developing and building new communities in the City of St. Thomas
Springwater Developments Inc. has a binding agreement to purchasethe Hepburn lands immediately

east of our current Wynd?eld development. The legal closing for this transaction isNovember30,

2007
Springwater Developments Inc. and Hayhoe Homes have actively developed the SO-acreparcelto
the east (Wynd?eld) over the course of the last 5 years. This has been a well-receivedcommunity in

a growing area of the City.
Physical services are available at the lot line, including,sanitary, storm, water, and electrical.
The Hepburn lands are well served by Arterial Roads, including FairviewAvenue, Southgate

Parkway, Southdale Line and Centennial Road
This area of the City is also in close proximityto a number of schools, includingthe new ‘Mitchell
HepburnPublic School’ which is being constructed just north of the property limitof the Hepburn
lands.
Springwater Developments Inc. has agreed to share in the costs of the UrbanArea ExpansionStudies

on a proportionate basis. A letter to this affect as well as an undertaking of the same has been
provided to the City.



In conclusion,SpringwaterDevelopments Inc. appreciatesthe opportunityto providecomments andwe are
optimistic that the Hepburn lands will be included in the UrbanArea Expansionas set forth in the City's
revised Official Plan. Springwater Developments Inc. has completed the servicingof‘the entire 50-acre
Wynd?eld Community and we have an immediateneed for service lots in the Southeastsectionof the City.
We would appreciatebeing updated with a proposedtimelineof the Of?cial Plan Reviewand
implementationso that we can plan our future home buildingoperations. Thank you again, for this
opportunity and we look forward to continuing to work cooperatively with the Official Plan Review Project
Technical SteeringCommittee and the Planning staff throughout the duration of this project.

Yours truly,

Springwat Developments

C.C: Alderman Heather Chapman, Chair, Official Plan Review Project Technical Steering Committee
Ronald Shishido, MCIP, RPP, Project Manager, Dillon Consulting Limited

Fzlspringwater Devc|opmcnts\I..et1ers\UrbnnExpansion05-Nov—0'r‘.do-c



cm!of St. Thomas“ M ‘\\\\Ww-a
—-_"-7mmmmunmn-=wo-= Proposed Urban Area Expansion cl:?3LSLJLTIr?«g

ST. THOMAS

Stage 1 — Analysis of Alternative
Dlractlons for Growth

October 24"‘.2oo7

COMMENT FORM

Please tell us your ideas I comments:
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STAMBLER AND MILLS
BARRJSTERS & soucrrons

TALBOTcammaMARTIN STAMBLER,Q.C.(Rat)
RANDOLPH D. MILLS, B.A.,L.I..13. Suite 151I

143 FullartonStreet
London, Ontario

N6A SP3

Tele hone: (519) 672-6240
ax: (519) 433-9593

Please refer to: 40456 October 26, 200'?

St. Thomas Planning Department
City of St. Thomas
9 Mondan:-inStreet
St. Thomas,‘Ontario
NSP 2T9

Attention: UfhanArea Expansion Study

Dear Sirs:

Re: The Estate of Stuart Kent Harper

I attendedthe meeting in the City of St. Thomas on October24, 2007. I am enclosing the
Comment Form. I look forward to ‘hearingfrom you regarding any furthermeetings.

Yours very truly

%w
RDM:sb RandolphD. Mills
Encl.
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ST. THOMAS

Stage 1 -— Analysis of Alternative
Directions for Growth

October 24"‘.2007

COMMENTFORM

Please tell usyour Ideas I comments:

I am an Estate Trustee of the estate of Stuart Kent Ha_rper.The Estate of Iffelrlito e
H er is the owner of lands consistin of Part of Lots 42 43 44 and 45 S011

Talbot RoadEast, all of the road allowancebetween Lots 43 and 44, Part of the Road”
allowance between Southwold and Yannouth Townships (all in the Township 0

Southwold and Part of Lot 1 Concession8 and Part of the Road allowance between

Southwoldand YarmouthTownships [_all in the Townshp I _ ______
26 and 31, Registered Plan 192 in the Cigg . . -

g_ .

October 24, 2007. It appears that the landsownedby the Estate of Stuart Kent Hgper

wouldbe logically includedin any Urban Area ExpansionStudy_._Frommy discussions

discussed.I wouldbe interestedin attending meetings __ ___._._

Kent I‘-Ia_rperto discuss the planningstatus of the said lands.

What stgps will the City of St. Thomas be taking in order to close the road

allowances that are shown on the lands of the Estate of Stuart Kent Hgper that have

never been closedby the Township of Southwoldor the Townshipof Yarmouth?

meetings. , ___i
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Telephone: (519) 031-9000elgin
99 EdwardStreet TollFree Telephone: 1-800-922-0096
St. Thomas.Ontario Fax: (519) 633-0488
N5P 1Y8 www.eIg|nhealth.on.cahealth unit

October 25, 2007

Heather Chapman
Chair, OfficialPlan Review Project
Technical Steering Committee
172 FifthAve
St. Thomas.ON N5R 4G1

Dear Ms. Chapman:

Re: Urban Area Expansion Study

The Elgi_nSt. ThomasHealth Unit hasbeen informed that the City of St. Thomasis
considering expanding currentcity"'boundariesto"'accor‘nmodat'ean anticipatedneed for
residential housing. The Health Unit is committed to providing all municipalities in Elgin
County with current information on the implications of land—useplanning and
implementation on community and public health. As such, the Elgin St. Thomas Health
Unit would like to provide you with a few recommendations/areas for consideration with
other feedback received from the public informationcentre on October 24"‘.2007.

Please consider the following areas of concern from a health protection perspective:

Reduction and management of standing water in new residential areas to avoid
the spread of West Nile Virus
Safe access to garbage pick-up, hazardous material control and associated
waste management
Back?ow prevention programs to avoid contamination of drinking water
Use of municipal water lines and municipalwaste management over well usage
and individual septic systems



Heather Chapman
October 22. 2007
Page 2

Please consider the followingsuggestions from a health promotion perspective:

- Connecting new residential lands to new and existing retail, commercial and
other lands by way of well maintained sidewalks and bicycle paths to encourage
physical activityand ultimately prevent chronic disease

o Planting trees, installing benches, recycle bins and other aesthetically appealing
devices to encourage outdoor activity.prevent injuryand support a healthy
environment

0 Crosswalks, signs and lights for residents to move about safely
0 Designation of parklands and recreational areas

Accompanying this letter you willfind our Healthy Communities Statement as well as an
information series produced by the Ontario College of Family Physicians titled The
Health impacts of Urban Sprawl. Page five of volume three (Obesity) provides some
more speci?c informationand outlines four key features of healthy community design for
municipalities and planners to consider. We hope you find this reference useful.

Ifyou have any questions or would liketo discuss one of the above mentioned topics in
more detail, please contact the Elgin St. Thomas Health Unit at 519-631-9900.

Sincerely,

$~=..é.w

Dr. Sharon Baker
(A) Medical Officer of Health



elgin
st. thomas
health unit

Healthy communities Statement

Many OfficiaiPlans encourage actions and initiatives that support a healthy community and healthy
livingby residents. While it is important to include the philosophy of a healthy community in an Ol?cial
Plan, it is often dif?cult to operationalize these Ideas. To promote healthy living in your community.
we encourage you to consider the following actions and initiativeswhen drafting and reviewing your
community's OfficialPlan:

3)

D)

c)

d)

f)

9)

h)

J)

K)

i)

Support intensificationin the serviced urban areas throughout the County Inorder to
encourage and facilitate active transportation (i.e. walking. cycling etc.),

Locate new public buildings, where appropriate, in areas that encourage and support active
transportation; (e.g. bicycle racks provided in safe wel|—lit,well-traveledareas).

Encourage subdivision designs that include suitable open space area and incorporate
walkways. sidewalks and green space for active living,

Linkadjacent residential and commercial areas with open space. where appropriate,

Develop recreational facilities, open space areas, and trail systems that cater to the recreation
and healthy lifestyle needs of Elgin County residents at littleor no cost.

Provide adequate and clear signage identifying location of trails and effective maintenance of
existing trails and open spaces to encourage use by iocal residents,

Replace each tree that must be cut down with two replenishment trees to provide appropriate
shade and support our environment,

Establish or expand a pubiic transit system (if applicable) that accommodates the lifestyle(e.g.
bike racks on buses, storage facilitiesfor strollers) and scheduling needs of residents who live.
work and play in Elgin County.

Increase the availabilityof clean.safe and affordable housing for individuals with lower
incomes,

Partner with local agricultural groups and farmers to promote consumption of locally grown
fresh fruits and vegetables,

Enact a by-law that requires builders to install sidewalks,

Enact a by-iaw that requires creation of a multi-use lane (for cyclists. runners.etc.) when new
roads are made or old ones are replaced.

rn) Encourage upgrading and extension of municipal water and sewer systems.

nl

0)

1:)

Promote the proper abandonment of neglected private water wells.

Promote the ?uoridation of municipalwater supplies for optimum dental health, and

Encourage all communitiesto implement recycling programs.



MONICA SMITH 1-,}I‘ll: '

4] MeadowvaleDrive
St. Thomas, Ontario NSF 4P2

(519) 633-6174
chris.srnith077@sympatico.com

November 16,2007

The City of St. Thomas
Re: UrbanExpansion

There has beena great numberof new homes and subdivisionsbuiltinOntario in recent years; including,
of course, St. Thomas. Cities viewthis growth as positive,however, it is wise to question:"Howmuch
growth is too much?" At what pointdoes a city reap more disadvantagesthan advantages to excessive,
rapid growth?

1. Increased Consumption of Water: Last summer the Cat?sh Creek Conservation Authority asked
property owners to reduce their use of water due to lowwater conditions.Clearly, every new homethat
is built will have a lawn and garden to water, showers, dishwashers, washing machinesinstalled,etc.
An entire subdivisionwilluse an immenseamount of water - even if residents try to cut back. If there
was already a concern about the amount of water availablelast summer - what will happen when
Dalewood Meadowsand other subdivisionsare completed - and the buildingcontinues‘? Any effortson
the part of property owners to conserve water are counterbalancedas new homes are built.

If the plan is to make more water available- who willpay for it? It is not right to charge existing
residents increasingamounts for the use of their water. Consideringother rising prices for food, gas, oil,
hydro, property taxes - residents are taxed to the limit. Now, as I understand,property owners are
paying an excessivelyhigh rate for stormwater run-o?; and ?irther increasesare probablyplannednext
year - just to pay for new subdivisions! I'm sure St.Thomas had survivedfor years (and done well
enough) with gradual growth and The sudden spurt of growth in recent years, and resulting
dramaticprieeincreases, must beagreathardship topeople on-?xedincomesinthe city.

2. Increased Consumption of Electricity and Gas: Every new homethat is builtuses more electricity
and natural gas - even ifit is "energy-ef?cient". Consideringthe staggeringamount of new homesthat
have beenbuiltin0ntario inrecentycars, it isno wonderthatpeoplearenowbeingaskedto conserve.
Many go throughgreat lengthsto conserve energy - sufferingthrough the sweltering.heat of the summer
or ?eezing in the winter. Yet any eiforts to conserve energy are counterbalancedas new subdivisions
are built. Now property owners are paying doublefor hydro than they did around ten years ago. The
so-called " -meters" which considers7:O0a.m.-l0:0Op.m.peak times for electricity use, will force
residentsto pay double what they are payingnow - unless they cook and do their laundry in the middle
of the night! Still, their ?nnace or air conditioner throughout the day willadd to the strainof “making
ends meet". Also, wealthypeople who can easilya?brd to pay higher prices willcontinue to use as
muchenergyastheywant.

3. Peak Oil Crisis: Eventually, as India and Chinause increasingamounts of oil, while the U.S.
continuesto consume excessive amounts, therewillnot be enoughoilextractedinthe worldto meetthe
dermnd. Some experts predict that this will happenin around forty years. Most alternativeformsof
energy still require oil. Without oil, in forty years most of the world might starve. It is not right,
therefore, to continuebuildingnew subdivisions- just for the sake of money andpro?t.
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4. Garbage: Every new home willcontributemore garbage to the land?ll site. Thiscountcrbalances
any efforts to recycle. Will residents eventuallybe imposeda one-bag limitjust to accommodatemore
growth? Also,builderscarelessly litter Tim Horton's cups and other garbage on the buildingsite. The
windblows this garbage onto other homesor into nearby ravines.

5. Schools are Over-crowded: Many schools in St. Thomasare overcrowded. St. Joseph Catholic
High School, for example,was originallybuilt for only 300-400 students. Now there are nearly900
students. This year all students have to share lockers. l?tievelopnient continues,eventually three
students willhave to share one locker. Bathroom ?acilitics,hallways,eating areas, are allovercrowded.

-Altliough-tlae-schoolsand its studentshave---donean excellentjob --of--living with these overcrowded
conditions- urbanexpansionwillcertainlyadd to the strain. I also wonder if some schoolsdo not have
enough textbooks for everyone - if not, then the educationof the students in St. Thomas is hinderedby
urbanexpansionas well.

6. Increased Traf?c and Pollution: More cars will pollutethe air of St. Thomas and tra?ic will
increase. Recently therehas been a dramaticincreasein allergies,asthmaand otherrespiratory diseases
due to pollution. One solution is to buildsidewalks(ie. on BurwellRoad) to encourage people to walk
ii-omtime to time. (Thiswould also helpthe obesityproblem in St. Thomas).

7. Crime might increase: It is possiblethat crimemight increaseas the populationof a city grows.

8. Small-Town Image is a Bene?t: A number of people are attracted to old historicalsmalltowns
such as St. Thomas. Some are complaining that London is now becoming more like Toronto. If St.
Thomascontinuesto developat an excessive rate - eventually it will become more like an extensionof
London. Overcrowdedcitiesare not pleasant.

Property owners do not have endless supplies of money to pay for further.development (through
increasedutility bills and property taxes). Salariesare ?xed for many, due to Canada'sIn?ation Rate,
whileother prices (such as food) are goingup. Due to the peak oi1-ca.'isis,-some are saying that oil might
eventuallyjump ?'om$100 per barrelto $200 per barrel. If thishappens, many willnot even be ableto
aifordto drive a car anymore.

Every decisionthat Council makes with regards to how the city grows and develops impacts current
residents,and willhave a long-termimpacton our children'sfuture.

Sincerely,

%m%m
MonicaSmith

cc Pm ,~


