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Statement of Qualifications and Limitations 
 
The attached Report (the “Report”) has been prepared by AECOM Canada Ltd.  (“Consultant”) for the benefit of the client (“Client”) in 
accordance with the agreement between Consultant and Client, including the scope of work detailed therein (the “Agreement”). 
 
The information, data, recommendations and conclusions contained in the Report: 
 

• are subject to the scope, schedule, and other constraints and limitations in the Agreement and the qualifications contained 
in the Report (the “Limitations”) 

• represent Consultant’s professional judgement in light of the Limitations and industry standards for the preparation of 
similar reports 

• may be based on information provided to Consultant which has not been independently verified 
• have not been updated since the date of issuance of the Report and their accuracy is limited to the time period and 

circumstances in which they were collected, processed, made or issued  
• must be read as a whole and sections thereof should not be read out of such context 
• were prepared for the specific purposes described in the Report and the Agreement  
• in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, may be based on limited testing and on the 

assumption that such conditions are uniform and not variable either geographically or over time 
 
Unless expressly stated to the contrary in the Report or the Agreement, Consultant: 
 

• shall not be responsible for any events or circumstances that may have occurred since the date on which the Report was 
prepared or for any inaccuracies contained in information that was provided to Consultant 

• agrees that the Report represents its professional judgement as described above for the specific purpose described in the 
Report and the Agreement, but Consultant makes no other representations with respect to the Report or any part thereof 

• in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, is not responsible for variability in such conditions 
geographically or over time 

 
The Report is to be treated as confidential and may not be used or relied upon by third parties, except: 
 

• as agreed by Consultant and Client 
• as required by-law 
• for use by governmental reviewing agencies 

 
Any use of this Report is subject to this Statement of Qualifications and Limitations.  Any damages arising from improper use of the 
Report or parts thereof shall be borne by the party making such use. 
 
This Statement of Qualifications and Limitations is attached to and forms part of the Report.   
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Executive Summary 
 
This Study is a continuation of work that was undertaken by the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville in 
2005/06.  In April of 2006 the Counties issued a report entitled “United Counties of Leeds and Grenville, 
County Road 43 Corridor Master Plan.” The purpose of the Master Plan was to address transportation needs 
associated with a rapidly growing and developing corridor. 
 
The intent of the Master Plan was to provide a sufficient level of planning to meet environmental assessment 
(EA) requirements for all Schedule ‘B’ projects in the Study Area. A decision by the Steering Committee to 
widen the corridor to four through lanes in the Kemptville urban area (from Somerville Road westerly to 
Highway 416) put this portion into a Schedule ‘C’ category. Consequently the Master Plan recommended 
that more work be completed to meet the Environmental Assessment requirements of this part of the 
corridor. Recommendations for the remainder of the corridor (from Highway 416 easterly to South Gower 
Drive) do not involve widening and will consist of a series of Schedule A projects. Schedule ‘A’ projects are 
pre-approved and can proceed without further study. Construction of a roundabout is a Schedule ‘A’ project 
and may proceed at any time. Projects which are approved under the Planning Act may also proceed without 
an Environmental Assessment.  
 
The Master Plan has considered alternative solutions to address the evolving transportation needs (Phase 1 
and 2 of the Municipal Class EA process). Alternatives that have been considered include: 
 

• Do Nothing 
• Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures 
• Transportation System Management (TSM) measures 
• Upgrade other East West routes (including new East West routes) 
• Widen CR43 to 3 lanes 
• Widen CR43 to 4 lanes 
• Widen CR43 to 5 lanes 

 
The Master Plan also looked in detail at alternative intersection controls, as these have significant impact on 
overall corridor requirements. The Master Plan has recommended that CR43 between Somerville Road and 
Highway 416 be developed as a four lane roundabout corridor. It is not the intent of this study to revisit that 
recommendation. 
 
This study picks up at Phase 3 of the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment, looking at alternative 
design concepts. A team of technical specialists has been assembled to inventory existing corridor features 
and to consider how different designs would impact important features. The purpose of this Existing 
Conditions Report is to document the specialist’s work. This report is to assist the Technical Steering 
Committee with its evaluation of alternatives. 
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1. Introduction 

AECOM has been retained by the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville to complete the Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment for County Road 43 along the Kemptville Corridor from Somerville Road to the 
Ministry of Transportation boundary at Highway 416. This EA is to be completed in accordance with the 
‘Schedule C’ requirements outlined in the “Municipal Class Environmental Assessment October 2000, as 
amended in 2007”.  
 
 
 
1.1 Purpose of Report 

Phase 3 of the Municipal Class EA ‘Schedule C’ requirements is an evaluation of alternative design concepts 
for the preferred solution identified in Phase 2 (Phase 2 for this study was completed by the previous Master 
Plan study). This report has been completed to assist with the evaluation of alternate design concepts. This 
report includes a detail inventory of existing conditions in the study area focusing on the natural, social and 
economic environment. Separate specialist reports are appended and summarised in this report.  
 
The following report provides an overview of the specialist studies completed previously for the Master Plan 
as well as the specialist studies completed for this ‘Schedule C’ environmental assessment.   
 
 
 
1.2 Study Area 

The primary study area for the new study is a stretch of County Road 43 located in North Grenville between 
Somerville Road (to the west of Kemptville Mall) and the Western MTO boundary (approx. location of the 
existing Colonnade development roundabout). County Road 43 is the former King’s Highway which runs 
from the Town of Perth, in Lanark County through Smiths Falls across the United Counties of Leeds and 
Grenville from Merrickville to Kemptville, to connect with Highway 416.  East of 416, County Road 43 
continues across the United Counties of Stormont, Dundas and Glengarry to end at Alexandria, northeast of 
the City of Cornwall.  
 
Figure 1 on the following page shows the study area through Kemptville.   
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Figure 1 - Study Area 
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2. Studies Completed 

The following is a summary of the specialist studies completed on the natural, social and economic 
environment in accordance with the Municipal Class EA ‘Schedule C’ requirements. Where a study has been 
completed as a standalone document the summary is smaller and the original document is appended to this 
report. Where a study has been completed but not as a standalone document it is detailed here.  
 
 
 
2.1 Previous Studies  

As noted previously the Corridor Master Plan for County Road 43 at Kemptville was completed in April of 
2006. The Master Plan was completed in accordance requirements of the Municipal Class EA and was to 
address planning requirements for all ‘Schedule A and B’ projects. It was always understood that additional, 
more detailed environmental studies would be required for ‘Schedule C’ projects.  
 
The Master Plan included significant study of existing transportation patterns, with projections of future 
needs. The work was completed in 2005. As that work is now four years old an updated study, including 
updated traffic counts, has been completed as a part of this study. A summary of this updated traffic report 
can be found in section 2.7 and the complete report can be found in Appendix C.  
 
 
 
2.2 Stormwater Management     

2.2.1 Introduction  

The need for stormwater management, to mitigate the impacts of upgrading a two lane rural cross section to 
a four lane urban cross section (stormsewer+curb+gutter) has been assessed. Existing roadway drainage 
outlets to Kemptville Creek have been inventoried and future roadway drainage conditions have been 
assessed with respect to water quality and water quantity impacts on both the offsite ditches that convey flow 
from the roadway to Kemptville Creek, as well as on Kemptville Creek itself.   
   
 
2.2.2 Existing Conditions 

The existing drainage for County Road 43 in Kemptville has been reviewed and the results are illustrated in a 
drainage area plan, Figure 1 included in Appendix A, and an existing road profile, Figure 3, also included in 
Appendix A. County Road 43 between Somerville Road and the proposed  roundabout west of the existing 
roundabout at County Road 10, is drained entirely by roadside ditches that outlet either directly to Kemptville 
Creek or to offsite ditches/stormsewers that eventually outlet to Kemptville Creek. None of these outlets 
currently have erosion protection to minimize impacts on Kemptville Creek.  These ditches also convey flow 
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from adjacent lands. The drainage outlets and their existing catchments are identified in Table 1. Flows were 
modeled using the Rational Method and are reported in Table 3 – CR43 Existing Drainage Flows shown in 
Appendix A. 
 
 

Table 1 - Drainage Outlet Summary 

 Outlet U/S catchment Drainage Comment 
1:A CA2a Road drainage only - small 

2:A CA2b Road drainage + some adjacent lands 

3:A CA2c Road drainage + some adjacent lands 

3:A CA1 Road + large u/s drainage area - d/s of existing 1200mmCSP 

4:A CA3 Road + adjacent lands–confirm ditch size/cross road sewer 

4:A CA4 Kemptville Mall outlet 

5:A CA5 Road + adjacent lands – to ditch 

D CA6 Road + adjacent lands – to stormsewer outlet 

C CA7 Road + adjacent lands – (to Kemptville Creek direct) 

C CA8 Road + adjacent lands - (to Kemptville Creek direct) 

B CA9 Road (to Kemptville Creek direct) 

F CA11 Road + adjacent lands (to Kemptville Creek direct) 

G CA10 Road + adjacent lands (to Kemptville Creek direct) 

6:E CA13 Road + adjacent lands (Canadian Tire) 

6:E CA12 Road drainage 

I CA14 thru CA17 To Adams Creek via railside ditch and adjacent wetlands 

 
 
2.2.3 Future Conditions 

The flow comparison summarized below, suggests the impacts of increased CR43 imperviousness due to 
the road widening will not have an identifiable impact on Kemptville Creek flows. The proposed widening will 
have an urban cross section with stormsewer and curb and gutter roadway treatment.  The anticipated 
roadway drainage outlets to Kemptville Creek are at sites A, B (including C), F (including G), E and D (via 
existing stormsewer).  
 
Increases in flows to Kemptville Creek outlets are identified in Table 2 below and may be considered 
negligible when compared to the magnitude of flows in Kemptville Creek. It has also been confirmed that the 
offsite ditches that convey flow to Kemptville Creek will have sufficient capacity to convey increased flows to 
Kemptville Creek.   
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Table 2 - Existing and Future Flows (m3/s) at Kemptville Creek 

 Outlet  2  Year 5 Year 25 Year 
�� Existing Future Existing Future Existing Future 

A 0.94 1.15 1.28 1.54 1.72 2.12 

B 0.07 0.18 0.1 0.24 0.13 0.34 

C 0.07 0.11 0.1 0.15 0.13 0.25 

D 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.1 0.13 

E 0.18 0.22 0.25 0.31 0.35 0.42 

F 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.06 

G 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.04 

I 0.27 0.34 0.36 0.46 0.49 0.65 
Total  1.63 2.12 2.2 2.86 2.98 4.01 

              

Kemptville Creek �� 52.3 �� 67.9 �� 85.2 
 
The offsite ditches are assumed to be of low fish habitat potential and therefore no mitigative treatment of 
roadway discharge will be required. However, there is a potential for water quality impacts on Kemptville 
Creek and its sensitive wetlands: where direct roadway discharge to the creek is anticipated, mitigation for 
water quality will be required. As well, erosion protection should be implemented at the outlets to minimise 
erosion impacts on Kemptville Creek. 
 
 
2.2.4 Stormwater Management 

As identified in the previous section, the increase in flows and velocities to both offsite ditches and Kemptville 
Creek do not warrant stormwater management measures: there are no water quantity concerns to mitigate. 
This does not suggest, however, that future land development would not require SWM: separate SWM 
studies should be undertaken to recommend and size SWM facilities for all future development that utilizes 
the roadway drainage outlets.     
 
With regards to water quality, comparison of the 2 year flows for the roadway outlets (total) and Kemptville 
Creek suggests that there would be a negligible increase in overall water quality impacts in the offsite ditches 
and Kemptville Creek. However, local impacts to the environmentally sensitive wetlands in Kemptville Creek 
may exist and there will be an overall improvement in water quality from the study area, if Oil/Grit Separators 
(OGS) were installed at outlets B and F. The need for an OGS at outlet A is superseded by the water quality 
treatment inherent in the 1.5km+/-ditch between CR43 and outlet A. The need for an OGS at outlet E is 
superseded by the water quality treatment inherent in the 0.5km+/- ditch between CR43 and outlet E. 
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2.2.5 Conclusions and Recommendations 

Based on the above assessments it can be concluded: 
1. The increase in flows from the widening of CR43 from two lane rural to four lane urban is negligible. 
2. The increase in flows, due to the proposed road widening, can be accommodated by the offsite 

drainage ditches that link roadway drainage to outlets A and E. 
3. A future increase in water levels and velocities in Kemptville Creek, due to the proposed road 

widening, is negligible.  
4. Any potential water quality impact on Kemptville Creek, due to the road widening, can be mitigated 

by the existing offsite ditch conveyance system or by Oil/Grit Separators placed where direct 
roadway discharge to the creek is anticipated. 

5. Erosion protection should be considered at outlets B and F.  
 
Based on these conclusions, it is recommended that: 

• Oil/Grit separators be considered for water quality treatment where roadway drainage directly enters 
Kemptville Creek, ie. at outlets B and F, and that erosion protection for the outlets be considered at 
these sites, as well.  

 
 
 
2.3 Bridge Study of Alternatives 

2.3.1 Existing bridge background 

Kemptville Bridge was constructed in 1955 and is a two span, concrete rigid frame bridge carrying two lanes 
of traffic over the South Branch of the Rideau River (Kemptville Creek) at a 0° Skew.  It is located on CR43, 
approximately 1 km west of Highway 416.  CR43 is classified as an urban arterial undivided road and is 
posted with a speed limit of 60 km/h over the bridge.  The roadway has an asphalt surface and is 
approximately 9.7 m wide between the curbs. 
 
The length of the bridge measured face to face of the abutments is 36.6 m.  The intermediate pier consists of 
a solid concrete wall parallel to the abutments.  The two spans are 17.8 m each.  
 
 
2.3.2 Structural Assessment 

A Condition Survey and Structural Evaluation of the bridge was undertaken by Harmer Podolak Engineering 
in 2008.  A copy of the report is attached: 
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2.3.3 Alternative Solutions Considered 

The Study identified the following alternative solutions for investigation: 

• Do nothing:  This alternative has been included to provide a base to which the other alternatives 
can be compared. Under this alternative, no measures to improve the condition of the structure are 
considered. 

• Rehabilitate the bridge with widening:  This alternative solution involves the rehabilitation of the 
existing bridge, repairs to the substructure, resurfacing the deck.  In addition to rehabilitating the 
existing structure width would be increased to accommodate an additional two lanes. 

• Rehabilitate the bridge and a new two lane, one way traffic structure:  This alternative solution 
involves the rehabilitation of the existing bridge, repairs to the substructure, resurfacing the deck, 
widening to the north or south by adding a new adjacent structure.  

• Replace the bridge with a new four lane, two way traffic structure:  This alternative solution 
replaces the existing bridge with a new bridge at the same location, compliant with current design 
standards. This includes the provision of sidewalks and bike lanes. 
 
 

2.3.4 Geometric Alternatives 

2.3.4.1 Cross section 

Two lane, one way traffic structure 

Left Parapet  0.350 m 
Left Shoulder  2.000 m (1.500 m if bridge longer than 50 m) 
Lane   3.500 m 
Lane   3.500 m 
Bike Lane  2.000 m 
Sidewalk  2.000 m 
Right Parapet  0.350 m 
 

Out to Out deck width is 13.700 m for bridges shorter than 50 m from abutment to abutment and 13.200 m 
for bridges greater than or equal to 50 m in length.  The paved width of the bridge is 11.000 m or 10.500 m 
respectively. 

 
Four Lane, two way traffic structure 

Left Parapet  0.350 m 
Sidewalk  2.000 m  
Bike Lane  2.000 m 
Lane   3.500 m 
Lane   3.500 m 
Median  1.000 m 
Lane   3.500 m 
Lane   3.500 m 
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Bike Lane  2.000 m 
Sidewalk  2.000 m 
Right Parapet  0.350 m 
 

Out to Out deck width is 23.700 m for the bridge.  The paved width is 18.000 m. 
 
 

2.3.5 Span Arrangement 

Single Span 

All of the alternatives considered for adding new structure investigated the option of a single span structure 
37.1 m from face of abutment to face of abutment to match the existing structure. 
 
Two Span 

A twin span structure was also investigated to match the existing openings and providing a pier.  The clear 
opening for both spans was 17.950 m.   
 
Three Span 

A 90 m long three span structure with spans of 27 m, 36 m, and 27 m was considered to investigate the 
possible cost savings by increasing the structure length over the water and reducing the fill for the 
approaches. 
 
 
2.3.6 Navigational Clearance 

Three clearances were investigated for each new structure alternative.  3.350 m navigational clearance is 
what currently exist and represents the least grade raise to the existing road.  6.700 m clearance is the 
standard for the Rideau Canal system and would allow taller boats to travel further upstream. This clearance 
is the largest grade raise for the road.  A third clearance of 4.875 was investigated as a compromise between 
the existing clear height and that of the Rideau Canal system. 

 
 

2.3.7 Plan 

Depending on the nature of the rehabilitation or replacement chosen, the resulting structure(s) for 
accommodating two way traffic can be achieved in one of three ways.  
 
Rehabilitate the bridge with widening 

The extra lanes of traffic will be accommodated by widening the existing bridge to the north and to the south. 
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Rehabilitate the bridge and a new two lane, one way traffic structure 

The extra lanes of traffic will be accommodated by constructing the new bridge in 1 of 2 locations.  It will be 
constructed either to the north or to the south of the existing structure. 
 
Replace the bridge with a new four lane, two way traffic structure 

The extra lanes of traffic will be accommodated by constructing the new bridge in stages.  Depending on the 
need for the number of lanes required to be open at all times, and the allowable shift in the road alignment, 
the new bridge will have its centre line in 1 of 3 locations.  It will either be slightly to the north, slightly to the 
south or in line with the centre of the approach roads. 
 
 
2.3.8 Structural Cost Estimates 

The cost estimates have been developed restricting the costs to the construction or rehabilitation of the 
bridge only.  Cost for the construction of the approaches is developed in a separate report. 
 
Do Nothing 

The “Do Nothing” alternative was included as a benchmark for the assessment of the other planning 
alternatives.  As the name suggests, the “Do Nothing” alternative involves no improvements to the 
deteriorating bridge or CR43 within the Study Area. There are no initial capital costs for this alternative and 
the on-going maintenance costs of the existing sub-standard and deteriorating structure were not calculated. 
 
Rehabilitate the bridge with widening: 

This alternative includes rehabilitating the existing bridge to restore its structural adequacy and provide a 
deck cross-section consistent with current standards. Rehabilitation would involve epoxy injection and 
concrete patches, deck resurfacing and repairs to the abutments and piers.  This option would only permit 
one lane of traffic for the first stage of the rehabilitation. 

The costs associated with this rehabilitation alternative of the bridge are as follows:  

1. Substructure repair costs $ 25 000 

2. Deck resurfacing costs $ 35 000 

3. Superstructure repair costs $ 22 000 

4. new Structure cost ( $5 250 x 410m2) $ 2 152 500 

5. Contingency 10%     $ 223 500 

  Estimated Total Cost $ 2 458 000 
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Rehabilitate the bridge and a new two lane, one way traffic structure: 

This alternative includes rehabilitating the existing bridge to restore its structural adequacy and provide a 
deck cross-section consistent with current standards. Rehabilitation would involve epoxy injection and 
concrete patches, deck resurfacing and repairs to the abutments and piers.  A new structure would be 
constructed adjacent to the existing structure, with sufficient space to permit construction of the new bridge, 
maintenance of both bridges, and removal of the existing bridge in the future.  This option will permit two 
lanes of traffic open throughout construction by keeping traffic on the existing bridge while the new is built, 
and then switching the traffic to the new while the existing is being rehabilitated.   

The costs associated with this rehabilitation alternative of the bridge are as follows:  

1. Substructure repair costs $ 25 000 

2. Deck resurfacing costs $ 35 000 

3. Superstructure repair costs $ 22 000 

4. new Structure cost – varies:  minimum - $ 1 281 700 

   maximum - $ 2 947 600  

5. Contingency 10%     $ 303 000 

  Estimated Total Cost $ 1 666 700 (min) 

   $ 3 332 600 (max) 
 
 
Replace the bridge with a new four lane, two way traffic structure: 

This alternative replaces the existing deteriorating bridge with a new bridge which complies with acceptable 
design standards and provides the four lane cross section listed above.  This option can be achieved while 
maintaining a minimum of one lane of traffic at all times, and potentially two lanes depending on the road 
alignment. 

The costs associated with the bridge replacement are as the follows:  

1. Removal of the existing structure $ 400 000 

2. Structure cost – varies:  minimum - $ 1 913 900  

 maximum - $ 3 302 600 

3. Contingency 10%     $ 370 000 

  Estimated Total Cost $ 2 683 900 (min) 

   $ 4 072 600 (max) 
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2.3.9 Structural Life Cycle Analysis 

A level 2 life cycle analysis was carried out according to the MTO Structural Financial Analysis Manual.  A 
discount rate of 6% was assumed along with a 75 year life span.  Three models were used in the analysis, 
and each of the 46 options cost estimates were processed through one of the appropriate models.  The life 
cycle analysis incorporates the demolition costs, replacement costs and some maintenance costs over the 
analysis period so that each option can be equally compared, instead of just construction costs for a new 
bridge. 

 
Model 1 – Rehabilitation and Widening 

This model assumes that the existing structure is rehabilitated and widened in year 0 of the analysis.  In year 
20 the original structure has reached the end of its life span and the entire structure is replaced with a new 4 
lane bridge.  In year 45 the new structure undergoes a minor rehabilitation and in year 70 it undergoes a 
major rehabilitation.  Year 75 is the end of the life cycle analysis and the residual value of the structure is 
calculated.  The present value for each milestone is calculated.  The total of all the present values is 
presented as the life cycle cost. 

 
Model 2 – Rehabilitation and New Structure 

This model assumes that the existing structure is rehabilitated and a new two lane, one way traffic structure 
is constructed in year 0 of the analysis.  In year 20 the existing structure is demolished and replaced with a 
new two lane, one way traffic structure.  In year 25 of the analysis a minor rehabilitation is performed on the 
new structure. In year 45 a minor rehabilitation is performed on the replacement structure.  In year 50 a 
major rehabilitation is performed on the new structure.  In year 70 a major rehab is performed on the 
replacement structure.  In year 75 the new structure is at the end of its life cycle and is replaced.  A residual 
value is calculated for the other replacement structure.   The present value for each milestone is calculated.  
The total of all the present values is presented as the life cycle cost. 

 
Model 3 – New Bridge 

This model assumes the existing bridge is demolished and replaced with a new four lane, two way traffic 
structure in year 0.  In year 25 the new bridge undergoes a minor rehabilitation.  In year 50 it undergoes a 
major rehabilitation.  In year 75 the bridge has reached the end of its design life and is replaced.  The 
present value for each milestone is calculated.  The total of all the present values is presented as the life 
cycle cost. 
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2.4 Waterway Navigability 

During both the Corridor Master Plan study and the current Class EA study a number of public open houses 
(POH) have been held to inform the public of Kemptville and surrounds of the study. POH’s are a 
requirement of the Class EA process for both ‘Schedule B’ and ‘Schedule C’ projects and encourage the 
public to participate and provide input into the study process.  
 
A number of comments reveal that there is support within the Kemptville community to increase the clear 
opening for water traffic under bridge over Kemptville Creek. This has triggered investigations to assess the 
potential for larger boats to access downtown Kemptville and benefit the community.  
 
The current clearance level of the bridge is approximately 3.35m (11 feet). The current standard for the 
Rideau waterway is 6.7m (22 feet). 
 
The following agencies were consulted for information on the requirements of the bridge and on current 
conditions upstream and downstream of the bridge: Parks Canada, Transport Canada, Rideau Valley 
Conservation Authority and local Marina’s. The Bridge Study of Alternatives (Chapter 2.3) and Environmental 
Site Evaluation (Chapter 2.5 and Appendix D) also contain information relevant to this discussion. 
 
 
2.4.1 Current Creek conditions 

The South Branch of the Rideau River (Kemptville Creek) extends south from the Rideau River (Canal) 
passing through the towns of Kemptville, Oxford Mills and Patterson’s Corners.  
 
2.4.1.1 Rideau River to County Road 43 

The County Road 43 Bridge crosses the Kemptville Creek approximately 3.7km south (and upstream) of the 
Rideau River. The creek along this section has a width ranging from 60m – 110m which narrows to 36m at 
the bridge.  The navigable waters chart shows that there are two shallow sections between County Road 43 
and the Rideau River where water levels are less than 1.22m (4 feet). These shallow sections significantly 
constrain the size and types of vessels that would want to pass under the CR43 Bridge. The remainder of 
this section of the creek has a water depth of at least 1.83m (6 feet). 
 
The location of the shallow sections coincides with watercourses outletting from the Ferguson Forestry 
Centre. While dredging might offer temporary improvement, continuous sediment discharge would replace 
the dredged material. Ongoing dredging would be required. 
 
Parks Canada has indicated that they would not accept or sign off on any possible dredging of the creek as it 
is a provincially significant wetland. Dredging of the creek would upset the natural habitat including fish 
habitat and spawning grounds. Nevertheless if dredging of the creek was approved and did occur to ensure 
the creek contains a minimum 1.83m depth for navigability, the navigability status of the creek would change 
and dredging would have to occur on a regular basis. This becomes a maintenance cost to parties such as 



Uni t ed  Count ies  o f  Leeds  and Grenv i l l e 

Exis t ing Condi t ions  Repor t  

 

 

(existing conditions report.doc) - 13 - 

Parks Canada, The Rideau Valley Conservation Authority or Transport Canada. There has been no 
indication that any of these agencies would be prepared to assume this ongoing obligation. 
 
2.4.1.2 County Road 43 to Bridge Street 

The section of Kemptville Creek extending south of CR43 to Bridge Street is approximately 820m long and 
on average 40m wide, narrowing to 18m at Bridge Street Bridge. The depth in this section of the creek is 
expected to be 1.83m (6 feet), much the same as the creek north of the CR43 Bridge. The Bridge Street 
Bridge has a smaller clearance then the County Road 43 Bridge. The clearance is approximately 1.83m (6 
feet) and is considered to be the major restriction to boating into downtown Kemptville.  
 
This section of Kemptville Creek has been identified by the study team’s biologist as a significant wetland 
community. She has expressed concerned that increased boating (increases in either size of vessels or 
numbers) would negatively impact this protected environment. 
 
2.4.1.3 Bridge Street to Prescott Street (CR44) 

Between the Bridge Street Bridge and the Prescott Street (CR44) Bridge the creek flows past downtown 
Kemptville. This section of the creek is approximately 750m long and only widens slightly from the Bridge 
Street Bridge before narrowing again to roughly 18m at the Prescott Street Bridge. The underside of the 
Prescott Street Bridge is approximately 3.6m (12 feet) from the river bottom. The depth of water at this 
section of the creek is expected to vary with an average depth of 0.6m – 3.3m.  
 
2.4.1.4 Upstream of Prescott Street (CR44) 

Beyond the Prescott Street Bridge the creek begins to narrow immediately and becomes much shallower. 
This part of the creed is not considered to be navigable for pleasure crafts.  
 
2.4.1.5 Summary 

The existing conditions of Kemptville Creek result in significant constraints to boat traffic notwithstanding the 
current height limitation at CR43 Bridge. Of most significance are the shallow sections downstream of the 
bridge and the minimal clearance upstream at Bridge Street Bridge. Conversion of the section between 
CR43 to Bridge Street to a busy recreational waterway would have detrimental impact on a protected 
wetland environment. 
 
 
2.4.2 Required Height of the CR43 Bridge  

The South Branch of the Rideau River (Kemptville Creek) has been recognised as a navigable waterway by 
Transport Canada. Accordingly, Transport Canada has been consulted regarding the required bridge 
clearance. The current soffit elevation of the bridge taken from the MTO drawings is 88.864m (291.35 feet) 
and the current clearance level of the bridge is approximately 3.35m (11 feet). Transport Canada requires 
6.7m (22 feet) clearance for the main route of the Rideau Canal. However they have noted that this is not a 
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requirement for the South Branch of the Rideau River. Transport Canada has indicated that the navigability 
of the existing structure has been approved and that any new structure that matches or exceeds the existing  
vertical clearance will be acceptable.  
 
 
2.4.3 Possible access 

A phone survey was conducted on a number of Marina’s within the Kemptville area to determine the type of 
boats capable and most likely to use the creek for recreational uses and to access downtown Kemptville.  
 
The general consensus of the survey was that the bridge would not need to be lifted to 6.7m (22 feet) high as 
the majority of boats that would require 6.7m clearance would not be able to travel the creek. This is 
generally because of the required draught of the larger power and sail boats to navigate the relatively 
shallow creek.  
 
Currently the majority of boats accessing the creek are small fishing and fibre glass boats, larger boats are 
often deterred by the navigation charts which note “Kemptville Creek is navigable only by shallow draft 
vessels which do not require a vertical clearance greater than 8 ft”. The survey revealed that if a destination 
was made in Kemptville (i.e. a reason to access the creek) such as a place to dock and access downtown, 
the majority of boats expected to use the creek would be 8.5m – 10.7m (28 – 35 feet) long power boats. 
These boats commonly have a draft of 1m – 1.15m (40 – 45 inches) and require a clearance of 3.0m – 4.0m 
(10 – 13 feet). This height does not include radar which a number of boats have. These boats would also 
require the current Bridge Street Bridge to be raised.  
 
Appendix C includes pictures of a number of possible types of boats within the size limits noted above that 
would possibly access Kemptville Creek if a destination was made at Kemptville.    
 
 
2.4.4 Conclusion   

In conclusion the South Branch of the Rideau River (Kemptville Creek) is a provincially significant wetland 
which is currently travelled by smaller fishing and fibre glass boats which can easily navigate under the 
County Road 43 Bridge. Larger boats do not access the creek as they are discouraged by shallow water 
depths downstream of the bridge. It would be expected that more boats would access the creek at the CR43 
crossing if the creek were dredged, however, Parks Canada has indicated that dredging would not be 
permitted.    
 
Upstream of the CR43 Bridge the Bridge Street Bridge is a significant constraint to boat traffic. 
 
Transport Canada has indicated that the current height of the CR43 Bridge is acceptable. Given the other 
constraints on navigability of Kemptville Creek, raising the clearance at CR 43 would appear to have limited 
benefit. 
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2.5 Review of Environmental Site Evaluation 

The final report of the Environmental Site Evaluation can be found in Appendix D. This report was completed 
by Mary Alice Snetsinger of Ecological Services and is dated June 17, 2009.  
 
This report included a field study which was completed May 12, 2009 and correspondence with various 
agencies including the Ministry of Natural Resources.  
 
2.5.1 Summary 

The area was split into four sections: 
Section A – Somerville Road to County Road 44 
Section B – County Road 44 to Kemptville Creek 
Section C – Kemptville Creek, South Branch of the Rideau River 
Section D – Kemptville Creek to MTO boundary of Highway 416 
 
It was found that there were no major ecological issues or concerns with sections A, B and D. The majority of 
area is cultural land and cultural meadow with minor areas of cultural plantation, cultural thicket, Black ash 
organic deciduous swamp and shallow marsh.  
 
It was found that Section C is a major area of concern. The Kemptville creek is classed as a provincially 
significant wetland and along with the usual cultural meadow and cultural thicket this section is largely 
characterised by natural communities. These include free-floating wetland, submerged wetland, robust 
emergent wetland and tall shrub wetland. There were a number of flora and fauna found within these wetland 
areas which included submerged and floating aquatic plant life, cattails, large shrubs / small trees, fish 
nurseries, painted turtles, reports of other turtles from MNR. No species at risk were reported in the wetland 
evaluation and none were observed during field work. This does not mean that none are present in the area 
and typically it is not allowed to impact a Provincially Significant Wetland. 
 
 
2.5.2 Recommendations 

It is recommended that a more detailed Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is conducted of the South 
Branch of the Rideau River (Kemptville Creek) to demonstrate the appropriateness of the proposed 
development. Other recommendations include: 

• The expanded bridge has the potential to cause development or site alteration within a provincially 
significant wetland, in contravention of the Provincial Policy Statement. 

• Design road and bridge upgrades to avoid or minimize the loss of wetland vegetation; 
• Implement erosion and sediment control measures, as appropriate; 
• Ensure that no in-water work is undertaken between March 15 and June 30, as recommended by 

MNR (2009). 
• Minimize the increase in bridge-to-water clearance, as this encourages access by larger boats, 

which leads to disturbance of the creek habitat and species. It is noted that the existing clearance 
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permits fairly large boats to enter the creek from the main Rideau River, and that the shallow depths 
in the creek may limit an increase in the size of watercraft entering. Whether or not the cost of 
increasing clearance will create a useable access because of the relatively shallow water is 
debatable, but it is pointed out that species such as Map Turtles, if present, may be adversely 
affected by an increase in boat traffic. Many Midland Painted Turtles were observed during the field 
work. 

• The expanded bridge will likely result in harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat (a 
HADD) if any part of the bridge results in in-filling of fish habitat (including piers, footings, abutment 
or approaches below the high water level) or if there is any realignment of the channel itself. If bridge 
design cannot avoid such impact (and we note that the existing bridge has a central pier), there will 
be a requirement for compensation (creation or enhancement of fish habitat). Consider design to 
avoid impacts such as additional shoreline hardening, disturbance to bank stability, loss of riparian or 
wetland vegetation, obstructions that might impede fish migration, runoff from the widened road and 
bridge, etc. 

• Implement standard mitigation measures, as appropriate, including but not necessarily limited to: 
compressing the work schedule to minimize the time period of disruption, selecting the least harmful 
materials and construction methods, ensuring fish passage around any temporary obstructions, 
ensuring in-stream flow rates are maintained as appropriate, and controlling siltation or 
sedimentation. 

• Confirm that no Butternut trees will be affected by clearing once the final route is selected. 
 
 
 
2.6 Review of Geotechnical Desktop Study 

The final report of the Geotechnical Desktop Study can be found in Appendix D. This report was completed 
by William S. Beveridge, B. Eng and Joseph B. Bennett, P. Eng. of Inspec-sol Inc. and is dated July 28, 
2009.  
 
This report is a desktop study of the corridor area. The desktop study includes a literature review of various 
photographs, surveys, plans and existing geotechnical reports for the corridor and adjacent areas. A site visit 
was also conducted of the corridor. From this information preliminary geotechnical investigation 
recommendations have been included as part of this study.  
 
 
2.6.1 Summary  

The corridor was split into four areas: 
Area 1 – Somerville Road to Future Pinehill Road 
Area 2 – Future Pinehill Road to Water Treatment Plant Road 
Area 3 – Water Treatment Plant Road to Riverview Lane (includes South Branch of the Rideau River) 
Area 4 – Riverview Lane to MTO boundary of Highway 416 
Each area is described including the land uses, current roadway and drainage system.  
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There are discussions regarding the soil types, bedrock and high water table for the corridor. These are 
explained and categorised within the breakdown of the individual areas of the study.  
 
The roadway area is predominately characterized by the presence of gravel/boulder, sands or clay overlying 
bedrock. These soils vary in compaction and type until just above bedrock, where they become dense to 
hard. Bedrock is located entirely within the Beekmantown Formation and is predicted to be high in dolostone 
and sandstone. The depth and quality of Bedrock varies throughout the corridor. The water table is typically 
high within this area with water elevations ranging between close to surface level to 5m below the surface.  
 
The major issues with the corridor are organic deposits within the area of the creek and the area immediately 
to the east of the creek which contains silty clays and sands. This with the high water table makes 
construction and foundation design difficult.   
 
 
2.6.2 Recommendations 

Recommendations have also been included for construction methods within the corridor including the 
excavation, dewatering, bedding and backfill of services and the road features including the bridge.   
 
Further geotechnical investigations are recommended for the corridor and highly recommended for the areas 
with noted issues these would include detailed description and recommendations.  
 
 
 
2.7 Review of Traffic Report 

The final Traffic Report can be found in Appendix F. This report has been prepared by AECOM and provides 
details on the current and predicted future traffic conditions of the corridor. Recommendations have also 
been made on the timing of corridor upgrades and intersection configurations.    
 
 
2.7.1 Summary 

Traffic counts were completed in late April 2009 and are consistent with the predicted counts in the previous 
traffic report in 2005. This shows that the corridor obeys the same traffic patterns now as it has in the past, 
although traffic patterns are expected to change with the opening of the new Pinehill Rd extension. There 
has been no additional commercial / residential planning for the corridor outside what was allowed for in the 
original Master Plan. 
 
The report confirms that a number of sections of the corridor are now operating at greater than planning 
capacity. One of the beyond capacity sections is the link which includes the bridge. The widening which 
includes the bridge should occur immediately as Phase 1 of the project to free the current restrictions of this 
link during peak hours. The exception is that the CR44 intersection may be widened now to provide 
additional capacity for the detour north when the bridge is under construction.  
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The recommended intersection controls are outlined in the report. Roundabouts should be included at 
Riverview Lane, Grenville Street, Mall access and Somerville Road with the construction of Pinehill Street 
currently occurring. There are four options for the three major intersections within the central stretch of the 
corridor. These include turning the three intersections into signals, roundabouts or combinations thereof.  
Timing of the construction of other intersections and sections of road is also mentioned in the report. 
 
Details on current and recommended pedestrian and cycle facilities are included within the report. Pedestrian 
safety at two-lane roundabouts has been thoroughly researched. There are also a number of other 
pedestrian crossing devices including the HAWK system and signalised pedestrian crossing which be 
included to enhance pedestrian safety.  
 
 
2.7.2 Recommendations 

The update to the Master Plan traffic study has indicated that the previous study was developed upon solid 
assumptions and data. No significant changes to growth rates or patterns are expected in the CR 43 corridor. 
 
Widening of the bridge is critical to enabling traffic to flow east/west through the corridor. Currently that 
section of CR 43 is over the planning capacity during the evening peak hour.  
 
Two major points that have not changed since the original study are the need to build and connect 
pedestrian facilities throughout the corridor and the need to build and connect cycling facilities in the corridor. 
 
 
 
2.8 Review of Traffic Noise Study 

The final Traffic Noise Study Report can be found in Appendix G. This report has been prepared by AECOM 
and provides a summary description of the existing, future ‘do nothing’ and future ‘with improvements’ 
scenarios for the traffic noise conditions along the study corridor.    
 
 
2.8.1 Summary 

Analysis of the corridor was completed to determine possible Noise Sensitive Area’s (NSA) and determine if 
these areas will see an increase in noise when comparing the future ‘do nothing’ scenario to the future ‘with 
improvements’. The future ‘do nothing’ scenario models the noise for predicted increase in traffic on the 
current 2 lane Road. This is then compared to the future ‘with improvements’ scenario which models the 
predicted increase in traffic on the proposed 4 lane Road. 
 
NSA’s have been identified in accordance defined in the MTO provincial highways Directive A-1 and only 
include residential dwellings as well as mixed use dwellings. The analysis of the corridor was completed in 
accordance with the Environmental Noise guidelines set by the MTO/MOE Protocol for highway construction. 
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The outdoor living areas are typically used as points of assessment for NSA’s. Where noise levels increase 
from 0 – 5dB mitigation measures are generally not required. Mitigation measures are required when noise 
levels increase by more than 5dB. 
 
There were 11 NSA’s identified throughout the corridor. The maximum increase in noise modelled was at 
NSA 11 on the far eastern side of the corridor. The increase in noise at this point was 2dB which is perceived 
as no change.  
 
 
2.8.2 Recommendations 

The Kemptville road improvement project is expected to have negligible noise impact at all noise sensitive 
areas. Since the noise impact was calculated to be less than 5dB when comparing the expected ambient 
sound levels of the future “Do Nothing” and future “With Improvements” scenarios at all NSAs, no mitigation 
is required. 
 
It is predicted that Construction Noise will be greater than the 5dB. Mitigation measures should be employed 
during construction and be consistent with all local By-Laws.  
 
 
 
2.9 Review of Socio-Economic Study 

The final Socio-economic Environment Report can be found in Appendix H. This report has been prepared 
by AECOM and provides a summary description of the existing socio-economic conditions along the study 
corridor.   
 
 
2.9.1 Summary 

In preparing the summary description, background information was assembled and reviewed, and applicable 
agencies were consulted regarding specific data files and other potential data sources.  In addition, field 
reconnaissance activities were carried out in April 2009, to confirm and augment the secondary information 
reviewed. As a result an overview of the various land uses and key features along the corridor has been 
noted.    
 
Sources consulted and discussed in the report include: 

• Aerial photography; 
• United Counties of Leeds and Grenville Official Plan;  
• Municipality of North Grenville Official Plan; 
• The Planning Act; and 
• The Provincial Policy Statement. 
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The report discusses the Municipalities urban design guidelines for development proposals along the County 
Road 43 corridor.   
 
Within the report there are various statistics on a number of aspects of the Municipality including population, 
employment etc. Other areas that were touched on include Noise sensitive areas, Recreation Trails, 
Emergency Service Providers and Schools. 
 
 
2.9.2 Recommendations 

This Socio-economic Environment Report provides a summary description of the existing social and 
economic conditions within the County Road 43 corridor.  The land use in the Study Area is primarily 
designated Highway Commercial and the proposed improvements are consistent with the Municipality of 
North Grenville Official Plan. The study has not identified any constraints to widening of CR43 although it is 
noted that traffic must be maintained during construction to ensure passage for emergency vehicles. 
 
 
 
2.10 Review of Archaeological Report 

The final report of the Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment can be found in Appendix I. This report was 
completed by Kim Slocki and is dated July, 2009.  
 
This report included a field study which was completed during the late winter months when snow still covered 
the ground. The report was completed in accordance with the Ontario Heritage Act (1990). The assessment 
also studied the various databases and agencies including the Ministry of Culture. 
 
 
2.10.1 Summary 

The report discusses two existing archaeological sites within two kilometres of the corridor which have been 
registered with the Ministry of Culture. These sites both have the cultural affiliation of Euro-Canadian. A 
historical map has also been provided which illustrates four structures within 100m from the corridor. Also 
included in the report is a table showing the history of occupation in southern Ontario.  
 
Consequently this report has concluded that this site has features of archaeological potential and requires a 
Stage 2 Archaeological assessment. These features include: 

• Registered archaeological sites within 250m, 
• Presence of primary water course within 300m, 
• Presence of secondary water course within 200m, 
• Features indicating past presence of water source within 300m, 
• Pockets of sandy soil in a heavy soil or rocky area, 
• Evidence of early Euro-Canadian settlement within 300m, 
• Associated with historic transportation route (railway, roadway). 
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2.10.2 Recommendations 

A large area of the study corridor has been determined as undisturbed and is recommended for further 
study. This additional study would be a stage 2 archaeological assessment which would include a more 
detailed site evaluation and minor excavations.  
     
It has been noted that this Stage 1 assessment was conducted while snow still covered the ground and 
hence the recommended additional study maybe reduced during the Stage 2 assessment.  
 
 
 

3. Summary 

This report documents specialist’s studies that have been undertaken to assess the current social, natural 
and economic conditions within the County Road 43 study area. The information included in this report has 
been gathered to assist the Technical Steering Committee with its evaluation of alternative designs. 



 

Appendix A 

Stormwater Study Figures and Tables 





All No Rd Rd only
CA (m2) I (mm/hr) Q (m3/s) I (mm/hr) Q (m3/s) I (mm/hr) I (mm/hr)

1 South - Sommervale - Whole CA 310572 305428 5144 0.10 30.0 37 0.30 50 0.41 69 0.56 85 0.69
-- CA1 road and ditch only 9409 4265 5144 0.41 6.9 95 0.05 129 0.12 180 0.16 222 0.24

2 North -Sommervale Rd 17988 7019 4025 0.44 60.5 24 0.05 32 0.07 44 0.09 53 0.12
3 North - Food Basics to CR 44 20440 14973 5467 0.45 29.8 37 0.09 50 0.13 69 0.17 85 0.21
4 South - KV mall to CR 44 114174 108707 5467 0.39 29.8 37 0.46 50 0.61 69 0.85 85 1.04
5 North East Corner Cr 43/44 2769 1517 1252 0.62 7.1 93 0.04 126 0.06 176 0.08 218 0.10
6 South CR44 to James St 8614 5328 3286 0.42 17.8 52 0.05 70 0.07 97 0.10 119 0.12
7 South James St to King St 17333 15171 2162 0.36 57.5 25 0.04 33 0.06 45 0.08 55 0.10
8 South King St. to KV Creek 21600 19185 2415 0.12 27.4 39 0.03 53 0.04 73 0.05 90 0.06
9 North - St.Michael's to KV Creek 22627 16363 6264 0.24 19.4 49 0.07 66 0.10 92 0.13 113 0.17

10 South - East of KV Creek 7091 5812 1279 0.14 30.1 37 0.01 50 0.01 69 0.02 84 0.02
11 North - East of KV Creek 4324 3134 1190 0.26 13.5 62 0.02 83 0.03 116 0.04 143 0.04
12  North MacEwen Gas 4895 3084 1811 0.34 20.6 47 0.02 64 0.03 88 0.04 108 0.05
13 South - Canadian Tire 13658 13658 0 0.59 10.4 73 0.16 99 0.22 137 0.31 169 0.38
14 South - CR19 to CPR 17367 16071 1296 0.06 13.4 62 0.02 84 0.02 116 0.03 143 0.04
15 South - CPR to 416 50711 32333 18378 0.27 45.0 29 0.11 38 0.15 53 0.20 65 0.25
16 North - CPR to Interchange 21582 17668 3914 0.14 25.1 42 0.03 56 0.05 77 0.06 95 0.08
17 North  - NW interchange 27465 20587 6878 0.19 9.9 75 0.11 102 0.14 142 0.20 175 0.25

All No Rd Rd only
CA (m2) I (mm/hr) Q (m3/s) I (mm/hr) Q (m3/s) I (mm/hr) I (mm/hr)

1 South - Sommervale CA 313421 305428 7992.5 0.12 30.0 37 0.37 50 0.50 69 0.68 85 0.84
-- CA1 road and ditch only 9189 1196 7992.5 0.74 6.9 94 0.15 128 0.21 179 0.29 222 0.41

2 North Sommervale Rd 17988 9996 7992.5 0.42 60.5 24 0.05 32 0.07 44 0.09 53 0.11
3 North - Food Basics to CR 44 19081 11168 7913 0.65 29.8 37 0.13 50 0.17 69 0.24 85 0.29
4 South - KV mall to CR 44 114174 106261 7913 0.46 29.8 37 0.54 50 0.72 69 1.00 85 1.22
5 North East Corner Cr 43/44 2759 1094 1665 0.83 7.1 93 0.06 126 0.08 176 0.11 218 0.14
6 South CR44 to James St 8511 4301 4210 0.58 17.8 52 0.07 70 0.09 97 0.13 119 0.16
7 South James St to King St 17255 14010 3245 0.47 57.5 25 0.05 33 0.07 45 0.10 55 0.12
8 South King St. to KV Creek 21481 16237 5244 0.25 27.4 39 0.06 53 0.08 73 0.11 90 0.13
9 North - St.Michael's to KV Creek 23114.5 8206 14908.5 0.58 19.4 49 0.18 66 0.24 92 0.34 113 0.41

10 South - East of KV Creek 7106 4417 2689 0.32 30.1 37 0.02 50 0.03 69 0.04 84 0.05
11 North - East of KV Creek 4274 2457 1817 0.43 13.5 62 0.03 83 0.04 116 0.06 143 0.07
12  North MacEwen Gas 4799 2147 2652 0.54 20.6 47 0.03 64 0.05 88 0.06 108 0.08
13 South - Canadian Tire 13658 13337 321 0.69 10.4 73 0.19 99 0.26 137 0.36 169 0.44
14 South - CR19 to CPR 17367 14976 2391 0.12 13.4 62 0.03 84 0.05 116 0.07 143 0.08
15 South - CPR to 416 50711 30476 20235 0.34 45.0 29 0.14 38 0.18 53 0.25 65 0.31
16 North - CPR to Interchange 21582 16325 5257 0.21 25.1 42 0.05 56 0.07 77 0.10 95 0.12
17 North  - NW interchange 27465 20587 6878 0.21 9.9 75 0.12 102 0.16 142 0.23 175 0.28
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CR43 Future Drainage Flows

Table 2 - CR43 Existing Drainage Flows
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Figure 2: Road Profile CR44 (OBM 2001)
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Appendix B 

Bridge Study of Alternatives – Existing Details 





















 

Appendix C 

Waterway Navigability – Accessible Boats 



1980 29' Bayliner 2950 Encounter Flybridge Sedan Yacht 

  

1998-Silverton Yachts-352 Motor Yacht 

  

1994 32' Carver 320 Voyager Yacht 

 
  

2000-Sea Ray Boats-380 Sundancer 

  



 

1973 Classic 1973 Chris Craft 30' Cruiser Yacht 

  
 

24' Bayliner 2455 Ciera Sunbridge Express-Economical Yacht 
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Environmental Site Evaluation 



































 

Appendix E 

Geotechnical Desktop Study 
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Executive Summary

A traffic study was conducted for the CR 43 corridor between Highway 416 and Somerville Road in
Kemptville, Ontario. The study consisted of a review of previous traffic studies and planning studies,
confirmation of the underlying land use assumptions, collection of new traffic data at key points in the
corridor, updating the future traffic projections, and evaluation of the existing traffic volumes and future
projections.

The assumptions of the previous studies have not materially changed and were appropriate to use in the
updated study. Land uses have remained consistent with the information that was used in the Corridor
Master Plan.

The new counts recorded a maximum one-hour directional volume of 995 vehicles immediately west of CR
19. This indicates the westbound lane is currently above the planning capacity during the PM peak hour.

Improperly utilized pedestrian controls and other crossing issues were identified in the area between James
Street and CR 44.

Mainline volumes of 30,000 vehicles per day can be expected on the busiest section of CR 43 by 2029. West
of Somerville Road the 2029 future projections are 14,000 vpd which can be accommodated by a two-lane
cross section, depending on access locations.

The major conclusion is that by 2019, the corridor will require two through lanes in each direction from
Highway 416 to Somerville Road. The continued growth in the area will increase traffic volumes and exceed
the the planning criteria for the corridor.

Recommended improvements include: widening of the corridor, upgrades to the intersection control and
major intersections, access management, installation of pedestrian and cyclist facilities, and installation of
design elements to accommodate visual and mobility impaired pedestrians.
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1. Introduction 

AECOM has been retained by the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville to conduct a transportation study 

as part of the Schedule C component of a Municipal Class Environmental Study being undertaken for County 

Road 43 (CR 43) through Kemptville.   

 

 

 

1.1 Scope 

The object of the study is to determine improvements associated with the widening of CR 43 to four through 

lanes (two eastbound and two westbound) as has previously been recommended as part of the County Road 

43 Corridor Master Plan in 2005. It is expected that the major traffic issues with the widening of CR 43 will be 

centred around the proposed bridge widening on CR 43 and the existing traffic signals.  

 

This study builds upon the Master Plan and includes an update of traffic volumes and projections in the 

corridor. This study was conducted in parallel to the development of an access management plan for the 

corridor. 

 

 

 

 

2. Study Area 

The study area for this project extends along CR 43 from the intersection of Somerville Road to the MTO 

boundary of Highway 416. This is an approximate distance of 3.2 km. The Study Area is illustrated in Figure 

1. This is a smaller area than the study area for the CR 43 Master Plan as the proposed widening does not 

include any of CR 43 east of Highway 416. Adjacent properties are considered part of the study area as their 

access points have a direct impact on CR 43. 
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Figure 1 – Study Area 
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3. Existing Conditions 

3.1 Background Information and Data 

A number of reference documents were used in completing this study. Standard applicable codes and 

government policies were followed. The following documents were used as part of the development of the 

study. 

• Microsimulation of a Roundabout – A Reality Test – Keen, S; Ma, T; and Sargeant, S 

• Traffic impact study for Colonnade commercial development southwest of Highway 416 by Novatec. 

• County Road 43 Corridor Study – County Road 22 to Somerville Road, Kemptville by TSH. 

November 2005. Includes all of the documents referenced in the previous study. 

• Previous traffic counts 

• Ontario Ministry of Transportation Traffic Database 

 

3.2 Site Inspection 

AECOM staff conducted site inspections on multiple occasions including April 28 and 29, 2009 when the 

traffic data collection occurred. Observations were recorded with video tape, photographs and field notes. 

Appendix A contains photos taken during the site inspection. 

 

3.3 Traffic Counts 

Traffic counts represent a snapshot of corridor operations. A typical operational day may include delays, lost 

tourists, minor accidents and/or construction. The transportation study for the CR 43 Master Plan included 

traffic counts at 15 intersections during June 2005. A complete reproduction of those counts was not 

necessary to update the traffic data. AECOM staff and our sub-consultant Ritchie Traffic Services completed 

counts at five key intersections and four strategic points between intersections. The counts were delayed 

from early April due to poor weather and the Easter holiday. During the afternoon count on the 28
th
 it rained 

briefly while the other counts on the 29
th
 had good weather. Both days were representative of typical 

operations in the corridor as school was in session, no major events were underway and road construction 

activities were at a minimum. Figure 2 illustrates the peak hour counts and the daily totals for the April 2009 

counts. 

 

3.4 Links 

The recorded link volumes in the corridor are a measure of the capacity between intersections. The CR 43 

Master Plan used 900 vehicles per hour (vph) as the planning level at which a single lane is considered at 

capacity. Each direction of the link is considered independently. That metric is also being used to evaluate 

link capacity for this study. 
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The maximum recorded one-hour directional volume was 995 vehicles immediately west of CR 19. This 

indicates the westbound lane is currently above the planning capacity during the PM peak hour. The peak 

one-hour, two-way volume was 1436 vehicles between Kemptville Mall Access and CR 44 between 4:15 and 

5:15 pm. 

 

3.5 Intersection Operations 

The five intersections counted were analyzed using Synchro version 7 (build 614) and Sidra Intersection 

following the Highway Capacity Manual parameters. The existing intersection configuration was used, with 

traffic volumes, truck percentages and peak hour factors from the 2009 traffic counts conducted by AECOM. 

The Sidra Intersection and Synchro outputs include multiple measures of effectiveness, including level of 

service (LOS) and volume to capacity ratio (v/c) for each approach and the overall intersection. LOS is 

defined in terms of average control delay per vehicle, according to the criteria of the Highway Capacity 

Manual. The LOS criteria are summarized in Table 1 

 

Table 1 - Intersection Level of Service Criteria 

Average Control Delay (Seconds per Vehicle) Level of 

Service Signals and Roundabouts Stop Signs 

A ≤ 10 ≤ 10 

B > 10 - 20 > 10 - 15 

C > 20 - 35 > 15 - 25 

D > 35 - 55 > 25 - 35 

E > 55 - 80 > 35 - 50 

F > 80 > 50 

 

Detailed Synchro and Sidra Intersection analysis printouts are available upon request. Table 2 summarizes 

the analysis results in terms of a 2009 LOS and v/c for each intersection. 

 

The intersection operations analysis showed that all through and turning movements at these intersections 

are operating below capacity. The exiting left turns at the Kemptville Mall and St. Michael’s High School 

experience long delays (LOS F) during the afternoon peak hour. During the peak periods, the minor street 

movements experience acceptable delays. 

 

CR 19 - During the traffic counts the intersection at CR 19 was in a disrupted state yet continued to operate 

at an acceptable level of service. As part of a utility upgrade disruption, the circulating roadway and truck 

apron in the northwest and southeast quadrants had been excavated and backfilled with gravel. Vehicles 

travel more slowly than usual through the roundabout but overall capacity was not significantly impacted. The 

circulating roadway of that roundabout has subsequently been repaired. At the same time, the exit of the 

south leg of the intersection (CR 19) was closed. The overall intersection LOS during the AM peak hour was 

“A” with the lowest LOS being “B” for the southbound approach. During the PM peak hour the overall LOS 

was “B” with the lowest LOS being “C” for the southbound approach. 
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Table 2 – 2009 Level of Service 

Peak Hour 

AM PM 

Intersection Control Type Approach or Lane 
LOS v/c LOS v/c 

Eastbound A 0.47 A 0.50 

Westbound A 0.46 A 0.76 

Northbound B 0.04 B 0.09 

Southbound B 0.25 C 0.69 

County Road 19 One-lane roundabout 

(south leg partially closed 
due to construction) 

Overall A 0.47 B 0.76 

Eastbound A 0.00 A 0.00 

Westbound A 0.08 A 0.08 

Northbound C 0.24 C 0.24 

Grenville Street Stop Sign North and 
South 

Southbound C 0.03 C 0.03 

Eastbound A 0.09 A 0.02 

Westbound A 0.01 A 0.03 

Northbound C 0.08 D 0.15 

Southbound Left E 0.23 F 0.27 

James Street/ 

St. Michael’s School 

Stop Sign North and 
South 

Southbound Right B 0.12 B 0.05 

Eastbound Left A 0.24 A 0.41 

Eastbound Through A 0.49 A 0.05 

Eastbound Right A 0.09 A 0.16 

Westbound Left A 0.34 A 0.31 

Westbound Through A 0.40 B 0.60 

Westbound Right A 0.05 A 0.05 

Northbound Left A 0.43 B 0.57 

Northbound Through A 0.15 A 0.21 

Northbound Right A 0.11 A 0.10 

Southbound Left A 0.17 A 0.13 

Southbound Through A 0.17 A 0.19 

Southbound Right A 0.05 A 0.08 

County Road 44 Traffic Signal 

Overall A 0.46 A 0.59 

Eastbound A 0.29 A 0.27 

Westbound Through A 0.20 A 0.27 

Westbound Left A 0.18 B 0.36 

Northbound Left D 0.07 F 0.48 

Kemptville Mall 
Access 

Stop Sign South 

Northbound Right B 0.15 B 0.29 

 

Grenville Street – This Stop-sign controlled intersection has no turn lanes on any of the approaches. During 

the AM peak hour the lowest LOS was “C” for the northbound approach. During the PM peak hour the lowest 

LOS was “C” for the northbound approach. 
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James Street/St. Michael’s High School – This intersection is slightly offset. This Stop-sign controlled 

intersection has no turn lanes on any of the approaches. During the AM peak hour the lowest LOS was “E” 

for the southbound left turn. During the PM peak hour the lowest LOS was “F” for the southbound left turn. 

The school rush is very brief but intense enough to cause disruption to corridor operations. 

 

CR 44 – The signal was operating in normal fashion. The overall intersection LOS during the AM peak hour 

was “A” with all turn lanes operating at LOS “A”. During the PM peak hour the overall LOS was “A” with the 

lowest LOS being “B” for the westbound through and northbound left turn. 

 

Kemptville Mall Entrance - This Stop-sign controlled intersection has a left turn lane on CR 43 that allows the 

westbound through traffic to proceed unimpeded. During the AM peak hour the lowest LOS was “D” for the 

northbound left turn. During the PM peak hour the lowest LOS was “F” for the northbound left turn. 

 

The two-lane roundabout at the entrance to the Colonnade development southeast of Highway 416 is built 

but has not been opened to full operation. 

 

3.6 Pedestrians 

The conducted counts included tracking of pedestrians within the corridor. The only location that had more 

than five pedestrians in any hour was the signalized intersection of CR 43 and CR 44. These pedestrians 

were high school students on their lunch break. Compliance with the pedestrian signals was poor and 

students also crossed outside of the crosswalk area. As shown in Photo 1, students crossed diagonally 

through the right turn bypass lane after walking on the shoulder. 

 

 
Photo 1 - Pedestrians Out of Crosswalk 
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Facilities for pedestrians in corridor are limited to segments of sidewalk illustrated in Figure 3. At the traffic 

signal at CR 44, there are pedestrian signal heads on the south and east crosswalks with none on the west 

and north legs due to a lack of sidewalks in the northwest quadrant. The pedestrian crossing on the bypass 

lane is correctly unmarked and is not used by the students as intended. Photo 2 illustrates the intended path 

of pedestrians versus the observed path of students. 

 

 
Photo 2 - Intended Path Versus Frequently Used Path 

 

3.7 Cyclists 

During our counts there were no cyclists recorded. This is not an indication of true demand as there is a lack 

of cycling facilities in the corridor. The high volumes and lack of shoulders or sidewalks along the entire 

length makes cycling within the corridor an unpleasant option. 

 

3.8 Trucks 

The counts recorded 5.0% medium heavy trucks and 0.7% large heavy trucks. All indications are that these 

percentages will remain constant over time. The corridor is designated as an oversized truck route within the 

United Counties. 
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4. Future Conditions 

4.1 Traffic Volumes Projections 

The planned development for the area has remained relatively constant from 2005 to 2009. As such, there 

are no new major developments that were not considered in the Master Plan Study. To determine the future 

volumes in the corridor, the Master Plan Study involved an extensive consideration of future developments, 

historic trends and land use in the corridor. It was recognized that growth in the corridor would be non-linear 

with much of the growth occurring in the first 10 years of the 20-year planning window. The 2009 counts 

indicate that the growth over the past four years has averaged 3.7% per year. The amount of development 

that has been completed since 2005 plus the growth in background traffic corresponds to observed growth. 

Therefore, we are confident the previous projections were valid and can be built upon.  

 

The extension of Pinehill Road will be completed in 2009 thereby providing a new route for residents wishing 

to access the corridor and/or the Kemptville Mall. This will cause a change in traffic patterns in that area. The 

other major, approved projects in the corridor are the Oxford Village subdivision and the Colonnade 

commercial development. Both of these projects will create major increases to corridor volumes.  

 

Figures 4 and 5 illustrate the 2019 and 2029 projected volumes for the corridor. 

 

4.2 Links 

Mainline volumes of 30,000 vehicles per day can be expected on the busiest section of CR 43 by 2029. The 

absence of alternate east/west corridors in the area reduces the possibility of drivers choosing alternate 

routes once volumes increase. West of Somerville Road the 2029 future projections are 14,000 vpd which 

can be accommodated by a two-lane cross section, depending on access locations. 

 

The mid-term projections (2019) show volumes that cannot be accommodated by the existing two-lane 

cross-section. As noted in Section 3.4, there are already segments of the corridor that have demands above 

the 900 vph planning capacity. Before 2019, the corridor will require two through lanes in each direction from 

Highway 416 to Somerville Road. The 2005 study identified that need to be required prior to 2015 and our 

analysis indicates that the widening could commence immediately to accommodate the existing demand. 

 

4.3 Intersection Operations 

The growth along the corridor will create additional operational problems at the key intersections and at 

minor access points. As mainline volumes increase there are fewer gaps available for vehicle to make turns. 

On a two-lane roadway with no turn lanes, vehicles waiting to make a turn block all of the vehicles behind 

them. This is already occurring during peak hours at the Stop-sign controlled intersections in the corridor. 
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4.4 Pedestrians and Cyclists 

The completion of the Oxford Village Subdivision residential development will introduce more pedestrians 

and cyclists to the area, particularly the west end of the corridor. Continued development of commercial 

parcels will create additional destinations for these pedestrians and cyclists. As long as the urban form of the 

new developments is conducive to pedestrian and cyclist use, CR 43 will require a network that connects the 

growing demand. 

 

 

5. Potential Improvements 

 

5.1 Intersections 

Widening of the corridor will necessitate upgrading the traffic control at all of the major intersections. Each of 

the intersections that currently have roundabouts as their control device are built to their ultimate 

configuration (Colonnade Development Access) or can be expanded to two-lane operation (CR 19 and 

Pinehill). The Stop-sign controlled intersections at Somerville Road, Oxford Subdivision, Kemptville Mall, 

James Street, Grenville Street and Riverview Lane all can upgraded to two-lane roundabout control. The 

existing traffic signals at CR 44 and at Community Square commercial plaza  cannot accommodate the 

future demand without major upgrades including pole relocation/replacement, new control hardware and 

additional signal hardware. 

 

 

The following section describes the potential improvements at each major intersection in the corridor. 

 

1. Colonnade Development Access west of Highway 416 – The long-term intersection design was 

completed as part of the new commercial development located to the south. Minor changes to 

signing and striping may be required when the north leg of the intersection is constructed. 

 

2. County Road 19 – Upgrade to a two-lane roundabout and replace the asphalt truck apron with a 

design that corresponds to the state of the practice. Install pedestrian crossings. 

 

3. Riverview Lane – Relocate slightly to the east and construct major entrance into parcels to the south. 

Control of this intersection should be a two-lane roundabout to provide U-turn opportunities for the 

properties to the east of Riverview Lane. 

 

4. Grenville Street – Upgrade traffic control to two-lane roundabout. Install pedestrian crossings. 

 

5. King Street – Restrict to right-in/right-out only through the installation of a raised median on CR 43. 
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6. Barnes Street – Upon redevelopment of the properties adjacent to Barnes, close the street south of 

CR 43 and relocate access points. In the interim, as part of the widening of CR 43, install a raised 

median on CR 43 which will restrict movements to right turns only. This is consistent with the Master 

Plan report. 

 

7. James Street/St. Michael’s High School – see Section 5.2. 

 

8. Community Square entrance – see Section 5.2. 

 

9. CR 44 – see Section 5.2. 

 

10. Kemptville Mall Entrance – Upgrade traffic control to a two-lane roundabout and align future access 

on north side. Install pedestrian crossings.  

 

11. Pinehill Street – upgrade to a two-lane roundabout when volumes dictate. 

 

12. Oxford Village development access – Construct the ultimate two-lane roundabout with planning for 

an interim configuration that can be used until widening of CR 43 is completed. Install pedestrian 

crossings. 

 

13. Somerville Road – Upgrade traffic control to a roundabout. 

 

14. Other entrances – Consistent with access control plan, limit all new access to only right-in/right-out 

movements if roundabouts exist a reasonable distance upstream and downstream of the access 

point. 

 

5.2 Central Segment 

The recommendations from the Master Plan traffic report included traffic signals at two intersections: James 

Street and CR 44. However, the assumption of a signal at James Street assumed the old pedestrian signal 

would be relocated to James Street. Prior to completion of the final Master Plan report, it was decided that 

the intersection of James Street would become a roundabout and a new traffic signal was installed at the 

entrance to the Community Square commercial plaza. This access also provides a connection to the North 

Grenville Municipal Centre. The old pedestrian signal was replaced with the Community Square signal. 

 

The lead author of the Master Plan traffic report was not prepared to support two-lane roundabouts in an 

area with high pedestrian demand. At the time of the issuance of the traffic report there was little 

documentation on operations at North American installations of two-lane roundabouts. However, in the four 

years since there have been multiple professional papers and studies addressing that issue. As such, we are 

revisiting the recommendations pertaining to the segment of the corridor that is impacted by the decision to 

install traffic signals over roundabouts. The review of this “central segment” included, A) determination if 

roundabouts are now an appropriate traffic option, and, B) what configurations are possible given any 

changes from 2004. The segment includes the three intersections of CR 44, Community Square and James 
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Street. The upstream and downstream design implications of the control choice (median or turn lane) are 

included. 

 

AECOM staff has been closely involved with roundabout research and policy development and is confident 

that two-lane roundabouts are appropriate for the subject locations. This recommendation is based on the 

corridor’s volumes, percentage of heavy vehicles, design speed, anticipated pedestrian volumes, and 

adjacent land uses. Roundabouts are an efficient and safe traffic control device and with proper design 

consideration, pedestrian issues can be addressed in an effective manner. 

 

As mentioned earlier, all of the existing traffic controls require major modification/reconfiguration as part of 

the corridor widening. Therefore, all control options are available at each of the intersections. Based on 

inclusion of roundabouts as a viable control option, four alternative configurations have been considered for 

the central segment: 

• Do nothing – Traffic signals at CR 44 and Community Square with a roundabout at James Street – 

This is the configuration if the original recommendation Master Plan report is followed. 

• Roundabout “A” – Two-lane roundabouts at all three intersections. Replacement of all controls with 

two-lane roundabouts and no turn restrictions. 

• Roundabout “B” – Two-lane roundabouts at CR 44 and James Street with a raised median at 

Community Square. Replacement of controls with roundabouts and restriction of Community Square 

to right-in/right-out movements only. This is the configuration that would have been recommended in 

the Master Plan report if two-lane roundabouts had been considered appropriate. 

• Roundabout “C” – Two-lane roundabouts at CR 44 and James Street with a modified signal at 

Community Square. No southbound left turns would be permitted with the design. Pedestrian 

crossing would be signalized. 

 

5.2.1 Do nothing 

This alternative assumes the corridor is widened to four lanes plus turn lanes at the CR 44 and Community 

Square intersections. Operations would be successful but would require tight coordination of both signals 

due to their close proximity. The requirement to coordinate the signals will reduce the opportunities for 

actuated control at each of the intersections. 

Positives: Provides all turns movement at Community Square access, provides signal controlled pedestrian 

crossings, provides sufficient capacity to accommodate future demand. 

Negatives: Requires strict monitoring and control of signal timings to maintain successful operations, 

inflexible timing options, longest north/south pedestrian crossing distances, short intersection spacing 

complicates signing. 

 

 

5.2.2 Roundabout “A” 

Two-lane roundabouts at all three intersections would provide the greatest level of access to the adjacent 

properties. It would require additional property to the south at Community Square to accommodate the 

design.  
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Positives: Provides all turns movement all three accesses, provides pedestrian crossings, provides sufficient 

capacity to accommodate future demand, allows raised median between roundabouts particularly to the west 

of CR 44. 

Negatives: Short intersection spacing between Community Square and James Street makes complicates 

signing. 

 

5.2.3 Roundabout “B” 

Positives: Provides all turns movement at for St. Michael’s High School and James Street, provides 

pedestrian crossings, provides sufficient capacity to accommodate future demand, allows raised median 

between roundabouts particularly to the west of CR 44, decreases the number of conflict points in corridor. 

Negatives: Eliminates direct left turns in and out of Community Square access (replaced by U-turns at 

adjacent intersections). Eliminates north/south pedestrian crossing at Community Square. 

 

5.2.4 Roundabout “C” 

Essentially the same as Roundabout “B” but with a modified signal at Community Square access. The signal 

would be on the east side of the intersection and would provide pedestrians a signalized crossing point. The 

artificial gaps in the traffic, created by the signal, would also provide opportunity for an eastbound left turn 

movement into the Community Square access. 

Positives: Provides all turns movement at for St. Michael’s High School and James Street, provides 

pedestrian crossings, provides sufficient capacity to accommodate future demand, allows raised median 

between roundabouts particularly to the west of CR 44, decreases the number of conflict points in corridor. 

Negatives: Eliminates direct left turns out of Community Square access (replaced by U-turns at CR 44 

roundabout). 

 

 

5.3 Pedestrians 

Any improvements for pedestrians will be significant due to the absence of current facilities. All of the 

intersections in the corridor should be designed with pedestrian crosswalks that are wheelchair accessible 

and contain design elements for the visually and mobility impaired. 

 

The only site-specific consideration should be the pedestrian connections (if possible) between the sidewalks 

on CR 43 and the creek bank of Kemptville Creek. If a trail is planned along the creek, pedestrian 

connectivity should be included in the bridge design.  

The Ontario Traffic Conference (OTM) is currently preparing Book 15 of the Ontario Traffic Manual which is 

titled Pedestrian Control and Protection. This is a new document that will address pedestrian issues including 

design and warranting of facilities. That document will be the primary reference upon its completion. In the 

absence of a completed reference document, practitioners should continue to use the best available 

professional information. 

 

Considerations for the corridor may include: 

• Pedestrian crossovers 
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• HAWK beacons (High-Intensity Activated crossWalK) which provide signalized pedestrian crossings 

• Designs being considered by the OTC committee  

• Detectible surfaces using truncated domes/cones (see Photo 3) 

 

 
Photo 3 - Truncated Domes on Reflective Surface 

 

5.4 Cyclists 

With almost no existing facilities, all improvements for cyclists represent major progress for the cycling mode. 

We are not making any changes to the recommendations from the Master Plan report which included 

provision for bicycle facilities (on-street or off-street). Where on-street facilities are included adjacent to two-

lane roundabouts, bike ramps must be designed into the intersection. This will provide the safest 

opportunities for cyclists to exit the roadway, dismount and negotiate the two-lane roundabouts as 

pedestrians. 

 

5.5 Signing 

The corridor currently has a mix of old and new signs. Guide signs, advisory signs and regulatory signs 

should be inventoried and removed/replaced as necessary. Superfluous signs (advertising, yard sales, 

private signs, etc.) should be removed from the public right of way. 
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6. Conclusions and Recommendations 

Our update to the Master Plan traffic study has indicated that the previous study was developed upon solid 

assumptions and data. No significant changes to growth rates or patterns are expected in the CR 43 corridor. 

 

Widening of the bridge is critical to enabling traffic to flow east/west through the corridor. Currently that 

section of CR 43 is over the planning capacity during the evening peak hour.  

 

Two major points that have not changed since the original study are the need to build and connect 

pedestrian facilities throughout the corridor and the need to build and connect cycling facilities in the corridor. 
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Executive Summary 
 

AECOM was retained to prepare a traffic noise study on behalf of The United Counties of Leeds and 

Grenville, for the County Road 43 (CR43) road widening project.  The purpose of the study was to assess 

the resulting noise impact of widening CR43 from two lanes to four between Somerville Road and Highway 

416.   

 

Noise sensitive areas (NSA) in this study were identified as defined in the Ministry of Transportation 

Provincial Highways Directive A-1 (QST A-1).  Furthermore, each NSA’s qualification for noise mitigation was 

evaluated by comparing the expected ambient sound level of the future “Do Nothing” and future “With 

Improvements” scenarios to obtain the change in noise level above ambient (noise impact) as outlined in the 

MTO/MOE Protocol for Dealing with Noise Concerns During the Preparation, Review and Evaluation of 

Provincial Highways Environmental Assessments guidelines.  

 

Noise sensitive areas considered in this study included residential dwellings as well as mixed use 

commercial / residential buildings.  The noise impact for each NSA is expected to be negligible (less than 

5dB increase).  Therefore according to the MTO/MOE protocol, since the expected noise impact is predicted 

to be less than 5dB no noise mitigation is required due to the widening of CR43. 
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1. Introduction 

AECOM was retained to prepare a traffic noise study on behalf of The United Counties of Leeds and 

Grenville, for the County Road 43 (CR43) road widening project.  The purpose of the study was to assess 

the resulting noise impact of widening CR43 from two lanes to four between Somerville Road and Highway 

416.   
 

See Figure 1 for an illustration of the study area. 

Figure 1. CR43 Study Area 

 

 
 

2. Environmental Noise Guidelines 

2.1 MTO / MOE Protocol for Highway Construction 

The MOE does not have specific noise guidelines related to the improvement or expansion of roadways.  

However, the MOE does have a protocol (Reference #2) with the MTO relating to Provincial Highway 

Expansions.   

 

The MOE/MTO protocol states that if the expected impact (change in noise level above ambient) of 

implementing roadway improvements is expected to be within 0-5dB no mitigation effort is required.  

However, if the change in noise level above ambient is expected to be greater than 5dB investigation of 

mitigation effort is required.  The objective sound level is specified as the greater of the predicted future “Do 

Nothing” ambient or 55 dBA.  Table A and Figure 2 below represent the mitigation effort required based on 

the expected noise impact of implementing any proposed roadway improvements.  
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Table A. MTO/MOE Protocol for Dealing with Noise Concerns during the Preparation, Review 

and Evaluation of Provincial Highways Environmental Assessments (Reference #2) 

Summary of Mitigation Effort 

Change in Noise Level Above Ambient Mitigation Effort Required 

0 - 5 dB change − None 

> 5 dB change 

− Investigate noise control measures on 
right-of-way. 

− If project cost is not significantly affected 
introduce noise control measures within 
the right-of-way. 

− Noise control measures, where 
introduced, should achieve a minimum of 
5 dB attenuation, over first row receivers. 

− Mitigate to ambient, as administratively, 
economically, and technically feasible. 
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Figure 2. MOE / MTO Protocol Assessment Flowchart 
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2.2 MTO Quality and Standards Directive (QST A-1) 

Noise investigation procedures and mitigation criteria for provincial highways and their effect on noise 

sensitive areas are also described in the MTO Quality and Standards Directive A-1 (Directive QST A-1, 

Reference #1). This directive contains information that complements the MTO/MOE Protocol for Highway 

Construction guideline for determining the requirement and feasibility of mitigation efforts.  Additionally, the 

appendices found in the directive describe in detail the definitions of terminology used in evaluating road 

traffic noise.  

 

 

3. Noise Sensitive Areas 

Land uses designated as noise sensitive by the MTO directive QST A-1 consist of the following: 

 

• Private homes such as single family residences  

• Townhouses  

• Multiple unit buildings, such as apartments with OLA’s for use by all occupants 

• Hospitals, nursing homes for the aged, where there are OLA’s for the patients 

 

Land uses that do not qualify as noise sensitive by the MTO directive QST A-1 consist of the following: 

 

• Apartment balconies above ground floor  

• Educational facilities (except dormitories with OLA’s) 

• Churches 

• Cemeteries 

• Parks and picnic areas which are not inherently part of a NSA 

• Day care centres 

• All commercial and industrial 

 

There are a number of residential noise sensitive areas (NSAs) within the study area.  Figure 3 to Figure 6 

below identify receptor locations along CR43 which were assessed.  Other dwellings with similar setback and 

orientation to the roadway will receive similar sound exposures and associated noise impacts.  Dwellings 

further removed from the roadway will receive reduced sound exposures due to increased distance 

attenuation. 
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Figure 3. CR43 Points of Reception Somerville Rd. to Pinehill Rd 
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Figure 4. CR43 Points of Reception County Road 44 
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Figure 5. CR43 Points of Reception Grenville St to Riverview Lane 
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Figure 6. CR43 Points of Reception County Road 19 
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According to QST A-1, Outdoor Living Areas (OLAs) are typically used as points of assessment for noise 

sensitive areas.  OLAs include an area at ground level, adjacent to the wall of a building associated with an 

identified NSA which accommodates outdoor living activities.  This area may be situated on any side of the 

NSA with a typical distance of 3m from the dwelling wall and a vertical height of 1.2m.  Although MTO 

directive QST A-1 defines the height of an OLA to be 1.2m above ground, a height of 1.5m was used in the 

assessment of NSAs in accordance with the MOE Noise Assessment Criteria in Land Use Planning guideline 

LU-131 (Reference #3).  Priority was given to MOE guidelines in instances where discrepancies between the 

MTO and MOE existed.   

 

Additional NSAs of interest which do not represent the typical scenario (OLA only located in one main area) 

have been included (NSA1 and NSA4) to address potential noise concerns due to the impact of the 

proposed roadway.  These additional NSAs have been included since secondary locations that may act as 

OLAs (side yards) exist due to the size and configuration of the properties.  

 

The MTO/MOE protocol recognizes that an important assessment criterion for existing dwellings is the 

change in sound exposure above ambient sound levels.  Any change between 0-5dB requires no mitigation 

effort; whereas, any change greater than 5dB requires further investigation of noise control measures.  Table 

B complements the MTO/MOE protocol and represents the perceived impact of changes in sound level. 

 

Table B. Perceived Impact of Increased Sound Levels 

   

Increase Sound Level Above 

Ambient (dB) 
Perception Perceived Impact 

0 to 3 No Change Nil 

4 to 5 Perceptible Change Low 

6 to 9 Almost twice as loud Medium 

10 and Greater Twice as loud or greater High 

 

4. Noise Impact Assessment 

4.1 Traffic Data 

Traffic information for the roadway widening project was provided in the form of AADT for the existing 

roadway conditions as well as the future “With Improvments” scenario.  Additionally, the future “Do Nothing” 

traffic volumes were projected from existing values to the year 2029 using a 2.3% growth rate producing 

AADT2029 estimates.  Furthermore, it is our understanding that a 10% increase in road traffic volume is 

expected during the summer months.  AADT volumes were increased by 10% to estimate the summer 

average daily traffic volumes (SADT) which represent the worst case traffic volume scenarios. 
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Medium trucks represent 5% of the SADT and heavy trucks represent 0.7% of the SADT.  Truck percentages 

are not expected to change over time.  Traffic counts on CR43 indicate that 94% of the daily traffic occurs 

between the hours of 0700 and 2300 (Daytime) and the remaining 6% occurs between the hours of 2300 and 

0700 (Night-time).   

 

The road traffic data is summarized in Table C below and provided in Appendix A.
 
 

 

Table C. Road Traffic Data 

Roadway/Traffic 
Noise Source 

Existing 
SADT

(1)
 

(year 
2009) 

Future 
SADT

(2)
   (Do 

Nothing) 
(year 2029) 

Future SADT
(1)

 
(With 

Improvements) 
(year 2029) 

Medium 
Trucks (% 
of SADT) 

Heavy 
Trucks (% 
of SADT) 

Day/Night 
Split (% 

of SADT) 

Posted 
Speed 
(Kph) 

CR43 West of 
Somerville Rd 6820 10747 15400 5 0.7 94/6 50 

CR43 Between 
Somerville Rd & 

Pinehill Rd 10285 16208 24200 5 0.7 94/6 50 

CR43 Between Pinehill 
Rd & Rideau St 18480 29122 33000 5 0.7 94/6 50 

CR43 Between Rideau 
St & Grenville St 16445 25915 31900 5 0.7 94/6 50 

CR43 Between 
Grenville St & 
Wellington St 17600 27735 33000 5 0.7 94/6 50 
CR43 East of 
Wellington St 13200 20801 30800 5 0.7 94/6 50 

 

(1) Traffic volumes were obtained from correspondence with Steve Sergeant, AECOM Transportation Engineer. 

(Stephen.Sargeant@AECOM.com ; 1.613.389.3703) 

(2) Future AADT (Do Nothing) volumes were estimated by using available AADT data for existing conditions and applying 2.3% 

growth rate per year.  Future SADT (Do Nothing) volumes were estimated by applying an additional factor of 10% to  the 

calculated future (Do Nothing) AADT volumes. 

 

 

4.2 Procedure 

Sound exposures were calculated using STAMSON V5.04-ORNAMENT, which is a prediction model 

produced and accepted by the MOE.    

 

The topography within the study limits has been neglected as site observations indicated that the area is 

relatively flat.  Using the road traffic data, daytime (Leq,Day) sound exposures were calculated at each 

receptor location.  Leq,24 sound exposures were not calculated since CR43 and the surrounding roadways 

are not considered freeways or highways.  Leq,16 sound exposures were used to assess daytime levels and 

included 94% of the 24 hour traffic volume (SADT).  To assess the noise impact, the predicted future “Do 
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Nothing” sound exposures (year 2029) were compared to those of the predicted future “With Improvements” 

sound exposures (year 2029).   

 

Ambient sound levels in the vicinity of the noise sensitive areas are dominated by road traffic noise from 

CR43, all other noise sources were ignored in the ambient sound level calculations.  This is a conservative 

approach since, in the noise impact assessment; any secondary sources would tend to reduce the 

significance of sound exposure changes (i.e. impact) due to CR43. 

 

4.3 Results 

Table 4 shows for each identified receptor, the existing (2009) sound exposures, the future (2029) sound 

exposures with and without the proposed road improvements, and the resulting noise impact (i.e. change 

between scenarios).   

 

Table D. Unmitigated Noise Assessment Results 

Future Leq, Day (dBA) 
Location 

Existing Leq, 
Day (dBA) “Do 

Nothing” 
“With 

Improvements” 

Noise 
Impact (dB) 

Preceived Noise 
Impact 

NSA1 54 56 57 1 Nil 

NSA2 55 57 58 1 Nil 

NSA3 50 52 53 1 Nil 

NSA4 57 59 60 1 Nil 

NSA5 52 53 54 1 Nil 

NSA6 62 64 65 1 Nil 

NSA7 62 64 65 1 Nil 

NSA8 63 65 65 0 Nil 

NSA9 53 55 56 1 Nil 

NSA10 49 51 51 0 Nil 

NSA11 49 51 53 2 Nil 

 

In many cases the sound exposures are above the 55dBA objective limit set by the MTO/MOE guideline with 

the implementation of the proposed road widening.  However, since the noise impact at all NSAs is expected 

to be less than 5 dB no mitigation effort is required.  Additionally, the perceived impact as defined in Table B 

at all NSAs would be considered nil when compared to the future “Do Nothing” scenario.  Table E below 

summarizes the results of assessing noise impact and mitigation needs.  
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Table E. Noise Assessment Results 

Future 
(2029) Future (2029)  

“Do 
Nothing” 
Leq,Day 
(dBA) “With Improvements” 

  Leq,Day (dBA) Noise Impact
(2)

 (dB) 

Location   
No 

Mitigation Mitigated
(1)

 
No 

Mitigation Mitigated
(1)

 

Recommended 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Perceived 
Noise 
Impact 

with 
Mitigation 

Measures
(3)

 

Noise 
Reduction 
Achieved

(4) 

(dB) 

NSA1 56 57 - 1 - None - 

No 
Mitigation 
Required 

NSA2 57 58 - 1 - None - 

No 
Mitigation 
Required 

NSA3 52 53 - 1 - None - 

No 
Mitigation 
Required 

NSA4 59 60 - 1 - None - 

No 
Mitigation 
Required 

NSA5 53 54 - 1 - None - 

No 
Mitigation 
Required 

NSA6 64 65 - 1 - None - 

No 
Mitigation 
Required 

NSA7 64 65 - 1 - None - 

No 
Mitigation 
Required 

NSA8 65 65 - 0 - None - 

No 
Mitigation 
Required 

NSA9 55 56 - 1 - None - 

No 
Mitigation 
Required 

NSA10 51 51 - 0 - None -- 

No 
Mitigation 
Required 

NSA11 51 53 - 2 - None - 

No 
Mitigation 
Required 

 

(1) Mitigated value not shown if mitigation is not recommended.  Calculations showing the effects of mitigation for all NSAs are 

presented in Appendix B. 

(2) The noise impact was calculated by subtracting the [Future (2029) “Do Nothing”] sound level from the [Future (2029) “With 

Improvements” - Mitigated] sound level. 

(3) The perceived noise impact, as per Table B, with mitigation installed where indicated. 

(4) Noise reduction is calculated by subtracting the [Future (2029) “With Improvements” - Mitigated] sound level from the [Future 

(2029) “With Improvements” - No Mitigation] sound level.  A minimum acceptable noise reduction of 5 dB must be achieved 

for a sound barrier to be considered effective enough to justify construction. 
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4.4 Noise Mitigation 

All of the noise sensitive areas considered in the study have a nil impact when comparing the noise levels of 

the future “Do Nothing” and future “With Improvements” scenarios.  The resulting noise impact is predicted to 

be less than 5dB for all NSAs and therefore no noise mitigation is necessary according to the MTO/MOE 

protocol. (also refer to Table A and Figure 2) 

 

4.5 Construction Noise 

Construction noise is temporary and unavoidable.  The effect of construction noise at all NSAs is dependant 

on various factors such as time of operation and size of equipment.  Recommendations relating to the 

management of construction noise include: 

  

• Adherence to applicable local bylaws.  Instances where adherence to the local bylaws is not possible 

and mitigation is not feasible an exemption should be obtained from the municipality before 

construction. 

• Construction equipment noise emissions should comply with MOE guideline NPC-115.   

• Contract documents provided to the contractor should contain general noise control measures to 

mitigate the noise impact at noise sensitive areas including two standard clauses regarding 

equipment noise: 

o Unnecessary noise caused by faulty or non-operating components must be addressed by 

regularly maintaining all equipment. 

o Duration of construction equipment idling is to be restricted to the minimum time necessary 

to complete the specific task. 

• A noise complaint process may be set in place similar to the MTO directive QST A-1: 

o Any initial complaint from the public will require verification by the County that all noise 

control measures to be applied are in effect.  The County will investigate any noise 

concerns, advise the contractor of any problems, and enforce its contract. 

o Notwithstanding compliance with any noise control measures identified in the contract 

documents, a persistent complaint will require the County to undertake a field investigation 

to determine noise level emissions.  Where noise level emissions, for that construction 

equipment in use, exceed the sound level criteria for construction equipment contained in 

the MOE Model Municipal Noise Control Bylaw, the County shall require the contractor to 

comply with the sound level criteria where quieter alternative equipment is reasonably 

available.  When this occurs, the County shall pay the contractor for costs incurred.  Where a 

quieter alternative is not reasonably available, the equipment in use will be accepted. 
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5. Conclusions and Recommendations 

The CR-43 road improvement project is expected to have negligible noise impact at all noise sensitive areas.  

Since the noise impact was calculated to be less than 5dB when comparing the expected ambient sound 

levels of the future “Do Nothing” and future “With Improvements” scenarios at all NSAs, no mitigation is 

required. 
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Appendix A. Traffic Data  
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Table A1. Additional Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) Volume Information 

 

Traffic Volume Breakdown
(1)

 Factor (%) 

Medium Heavy Trucks 5 

Large Heavy Trucks 0.7 

Summer Average Daily Traffic (SADT) 110 

Day / Night Traffic Split 94 / 6 

 

(1) Traffic volume information was obtained from correspondence with Steve Sergeant, AECOM Transportation Engineer. 

(Stephen.Sargeant@AECOM.com ; 1.613.389.3703) 
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Appendix B. Traffic Noise Level Calculations 

 



AECOM ANV GROUP STAMSON CALC SHEET Version 1.0 (BL) 1 of 3 

SADT Factor 1.1

Road Only Parameters

Year
AADTe or 

1hr or 

#Trains

SADTe or 

1hr or 

#Trains
to Year

AADTf or #Autos 

or #Trains

SADTf or #Autos 

or #Trains

%M.T. or #MT 

or #Loc

%H.T. or #HT 

or #Cars

Speed 

Limit 

(kph)

Grade 

%

2009 6200 6820 2029 9770 10747 5.00% 0.70% 50 0%

2009 9350 10285 2029 14734 16208 5.00% 0.70% 50 0% ENGINEER

2009 16800 18480 2029 26474 29122 5.00% 0.70% 50 0%

2009 14950 16445 2029 23559 25915 5.00% 0.70% 50 0% DATE

2009 16000 17600 2029 25213 27735 5.00% 0.70% 50 0%

2009 12000 13200 2029 18910 20801 5.00% 0.70% 50 0%

2009 "EXISTING"

ENSA#.TE
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No. 
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Leq (Night) 
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Ground 
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Dist (m)
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Barr 

θ2
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Height (m)

Barrier 

Receiver 

Distance (m)

Elevation 

Change (e) 

(m)
Source Ground 

Elevation (m)

Receiver 

Ground 

Elevation (m)

Base of Barrier 

Elevation (m)

Leq(Day) or 

Leq(1hr) (dBA)

Leq (Night) 

(dBA)

NSA1 CR43 West of Sommerville Rd -90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 35 - 53.82 45.28

TOTAL 53.82 45.28

NSA2
CR43 Between Sommerville 

Rd & Pinehill Rd
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 40 - 54.64 46.07

TOTAL 54.64 46.07

NSA3
CR43 Between Sommerville 

Rd & Pinehill Rd
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 80 - 49.64 41.29

TOTAL 49.64 41.29

NSA4
CR43 Between Pinehill Rd & 

Rideau St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 40 - 57.19 48.69

TOTAL 57.19 48.69

NSA5
CR43 Between Pinehill Rd & 

Rideau St
-90 -60 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 60 - 43.82 35.74

CR43 Between Rideau St & 

Grenville St
65 90 1 0 0 0 2 1.5/4.5 60 - 50.71 39.99

TOTAL 51.52 41.38

NSA6
CR43 Between Rideau St & 

Grenville St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 20 - 61.67 52.95

TOTAL 61.67 52.95

NSA7
CR43 Between Rideau St & 

Grenville St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 18 - 62.43 53.68

TOTAL 62.43 53.68

NSA8
CR43 Between Grenville St & 

Wellington St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 40 - 62.73 53.93

TOTAL 62.73 53.93

NSA9
CR43 Between Grenville St & 

Wellington St
-90 0 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 45 - 53.11 44.60

TOTAL 53.11 44.60

NSA10
CR43 Between Grenville St & 

Wellington St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 125 - 48.76 40.56

TOTAL 48.76 40.56

NSA11 CR43 East of Wellington St -90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 100 - 49.12 40.99

TOTAL 49.12 40.99

94/6

1

1

1

1

2.30%

PROJECTED(FUTURE) AADT DATA

CR43 Class EA

1

1 94/6

94/6

94/6

94/6

94/6

AVAILABLE AADT DATA

PROJECT NAME
Growth Rate/ Year Pavement  Type

Day/Night    

Split

2.30%

2.30%

2.30%

PROJECT NUMBER

BASE DRAWING June 17, 2009

Leaman Chow108480

Environmental Assessment

UNMITIGATED/EXISTING MITIGATED/FUTURE

Source(Do Nothing Volumes)

CR43 West of Sommerville Rd

CR43 Between Sommerville Rd & Pinehill Rd

CR43 Between Pinehill Rd & Rideau St

CR43 Between Rideau St & Grenville St

CR43 Between Grenville St & Wellington St 2.30%

CR43 East of Wellington St 2.30%
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Year to Year
AADTf or #Autos 

or #Trains

SADTf or #Autos 

or #Trains

%M.T. or #MT 

or #Loc

%H.T. or #HT 

or #Cars

Spee

d 

Limit 

Grade 

%

2009 2029 9770 10747 5.00% 0.70% 50 0%

2009 2029 14734 16208 5.00% 0.70% 50 0% ENGINEER

2009 2029 26474 29122 5.00% 0.70% 50 0%

2009 2029 23559 25915 5.00% 0.70% 50 0% DATE

2009 2029 25213 27735 5.00% 0.70% 50 0%

2009 2029 18910 20801 5.00% 0.70% 50 0%

2029 "DO NOTHING SCENARIO"
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Ground 
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Type
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Receiver 

Dist (m)

Barr 

θ1
Barr 

θ2
Barrier 

Height (m)

Barrier 

Receiver 
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Elevation 

Change (e) 

(m)
Source Ground 

Elevation (m)

Receiver 

Ground 

Elevation (m)

Base of Barrier 

Elevation (m)

Leq(Day) or 

Leq(1hr) (dBA)

Leq (Night) 

(dBA)

NSA1 CR43 West of Sommerville Rd -90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 35 - 55.80 47.33

TOTAL 55.80 47.33

NSA2
CR43 Between Sommerville 

Rd & Pinehill Rd
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 40 - 56.62 48.14

TOTAL 56.62 48.14

NSA3
CR43 Between Sommerville 

Rd & Pinehill Rd
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 80 - 51.62 43.37

TOTAL 51.62 43.37

NSA4
CR43 Between Pinehill Rd & 

Rideau St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 40 - 59.16 50.63

TOTAL 59.16 50.63

NSA5
CR43 Between Pinehill Rd & 

Rideau St
-90 -60 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 60 - 45.80 37.67

CR43 Between Rideau St & 

Grenville St
65 90 1 0 0 0 2 1.5/4.5 60 - 52.68 41.86

TOTAL 53.49 43.26

NSA6
CR43 Between Rideau St & 

Grenville St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 20 - 63.65 54.94

TOTAL 63.65 54.94

NSA7
CR43 Between Rideau St & 

Grenville St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 18 - 64.41 55.66

TOTAL 64.41 55.66

NSA8
CR43 Between Grenville St & 

Wellington St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 40 - 64.70 55.97

TOTAL 64.70 55.97

NSA9
CR43 Between Grenville St & 

Wellington St
-90 0 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 45 - 55.09 46.64

TOTAL 55.09 46.64

NSA10
CR43 Between Grenville St & 

Wellington St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 125 - 50.73 42.61

TOTAL 50.73 42.61

NSA11 CR43 East of Wellington St -90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 100 - 51.09 42.89

TOTAL 51.09 42.89

1

94/6

94/6

94/6

94/6

94/6

94/6

1

1

UNMITIGATED/EXISTING MITIGATED/FUTURE

Source(Do Nothing Volumes)
AADTe or 1hr or 

#Trains

CR43 West of Sommerville Rd

CR43 Between Sommerville Rd & Pinehill Rd

CR43 Between Pinehill Rd & Rideau St

CR43 Between Rideau St & Grenville St

Pavement  Type

2.30%

2.30%

2.30%

2.30%

16000 2.30%

6200

9350 PROJECT NUMBER

BASE DRAWING June 17, 2009

Leaman Chow108480

Environmental Assessment

AVAILABLE AADT DATA

PROJECT NAME
Growth Rate/ Year

Day/Night    

Split

Road Only ParametersPROJECTED(FUTURE) AADT DATA

CR43 East of Wellington St 12000 2.30%

CR43 Class EA

1

1

CR43 Between Grenville St & Wellington St

16800

14950

1
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SADT Multiplier 1.1

Year to Year
AADTf or #Autos or 

#Trains

SADTf or #Autos 

or #Trains

%M.T. or #MT 

or #Loc

%H.T. or #HT 

or #Cars

Speed Limit 

(kph)

Grade 

%

2009 2029 14000 15400 5.00% 0.70% 50 0%

2009 2029 22000 24200 5.00% 0.70% 50 0% ENGINEER

2009 2029 30000 33000 5.00% 0.70% 50 0%

2009 2029 29000 31900 5.00% 0.70% 50 0% DATE

2009 2029 30000 33000 5.00% 0.70% 50 0%

2009 2029 28000 30800 5.00% 0.70% 50 0%

2029 "WITH IMPROVEMENTS"
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Receiver 
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Elevation (m)

Leq(Day) or 

Leq(1hr) (dBA)

Leq (Night) 

(dBA)

NSA1 CR43 West of Sommerville Rd -90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 35 - 57.35 48.73

TOTAL 57.35 48.73

NSA2
CR43 Between Sommerville 

Rd & Pinehill Rd
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 40 - 58.35 49.84

TOTAL 58.35 49.84

NSA3
CR43 Between Sommerville 

Rd & Pinehill Rd
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 80 - 53.36 45.06

TOTAL 53.36 45.06

NSA4
CR43 Between Pinehill Rd & 

Rideau St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 40 - 59.70 51.20

TOTAL 59.70 51.20

NSA5
CR43 Between Pinehill Rd & 

Rideau St
-90 -60 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 60 - 46.34 38.25

CR43 Between Rideau St & 

Grenville St
65 90 1 0 0 0 2 1.5/4.5 60 - 53.58 42.80

TOTAL 54.33 44.11

NSA6
CR43 Between Rideau St & 

Grenville St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 20 - 64.55 55.80

TOTAL 64.55 55.80

NSA7
CR43 Between Rideau St & 

Grenville St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 18 - 65.31 56.53

TOTAL 65.31 56.53

NSA8
CR43 Between Grenville St & 

Wellington St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 40 - 65.46 56.71

TOTAL 65.46 56.71

NSA9
CR43 Between Grenville St & 

Wellington St
-90 0 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 45 - 55.84 47.38

TOTAL 55.84 47.38

NSA10
CR43 Between Grenville St & 

Wellington St
-90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 125 - 51.49 43.35

TOTAL 51.49 43.35

NSA11 CR43 East of Wellington St -90 90 1 0 0 0 1 1.5/4.5 100 - 52.80 44.58

TOTAL 52.80 44.58

108480

Environmental Assessment- 94/6

AVAILABLE AADT DATA PROJECTED(FUTURE) AADT DATA Road Only Parameters

PROJECT NAME

Growth Rate/ 

Year

Pavement  

Type

1

94/6

PROJECT NUMBER

BASE DRAWING June 17, 2009

Leaman Chow

CR43 Class EA

1

1

1

-

-

-

Day/Night    Split

94/6

94/6

94/6

9350

16800

14950

UNMITIGATED MITIGATED/FUTURE

Source(Do Nothing Volumes)
AADTe or 1hr or 

#Trains

CR43 West of Sommerville Rd

CR43 Between Sommerville Rd & Pinehill Rd

CR43 Between Pinehill Rd & Rideau St

CR43 Between Rideau St & Grenville St

6200

CR43 Between Grenville St & Wellington St 16000 - 1

94/6CR43 East of Wellington St 12000 - 1

P:\Noise\PROJECTS\Jobs\108480 CR 43 Class EA - Noise Study\Calcs\CR43 Stamson Worksheet-Detailed.xls



United Counties of Leeds and Grenville 

Traf f i c  Noise  Study 

 

 

(cr43_traffic_noise_study.doc) 
 

Appendix C. Glossary of Terms and Acronyms 
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“1/N octave band” means a band of frequencies integrally divided from an octave band. The 

u.l.f. equals 21/N times the l.l.f. A commonly used frequency band is the 1/3 

octave band. 

“A-weighting”  means a frequency weighting characteristic intended to approximate the 

relative sensitivity of the normal human to sound of different frequencies 

over a specified sound level range. Sound level measurements for the 

purpose of determining hazard to hearing are always A-weighted. 

“dBA” means a decibel of noise measured on a sound level meter using the A 

weighting network 

“decibel”  means a unit of  measurement, in this case  of sound pressure level, and 

equal to 20 times the logarithm (base 10) of the ratio of the pressure of a 

sound divided by the reference sound pressure of 20 Pa (0 dB). A doubling 

of sound pressure results in an increase of 6 dB; a tenfold increase in 

sound pressure results in an increase of 20 dB. 

“equivalent sound level”  sometimes denoted  Leq, means the value of the constant sound level, 

exposure to which would result in exposure to the same total A-weighted  

energy as would the specified time-varying sound if the constant sound 

level persisted over an equal duration - measured in dBA 

“frequency”  means the rate in Hertz (Hz) - previously denoted cycles per second, at 

which a physical event is repeated. Normal human hearing extends over a 

range of frequencies from about 15 Hz to about 15 kHz. Noise at higher 

frequencies is more disturbing and is more hazardous, but is more easily 

blocked or absorbed than is sound of low frequency. Sound which is 

concentrated at a particular, or narrow band of, frequency is more 

disturbing. (See tonality) 

“noise emission”  means sound radiating from, or leaving, a source. 

“noise exposure”  means sound arriving at a receptor. 

“noise sensitive receptor 

(NSA)” 

is a location that may be disturbed by noise. This can include, but is not 

limited to, residences, schools, daycares, hospitals, and retirement homes. 

“octave  band” means a band of frequencies where the upper limiting frequency (u.l.f.) is 

twice the lower limiting frequency (l.l.f.). Octave bands are identified by their 

centre-frequencies. The octave bands standardized for acoustic 

measurements include those centred at 31.5, 63, 125, 250, 500, 1000, 

2000, 4000, & 8000 Hz. 

“outdoor living area (OLA)” means area at ground level, adjacent to a NSA and accommodating 

outdoor living activities. This area may be situated on any side of the NSA. 

The usual distance from the dwelling unit wall is 3 m. The vertical height is 

1.2 m above the existing round surface. Where unknown, the side closest to 

the highway should be assumed. Paved areas for multiple dwelling 
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residential units may not be defined as an OLA. 

“sound pressure”  means the instantaneous difference between the actual pressure and the 

average or barometric pressure at a given location. 

“tonality” means a characteristic of a sound which can be identified through the 

sensation of pitch. 

“transmission loss (TL)”  the measure of the airborne sound insulation provided by a partition. 

Expressed in decibels (dB) it is a measure of ratio of the acoustic energy 

striking the partition relative to the energy which is transmitted through it. 
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Statement of Qualifications and Limitations 
 
© 2009 AECOM CANADA LTD. OR CLIENT (IF COPYRIGHT ASSIGNED TO CLIENT). ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. THIS 
DOCUMENT IS PROTECTED BY COPYRIGHT AND TRADE SECRET LAW AND MAY NOT BE REPRODUCED IN ANY MANNER, 
EXCEPT BY CLIENT FOR ITS OWN USE, OR WITH THE WRITTEN PERMISSION OF AECOM CANADA LTD. OR CLIENT (IF 
COPYRIGHT ASSIGNED TO CLIENT). 

 
The attached Report (the “Report”) has been prepared by AECOM Canada Ltd.  (“Consultant”) for the benefit of the client 
(“Client”) in accordance with the agreement between Consultant and Client, including the scope of work detailed therein (the 
“Agreement”). 
 
The information, data, recommendations and conclusions contained in the Report: 
 

• are subject to the budgetary, time, scope, and other constraints and limitations in the Agreement and the 
qualifications contained in the Report (the “Limitations”); 

• represent Consultants’ professional judgement in light of the Limitations and industry standards for the 
preparation of similar reports; 

• may be based on information provided to Consultant which has not been independently verified; 
• have not been updated since the date of issuance of the Report and their accuracy is limited to the time period and 

circumstances in which they were collected, processed, made or issued; 
• must be read as a whole and sections thereof should not be read out of such context; 
• were prepared for the specific purposes described in the Report and the Agreement; 
• in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, may be based on limited testing and on the 

assumption that such conditions are uniform and not variable either geographically or over time. 
 
Unless expressly stated to the contrary in the Report or the Agreement, Consultant: 
 

• shall not be responsible for any events or circumstances that may have occurred since the date on which the 
Report was prepared or for any inaccuracies contained in information that was provided to Consultant; 

• makes no representations whatsoever with respect to the Report or any part thereof, other than that the Report 
represents Consultant’s professional judgement as described above, and is intended only for the specific purpose 
described in the Report and the Agreement; 

• in the case of subsurface, environmental or geotechnical conditions, is not responsible for variability in such 
conditions geographically or over time. 

 
Except as required by law or otherwise agreed by Consultant and Client, the Report: 
 

• is to be treated as confidential; 
• may not be used or relied upon by third parties. 

 
Any use of this Report is subject to this Statement of Qualifications and Limitations.  Any damages arising from improper use 
of the Report or parts thereof shall be borne by the party making such use. 
 
This Statement of Qualifications and Limitations is attached to and forms part of the Report.   
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1. Introduction 

 
1.1 Background 

In April 2006, the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville issued a report entitled “United Counties of Leeds 
and Grenville County Road Master Plan”.  The goal of the Master Plan was to create a long-range (20-year) 
plan to meet projected transportation needs while adhering to principles of good highway design and 
environmental management.  This study concluded that the County Road 43 from Somerville Road to 
Highway 416 corridor should be upgraded to a four lane road.  Widening of an existing road is a trigger for 
further study under the Municipal Class Environment Assessment.   
 
In 2008, the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville retained the services of AECOM Canada to complete 
the Class Environmental Assessment and Preliminary Design of the Four Lane Upgrade of County Road 43 
Kemptville Corridor Class EA Study, as a result of the recommendations made in the 2006 Roads Master 
Plan.  This study is being carried out as a Schedule “C” project under the Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment process, which is approved under the Ontario Environmental Assessment Act. 
 
The primary study area is the County Road 43 extending from Somerville Road to the Western MTO 
boundary at the Highway 416 corridor (near the Colonnade development roundabout) in the Township of 
North Grenville, United Counties of Leeds and Grenville.  The Municipality is located south of the Rideau 
River approximately 50 kilometres (km) directly south of Ottawa. 
 
 
1.2 Purpose of the Report 

This Socio-economic Environment Report, prepared by Corinne Latimer, AECOM Canada Ltd., provides a 
summary description of the existing socio-economic conditions along the study corridor.  In preparing the 
summary description, background information was assembled and reviewed, and applicable agencies were 
consulted regarding specific data files and other potential data sources.  In addition, field reconnaissance 
activities were carried out in April 2009, to confirm and augment the secondary information reviewed. 
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2. Socio-Economic Environment 

2.1 Review of Background Studies and Secondary Source Information 

A number of secondary information sources (e.g. maps, reports) were used to characterize the Study Area 
Corridor.  Much of the datasets collected were obtained from the municipalities.  Sources consulted included: 
 
• Aerial photography; 
• United Counties of Leeds and Grenville Official Plan; and 
• Municipality of North Grenville Official Plan. 
 
2.2 Regional Setting, Economy and Population 

County Road 43 is located within the Municipality of North Grenville in the town of Kemptville.  The 
Municipality has a land area of 350 km² and a population of 14,198 (Statistics Canada, 2007) which is 
projected to grow to 16,891 in 2021, and 18,810 in 2031 (J.L. Richards & Associates Ltd, 2008).  It is noted 
that the United Counties had a total population of 99,206 in 2006 (Statistics Canada, 2007) which is 
projected to grow to 110,400 in 2021 and 115,400 in 2031 (J.L. Richards & Associates Ltd, 2008).  In North 
Grenville, the median family income in 2006 was $31,799 (Statistics Canada, 2007).  The table below 
summarizes employment in North Grenville by industry, where business and other services provide 46.3% of 
the employment in the community. 
 

Table 1. Employment by Industry (Statistics Canada, 2006) 

Industry 

Total Experienced Labour Force 
15 years and over 

7,820 

Agriculture and other resource-
based industries 

3.6% 

Construction and Manufacturing 13.7% 
Wholesale and Retail Trade 15.2% 

Finance and Real Estate 4% 
Healthcare, social and 
educational services 

17% 

Business and other services 46.3% 
 

In 2001, 43.7% of the resident labour force worked outside of the Municipality (Statistics Canada, 2007).  
The majority of those residents working outside of the Municipality commuted to Ottawa, Merrickville-Wolford 
and Gatineau/Hull. 
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2.3 Existing Land Uses 

On April 17, 2009, a site visit was completed to determine the existing land uses along the corridor.  
Appendix A provides an overview of the corridor and the existing land uses along the corridor.   
 
Figure 1. Study Area 

 
During the site reconnaissance the following key features were identified. 
• Four (4) hardware/building/farming supply stores and one (1) lumber storage yard. 
• Two (2) grocery stores. 
• Two (2) automotive dealers, one (1) auto parts business and one (1) automotive service. 
• Four (4) gas stations. 
• Six (6) restaurants. 
• Four (4) shopping centres, including: Kemptville Mall, Corner Stone Mall, Community Square and 

Creekside Centre. 
• One (1) Insurance broker, real estate agent, dentist and a number of small businesses. 
• One (1) LCBO. 
• One (1) canoe and kayak rental near the Kemptville Creek Bridge. 
• Four (4) residential properties were identified and a number of vacant development properties at the east 

and west end of the corridor. 
• The Forest Ferguson Centre is located between St. Michael Catholic High School and Grenville Street.  

It is a not for profit corporation that provides nursery stock to the community. 
• Cemetery on King Street near County Road 43. 
• Sidewalk on south side of County Road 43 between east end of Kemptville Mall and County Road 44 

and a sidewalk on north side of County Road 43 between east end of Community Square (at lights) and 
County Road 44. There is also a sidewalk on the south side of the Kemptville Creek bridge 

• Hydro lines follow along the south side of County Road 43 from Somerville Road to just west of County 
Road 44 then crosses diagonally through a Building Supply store.  There are also hydro lines along north 
and south side of County Road 43 from east of County Road 44 to eastern limits of study area. 

• Speed limit drops to 40 km (when lights flashing) for the St. Michael Catholic High School zone, between 
a restaurant and the Community Square shopping centre. 

 
The Municipality of North Grenville also has a Waste Water Treatment Plant on the north side of the County 
Road 43, west of the Kemptville Creek Bridge. 
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2.4 Planning Policies and Designated Land Uses 

2.4.1 Provincial Planning Policies 

The Planning Act 
 
The Planning Act (2005) sets out the ground rules for land use planning in Ontario and describes how land 
uses may be controlled, and who may control them.  Pursuant to the Planning Act, the Province of Ontario is 
the primary planning authority in Ontario.  The Planning Act enables the Province to delegate some of its 
planning authority to the upper-tier municipalities (e.g., counties and regional/district municipalities, as well 
as planning boards) while retaining control through the approval process.  Municipalities must conform to 
approved policies of the Provincial government and its agencies. 
 
Provincial ministries, municipal councils, planners and other stakeholders implement the Act when such 
actions include: 
• Preparing Official Plans and planning policies that guide future development considering provincial 

interests, such as protecting and managing natural resources; and  
• Regulating and controlling land uses through zoning by-laws and minor variances. 
 
Provincial Policy Statement 
 
The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) is the complimentary policy document to the Planning Act (2005).  
Issued under the authority of Section 3 of the Planning Act, the PPS provides direction on matters of 
provincial interest related to land use planning and development and promotes the provincial “policy-led” 
planning system that recognizes and addresses the complex inter-relationship among environmental, 
economic and social factors in land use planning (MMAH, 2005). 
 
The Planning Act requires that the PPS be reviewed periodically to ensure its policies are still effective.  The 
new PPS (2005) took effect on March 1, 2005 and provides for enhanced protection of the environment by 
identifying the significance of the natural heritage system and water resources, including natural hazards and 
water quality, air quality and energy use.  The new policies also provide for intensification and brownfields 
development to ensure the maximum use of sewer, water and energy systems, roads and transit.  The PPS 
also provides for more transit-friendly land use patterns using intensification and more compact, higher 
density development, as a means of bringing more people closer to the transit routes (MMAH, 2005). 
 
2.4.2 Municipality of North Grenville 

2.4.2.1 Official Plan 

The Municipality of North Grenville completed its Five Year Official Plan Review as mandated by the 
Province under the provisions of Section 26(1) of the Planning Act.  The last Official Plan review was 
conducted in 1998-99, and the previous Official Plan came into effect on June 2, 2000. The current Official 
Plan was adopted by Council on May 11, 2009. 
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The underlying community values of the Official Plan state that: 
1. North Grenville is comprised of supportive, caring, and friendly people – which is reflected in local 
organizations; 
2. North Grenville believes in economic self-sustainability of community; and 
3. Environmental sustainability is a core value of the North Grenville Community. 
 
The Study Area is located in the Schedule ‘B’ – Urban Service Area where the majority of residential, 
commercial and business growth and development in the Municipality will take place (See Appendix B).  This 
Urban Service Area will ensure sustainable growth by providing a commuter community for the Ottawa-
Carleton Region, and reduce the pressure for rural non-farm development in rural areas. 
 
Land use in the Study Area is primarily designated Highway Commercial, with pockets of residential areas 
between CR 44 and the south branch of the River Rideau, and agricultural land uses on the north side of CR 
43 between James Street and the south branch of the River Rideau.  Land use adjacent to the south branch 
of the River Rideau is designated as Floodplain Hazards and is designated a Provincially Significant Wetland 
(PSW). 
 
2.4.2.2 Future Development 

Section 10.9 Special Study Area – County Roads 43 and 44 Corridor, provides urban design guidelines for 
development proposals along the County Road 43 corridor.  These guidelines include: 
• Road widening right-of-way dedications; 
• Sidewalk dedication; 
• Appropriate entrances and exits; 
• Landscaping provisions; 
• Un-intrusive signage; 
• Placement of utilities underground; and 
• Appropriate roadway illumination and traffic control lights. 
 
2.5 Noise Sensitive Areas 

Section 12.14 of the draft Official Plan describes residential areas as noise sensitive areas.  It further states 
that the appropriateness of the development of any proposed major source of noise (non-residential) in close 
proximity to existing residential development will be considered.   
 
2.6 Recreation Trails 

North Grenville has a variety of trails throughout the community.  The North Grenville Trail system has 150 
kilometres of existing rails, urban streets, rural roads and waterways.  The trails consist of walking and hiking 
trails, and well maintained roads that can be used for horseback, bicycle, and automobile.  The North 
Grenville Trail system is made up of: 
• Ferguson Forest Centre Management Trail; 
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• Limerick Forest Chalet Trail, 
• Rideau Canal Lockstation – Burrits Rapids Tip-to-Tip Trail; and 
• University of Guelph – Kemptville Campus Agroforestry Trail. 
                                                                                   (Municipality of North Grenville, 2009) 
 

Figure 2. North Grenville Trails in the Study Area 

(Municipality of North Grenville, 2009) 
 
At the east end of the study area, the County Road 19 paved trail intersects with County Road 43 at the 
roundabout and continues southwards to Vanburen.  The Turtle walking trail intersects County Road 43 near 
the water treatment plant.  It provides a connection to the paved trails of County Road 44 (through the 
Management Trail) and County Road 18. The County Road 44 paved trail intersects County Road 43 and 
follows the roadway westwards to the Pinehill walking trail and then heads south connecting to County Road 
18.   Both trails are marked with directional signage.   
 
The Planning Department for the Municipality of North Grenville does not have planning guidelines for the 
North Grenville Trails system, but is reviewing the implementation of sidewalks along the outer urban streets 
and within future residential developments.   
 
2.7 Emergency Service Providers 

Emergency services in the Municipality of North Grenville include police, fire and ambulance coverage.  
Police services are provided by the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) and are located on County Road 43.   
 
The Fire Department is located on Reuben Crescent, and is comprised of 38 volunteers and one fire chief.  
The department services a 415 km² area including the Municipality of North Grenville and adjacent 
communities. 
 
Ambulatory services are provided by the United Counties of Leeds and Grenville.  The Kemptville District 
Hospital is located on Concession Road and the emergency services garage is located at County Road 44 
approximately 1 km north of County Road 43. 
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2.8 Schools 

St. Michael Catholic High School is located on County Road 43 near James Street and is one of two high 
schools located in the community. The high school is buffered from County Road 43 by a long entrance way 
and recreational field. 
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3. Conclusions 

This Socio-economic Environment Report provides a summary description of the existing social and 
economic conditions within the County Road 43 corridor.  The land use in the Study Area is primarily 
designated Highway Commercial and the proposed improvements are consistent with the Municipality of 
North Grenville Official Plan. 
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Stage 1 Archaeological Assessment 

 




















































