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Oxford County Road 16 Improvements 
Kintore to 31st Line 

Class Environmental Assessment 
 

Public Consultation Centre #1  
Chalmers United Church – Kintore 

November 27, 2014 



Oxford County Road 16 Improvements 
Kintore to 31st Line 

Class Environmental Assessment 

• Oxford Road 16 has been identified by the County as an East-West 
transportation corridor across the County.              

      (Oxford Road 16                Oxford Road 6                Oxford Road 8) 

Why are we here? 



Oxford County Road 16 Improvements 
Kintore to 31st Line 

Class Environmental Assessment 

• The County is looking at improving pavement width, road shoulders, and 
drainage for safety and maintenance purposes. 
 

• The purpose of this Public Consultation Centre is to gather input from the 
public, property owners and stakeholders along Oxford Road 16.  

Why are we here? 



Oxford County Road 16 Improvements 
Kintore to 31st Line 

Class Environmental Assessment 

• This project will be phased out over several years, due to property 
acquisitions, budgetary and timing restrictions. 
 

• Class EA timing (approximate): 
 Public Consultation Centre #2 for Alternative Solutions (Spring 2015) 
 Public Consultation Centre #3 for Recommended Solution (Summer 

2015) 
 Notice of Completion (Fall 2015) 

 
• Potential project timing: 

 First phase of construction in 2016 
 Subsequent phases to follow, hopefully concluding in 2018 
 Asphalt surface treatment could be done for later phases of project to 

carry roadway over until improvements are completed. 
 
 

Project Timelines 



• With the information provided by the public, the County will proceed with the 
alternatives to consider in the Class EA process. 

 
• This project is following a ‘Schedule C’ Class EA (see figure). 

 
• If you have any input,  
     please speak to a  
     representative from  
     the County or fill out 
     a comment sheet. 

 
• Thanks for your 
     cooperation in this  
     project! 
 

We are here! 

Oxford County Road 16 Improvements 
Kintore to 31st Line 

Class Environmental Assessment 

Class EA Process for Oxford Road 16 
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OXFORD ROAD 16 CLASS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT STUDY

EXISTING  AND CONCEPTUAL ROAD SECTIONS

Public Consultation Centre #1

November 27, 2014







 

 

Ministry of Tourism, 
Culture and Sport 

Culture Services Unit  
Programs and Services Branch  
401 Bay Street, Suite 1700 
Toronto ON  M7A 0A7  
Tel: 416 314 5424 
Fax: 416 212 1802 

Ministère du Tourisme, 
de la Culture et du Sport 

Unité des services culturels  
Direction des programmes et des services 
401, rue Bay, Bureau 1700 
Toronto ON  M7A 0A7 
Tél: 416 314 5424 
Téléc: 416 212 1802 

 

November 28, 2014 (EMAIL ONLY)  
 
Nathan Bokma 
Project Engineer 
Oxford County – Public Works Department 
21 Reeve Street, P.O. Box 1614 
Woodstock, ON  N4S 7Y3 
E: nbokma@oxfordcounty.ca 

 
MTCS file #:  0002172 
Proponent: Oxford County 
Subject:  Notice of Study Commencement 
   Class Environmental Assessment Study 

Oxford County Road 16 (Road 84) Improvements 
   From Kintore to 31st Line 
Location: Oxford County   
 
Dear Nathan Bokma: 

 
Thank you for providing the Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport (MTCS) with the Notice of 
Commencement for this project. MTCS’s interest in this EA project relates to its mandate of protecting, 
conserving and preserving Ontario’s culture heritage, which includes: 
 

 Archaeological resources, including land-based and marine resources; 

 Built heritage resources, including bridges and monuments; and, 

 Cultural heritage landscapes. 
 
Under the EA process, the proponent is required to determine a project’s potential impact on cultural 
heritage resources. 
 
Archaeological Resources  
Your EA project may impact archaeological resources and you may screen the project with the MTCS 
Criteria for Evaluating Archaeological Potential to determine if an archaeological assessment is needed.  
MTCS archaeological site data is available at archaeologicalsites@ontario.ca. A municipal archaeological 
review procedure using an archaeological management plan may also be used to determine 
archaeological potential where one exists.  If your EA project area exhibits archaeological potential, then 
an archaeological assessment by an Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) licensed archaeologist, who is 
responsible for submitting the report directly to MTCS for review, will be required. 
 
Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
The attached MTCS checklist Screening for Impacts to Built Heritage and Cultural Heritage Landscapes 
helps determine whether your EA project may impact cultural heritage resources. Municipal Clerks can 
provide information on property registered or designated under the Ontario Heritage Act.  
 
In addition, the Municipal Engineers Association provides screening criteria under the Municipal Class EA 
for bridges with a checklist and background material available online. 
 

http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/archaeology/archaeology_assessments.shtml#a1
mailto:archaeologicalsites@ontario.ca
http://www.municipalclassea.ca/Clarifications/tabid/142/ctl/DisplayAttachment/mid/624/AnnotationId/ea977228-aacf-e311-9a11-00155d607900/ShowOpenSaveDlg/1/Default.aspx
http://www.authorstream.com/mcea/


 

Please notify MTCS if archaeological resources are impacted by EA project work. All activities impacting archaeological resources 
must cease immediately, and a licensed archaeologist is required to carry out a determination of their nature and significance.   
 
If human remains are encountered, all activities must cease immediately and the local police as well as the Cemeteries Regulation 
Unit of the Ministry of Consumer Services must be contacted. In situations where human remains are associated with archaeological 
resources, MTCS should also be notified to ensure that the site is not subject to unlicensed alterations which would be a 
contravention of the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 

If your EA project has the potential to impact heritage resources, a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) 
prepared by a qualified consultant will be required. Our Ministry’s Info Sheet #5: Heritage Impact 
Assessments and Conservation Plans outlines the scope of HIAs. Please send HIAs to MTCS for review, 
and make them available to local organizations or individuals who have expressed interest in heritage. 
 
Environmental Assessment Reporting 
All technical heritage studies and their recommendations are to be addressed and incorporated into EA 
projects. Please advise MTCS whether an archaeological assessment and/or a heritage impact 
assessment will be completed for your EA project, and provide them to MTCS before issuing a Notice of 
Completion. If your screening has identified no known or potential cultural heritage resources, or no 
impacts to these resources, please include the completed checklists and supporting documentation in the 
EA report or file. MTCS is in no way liable if the information in the completed checklists is found to be 
inaccurate or incomplete. 
 
Thank-you for circulating MTCS on this project: please continue to do so through the EA process, and 
contact me for any questions or clarification.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Chris Mahood, MCIP, RPP 
Heritage Planner 
chris.mahood@ontario.ca 
416-314-5424 
 
Copied to:  Frank Gross, Oxford County (fgross@oxfordcounty.ca) 

http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/publications/Heritage_Tool_Kit_Heritage_PPS_infoSheet.pdf
http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/publications/Heritage_Tool_Kit_Heritage_PPS_infoSheet.pdf
mailto:chris.mahood@ontario.ca
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“Inspiring a Healthy Environment” 

 

November 14, 2014 

 

County of Oxford 

Public Works 

21 Reeve Street, P.O. Box 1614 

Woodstock, Ontario 

N4S 7Y3 

 

 

Attention:  Nathan Bokma – (via e-mail:  nbokma@oxfordcounty.ca)   

 

Dear  Mr. Bokma: 

 

 

Re:    Class Environmental Assessment 

  Notice of Study Commencement 

  Oxford County Road 16 (Road 84) Improvements from Kintore to 31
st
 Line 

  Oxford County 

 

We are in receipt of the “Notice of Study Commencement” for the Municipal Class 

Environmental Assessment (EA) regarding review of the Oxford Road 16 (Road 84)  

improvements from Kintore to 31
st
 Line, County of Oxford.  We offer the following comments: 

 

 

General Comments 

 

1) We would appreciate the opportunity for our technical staff to review and provide 

comments on any upcoming draft documents and proposed alternatives including any 

draft Environmental Study Report.  Please note that our scope of review is based on the 

policies set out in the Upper Thames River Conservation Authority Planning Policy 

Manual (June 28, 2006).  EA and subsequent detail design project review for the Oxford 

County Road 16 (Road 84) corridor improvement project would generally be guided by, 

but not limited to, natural heritage, natural hazard and pollution prevention areas of 

concern for lands regulated within our jurisdiction. 

 

2) According to the enclosed project location mapping, portions of the project may traverse 

though natural hazard and natural heritage areas regulated by the Conservation Authority.  

Depending on project specifics, Section 28 permits may be required for those portions of the 

works.  The UTRCA regulates development within the Regulation Limit in accordance 

with Ontario Regulation 157/06 made pursuant to Section 28 of the Conservation 

Authorities Act.  This regulation requires proponents to obtain written approval from the 

mailto:infoline@thamesriver.on.ca
mailto:nbokma@oxfordcounty.ca
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UTRCA prior to undertaking any works in the regulated area including filling, grading, 

construction, alteration to a watercourse and/or interference with a wetland. 

 

Our staff can provide digital mapping which outlines the boundaries of the natural 

heritage and natural hazard features present within the study area.  Ideally, these natural 

heritage and natural hazard features should be identified in the Environmental Study 

Report and avoided as inappropriate places for development.  Our natural heritage and 

natural hazard features digital mapping may be obtained by contacting our GIS 

department (contact:  Phil Simm, 519-451-2800 x 247).  Generally the fee involved with 

obtaining digital mapping of our natural heritage and natural hazard features is $100 but 

this fee will be waived as the mapping is intended for use by one of our member 

municipalities for a Municipal Class EA. 

 

 

Hydrology/Hydraulic Considerations 

 

3) In regards to detail design for watercourse crossings and/or road redesign in the vicinity 

of flood and erosion hazard land, please note that hydrology information may be 

available for various watercourses within the study area.  HEC-RAS geometry and flow 

files may be obtained by contacting our Water Resource Engineering staff (contact:  

Mark Shifflett, 519-451-2800 x239).  Generally there is a fee involved with obtaining our 

HEC-RAS and flow files but this fee will be waived as the modeling is intended for use 

by one of our member municipalities for a Municipal Class EA.  We note this modeling 

may need to be updated as part of the study.   

 

 

Water Quality, Woodlands and Other Natural Heritage Features 

 

4) The study area lies within a portion of the Middle Thames subwatershed.  Please refer to our 

latest (2012) edition of the Upper Thames River Watershed Report Cards – [see Middle 

Thames] for information related to water quality, woodlands and other natural heritage 

features, available on our website at: 

 

www.thamesriver.on.ca/Watershed_Report_Cards/Watershed_Report_Cards-2012.htm   

 

 

Fisheries Review 
 

7)  According to our records County Road 16 (Road 84) through the study area crosses a 

number of watercourses with varying thermal regimes and fish populations.  To protect 

these local fish populations during their spawning and nursery periods, there will be stream 

specific times of the year when no in-water work or activity should occur.  If any in-water 

work is proposed at the stream crossings, we recommend you contact us to discuss 

construction timing info. 

 

 

While it is anticipated that some of these comments can be dealt with at the detail design stage, 

we are providing them in advance of the EA in order to facilitate early consultation.  Our office 

mailto:infoline@thamesriver.on.ca
http://www.thamesriver.on.ca/Watershed_Report_Cards/Watershed_Report_Cards-2012.htm


1424 Clarke Road, London, Ont. N5V 5B9 · Phone: 519.451.2800 · Fax: 519.451.1188 · Email: infoline@thamesriver.on.ca · www.thamesriver.on.ca 

would like to be included in future circulations regarding this project.  We would appreciate 

receiving information and reports as they become available in order to ensure that we can meet 

the project deadlines with our comments. 

 

Please note:  We are also providing Drinking Water Source Protection information for all 

projects occurring in areas identified as vulnerable.  To that end, please review the attached 

Drinking Water Source Protection information (Appendix A). 

 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 

 

 

Yours truly, 

UPPER THAMES RIVER CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 

 

 
Karen M. Winfield 
Land Use Regulations Officer 
 

Encl.  - Appendix A (Drinking Water Source Protection Information applicable to Oxford County Road 

16 (Road 84), County of Oxford Class EA study) 

 

c.c. – Frank Gross, County of Oxford – (via e-mail:  fgross@oxfordcounty.ca)  

 

 

  

mailto:infoline@thamesriver.on.ca
mailto:fgross@oxfordcounty.ca
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Appendix A – Drinking Water Source Protection Information applicable to Oxford County Road  

  16 (Road 84), County of Oxford Class EA Study 

 

 
DRINKING WATER SOURCE PROTECTION 

The Clean Water Act (CWA), 2006 is intended to protect existing and future sources of drinking water. 

The Act is part of the Ontario government's commitment to implement the recommendations of the 

Walkerton Inquiry as well as protecting and enhancing human health and the environment.  The CWA 

sets out a framework for source protection planning on a watershed basis with Source Protection Areas 

established based on the watershed boundaries of Ontario’s 36 Conservation Authorities. The Upper 

Thames River, Lower Thames Valley and St. Clair Region Conservation Authorities have entered into a 

partnership for The Thames-Sydenham Source Protection Region.  Drinking Water Source Protection 

represents the first barrier for protecting drinking water including surface and ground water from 

becoming contaminated or overused thereby ensuring a sufficient, clean, safe supply now and for the 

future.   
 

Assessment Reports: 

The Thames-Sydenham Source Protection Region has prepared Assessment Reports which contain 

detailed scientific information that: 

 identifies vulnerable areas associated with drinking water systems; 

 assesses the level of vulnerability in these areas; and  

 identifies activities within those vulnerable areas which pose threats to the drinking water systems, 

and assess the risk due to those threats.   

 

The Assessment Report for the Upper Thames watershed delineates three types of vulnerable areas:  

Wellhead Protection Areas, Highly Vulnerable Aquifers and Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas.  

We wish to advise that the study area contains areas identified as being a Highly Vulnerable. 

 

Mapping which shows these areas is available at:   
 

Highly Vulnerable Aquifers:  

http://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/downloads/assessment_reports/UTRCA/Appendices/A1-

Maps/Map4-3-2_Highly%20Vulnerable%20Aquifers.pdf 

 

 

Source Protection Plans: 

Using the information in the Assessment Report, a Proposed Source Protection Plan has been developed 

for the Upper Thames watershed. The Proposed Source Protection Plan, along with any written 

comments, have now been submitted to the Province for approval by the Minister of the Environment. 

The Proposed Source Protection Plan is available at: 

 

http://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/sp_planning_protectionplan.html  

 

 

The Proposed Plan consists of a range of policies that together, will reduce the risks posed by the 

identified water quality and quantity threats in the vulnerable areas.  These proposed policies include a 

range of voluntary and regulated approaches to manage or prohibit activities which pose a threat to 

drinking water.  Activities that can lead to; low, medium and significant threats have been identified in 

mailto:infoline@thamesriver.on.ca
http://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/downloads/assessment_reports/UTRCA/Appendices/A1-Maps/Map4-3-2_Highly%20Vulnerable%20Aquifers.pdf
http://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/downloads/assessment_reports/UTRCA/Appendices/A1-Maps/Map4-3-2_Highly%20Vulnerable%20Aquifers.pdf
http://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/sp_planning_protectionplan.html
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Appendix 10 of the Upper Thames River Source Protection Area Assessment Report, dated August 12, 

2011.  Available at:    

 

http://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/downloads/assessment_reports/UTRCA/Appendices/A10-

Threats%20and%20Risk%20Assessment.pdf 

 

 

AREA OF VULNERABILITY  VULNERABILITY 

SCORE 
THREATS & 

CIRCUMSTANCES 
Highly Vulnerable Aquifer 
(HVA) 

6 Moderate and Low Threats 

Significant Groundwater Recharge 

Area (SGRA) 
n/a n/a 

Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA)  
 

n/a n/a 

 

NOTE: Certain Activities on this property may be considered Moderate or Low threats to drinking water. 

 

 

Under the CWA, the Source Protection Committee has the authority to include policies in the Proposed 

Source Protection Plan that may prohibit or restrict activities identified as posing a significant threat to 

drinking water.  Municipalities may also have or be developing policies that apply to vulnerable areas 

when reviewing development applications.  Proponents considering land use changes, site alteration or 

construction in these areas need to be aware of this possibility.   

 

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS, 2005): 

Section 2.2.1 requires  that: 

“Planning authorities shall protect, improve or restore the quality and quantity of water by: d) 

implementing necessary restrictions on development and site alteration to: 

1. protect all municipal drinking water supplies and designated vulnerable areas; and 

2. protect, improve or restore vulnerable surface and ground water features, and their hydrological 

functions” 

Section 2.2.2 requires that: 

“Development and site alteration shall be restricted in or near sensitive surface water features and 

sensitive ground water features such that these features and their related hydrologic functions will be 

protected, improved or restored”.    

Municipalities must be consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement when making decisions on land 

use planning and development. 

 

mailto:infoline@thamesriver.on.ca
http://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/downloads/assessment_reports/UTRCA/Appendices/A10-Threats%20and%20Risk%20Assessment.pdf
http://www.sourcewaterprotection.on.ca/downloads/assessment_reports/UTRCA/Appendices/A10-Threats%20and%20Risk%20Assessment.pdf
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the standard design of the day. We have also seen road failures in Oxford County with the roadbed slumping on a road 
east of Tillsonburg this past summer. This only happens when the design was not adequate and either the plasticity of the 
subsoil was underestimated or the construction was not floated over these unstable soils, or drainage was inadequate so 
that the subsoil became plastic. These situations of unstable clay soils are well known is some areas of Canada 
particularly on the north shore of the St. Lawrence where Tyrell clays have failed taking the road with them and have 
caused serious loss of life in the process.  While we do not have Tyrell clays here, most of Oxford is underlain with clay 
soil and the soil map from Report No.23 of the Ontario Soil Survey shows this to be true for some of the area of this part 
of Road 16. There are 7 soil types under this roadbed and the drainage ranges from good to imperfect to poor. This sort of 
variation means that drainage considerations and solutions need to be designed to respond to the variable conditions on 
this road length. Otherwise we will have water in ditches for longer than desired and the consequence of that is a source 
for West Nile virus carrying mosquito breeding grounds. I have not been aware of any drainage works on the project area 
done under the Drainage Act recently and suspect the standard to which most current drains exist is only ½” in 24 hours. 
This is not satisfactory with today’s climate and variable weather patterns. The current weather events are more variable 
and extreme than long term records suggest. Wider paved surfaces and wider shoulders with the associated underdrains 
result in faster runoff and will tax the current drainage systems beyond capacity. Catchment areas may need to be 
included but these must drain to dry at times to prevent insect proliferation.  

 Comments were made at the preliminary meeting about pavement surface failures on Oxford Road 6 south of 
Beachville with grooving due to tire compaction. There can be several reasons for this but the first is that the engineering 
was not done to the axle loads possible within the Highway Traffic Act especially with the quarry close by and the 
cement plants a few kilometers north. We now have milk trailers that carry 40 Tons and these will use County Road 16 on 
a regular basis. This 40 tons is the old standard for total gross weight, so roadbeds require more substantial designs now 
to accommodate this.  It will have some bearing if the sections of County Road 16 that subtend the section under 
discussion have been upgraded or if not , then some weight control needs to be put on this thoroughfare across North 
Oxford in order to preserve a surface for safe conduct. From discussions with contractors, I know that the quality of 
aggregate found north of 401 is not good enough to meet the design specifications of 401. Oxford 16 is a road that does 
take some 401 traffic and that traffic pattern is changing from one of using Oxford 16 to Oxford 8 to 401, to one of using 
Oxford 16 to the 31st Line, south for one intersection and going east there to the 401. This includes travel over township 
roads and they certainly do not have the roadbed to carry truck traffic, but it is happening with gravel trailers to the  

Cement plants and roof trusses from Thorndale. Thus considerations of the quality of aggregate and the level of 
compaction required is important in the construction process.  

 The one other thing that should be considered in an EA is the cost effectiveness including the carbon cost. It was 
mentioned that the maintenance workers really like the 8.9 m. pavement on sections abutting the project. No costs were 
given as to maintenance savings, whether higher roads meant less snow, better visibility to plow snow, easier ditch bank 
grass trimming, etc. No costs were offered for crash repairs, in fact no crash data were presented when I know that the 
OPP gave the County Engineer weekly reports of all crashes in Oxford at least up until the present administration 
(personal communication with Roy Brankley, P.Eng.). It is impossible to measure the effectiveness of a project with a 
goal of increased safety if crash reports are not included. One does not have even a starting point. Increased pavement and 
increased shoulders on higher roads will not be any safer if the speed is not controlled.  

     One other comment is made about the 1 m, strip left outside the white fog stripe and bicycles. This is not the regulated 
bike lane, but at least 0.5 m narrow for the 1.5 m legislated bike lane. Having a 1 m strip encourages bike use because it 
appears to be a bike lane. With increased speeds, of vehicles there will be increased turbulence from both cars and trucks. 
The Newtonian physics of masses attracting each other proportional to their masses and inversely proportional to the 
distance between them is not well considered by cyclists, and increased turbulence only makes things worse. It should be 
a consideration for negligence to not include this sort of design parameter on a surface that it was said at the preliminary 
meeting will be engineered to a safety standard of 100 km /hr traffic velocity.  

 How this sort of project can be justified for capital costs is another matter. Its greatest use will be a corridor road 
and my guess is that the use will be disproportionally by users who do not pay taxes to Oxford County. Reasons for this 
are myriad, but it is a road across north Oxford between London and the 401. We in Oxford just do not have the 
population to outnumber users from other locations. With wide and new pavement, speeds will increase, traffic will 
increase and the use of carbon will increase with the associated increase in carbon dioxide production at higher speeds I 
believe it is irresponsible to design this road without costs to limit speeding and while the financial responsibility for 
policing has again been downloaded to the township, there needs to be some way to have the fines associated with 
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enforcement pay for that enforcement, not siphoned off to the province. Otherwise safety will not be maintained on this 
road project.   

Sincerely 

D. K. Campbell 
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