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1.0 Origins

Active Transportation can be defined as any form of human-powered transportation,
such as walking, cycling, running, wheeling, skiing, or paddling. All people, to some
extent, engage in active transportation daily, and there are many ways to integrate it
into everyday life. Active transportation has many benefits for individuals and for the
broader collective, including improvements to health, the environment, the economy,
and the community.
An active transportation (AT) master plan provides the basis for a municipality to
encourage, support, and expand the role of AT within their community. In order to
be successful, an AT plan must outline not only the infrastructure and physical layout
of the network, but also the programs and policy changes that will support the use
of that network. Active transportation is a vision; a holistic initiative that seeks to
capture the hearts and minds of a community, encouraging residents and visitors to
hang-up car keys and see Kingsville from a new perspective. In order to achieve that
vision, a public-process oriented approach must be taken, to ensure that the resulting
plan reflects the needs and wants of the people. This master plan documents the
Town of Kingsville’s journey toward that vision.

The Kingsville Active Transportation Master Plan is an opportunity to direct high
quality infrastructure development, and to establish a clearly defined sustainable
transportation network. The plan calls for a harmonic series of nodes and destinations
for living and working, linked by multi-use trails, bike facilities, and sidewalks. The
implementation of the Kingsville Active Transportation Master Plan will create
a vibrant, walkable and wheelable community on the waterfront; one that may
eventually become the sustainable transportation centre of Essex County.
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1.1 Study Purpose &
Objectives
In 2012, the Town of Kingsville, in recognition of the importance of active
transportation, undertook an Active Transportation Master Planning process. Building
off the success of the Essex County Wide Active Transportation (CWATS) Master Plan,
the Town envisioned Kingsville as a healthy, vibrant, and sustainable community that
provides multiple modes of transportation to connect its people and places. The
purpose of the active transportation master plan is to build upon this vision, outlining
design upgrades and development that will create a walkable and wheelable network
extending out from the Town into the broader County.
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The overarching goal of the study is to provide guidance for the future development of
Kingsville’s active transportation system. This guidance should achieve the objectives
of the steering committee and stake-holders, be fiscally responsible to the Town, and
respectful of the input received from the public.
The core objectives of the study, as outlined in the RFP, are:
»»Develop policies to be incorporated into the Official Plan that will direct the provision
of Active Transportation Facilities throughout the Municipality;
»»Review current bikeway design guidelines and develop new guidelines that are
inclusive of all Active Transportation modes in accordance with best practices for the
design and construction of AT infrastructure;
»»Review current Municipal Right-of-Way cross sections within the Development
Standards Manual to ensure implementation of proper facilities;
»»Develop local routes which will increase the opportunities for both recreational and
trip-oriented active transportation throughout the municipality by recognizing the
presence of the urban and rural environments within the Town and recommend
opportunities to increase the connectivity between the communities of Ruthven,
Cottam, and Kingsville, as well as adjacent municipalities;
»»Recommend solutions to Active Transportation issues related directly to the migrant
worker population in the Town;
»»Identify barriers and make recommendations to increase the accessibility for those
with mobility challenges to fully utilize the Active Transportation facilities within the
Town;
»»Build upon the existing Safe Routes to School Program within the Town;
»»Develop a strategy for the rehabilitation of car-oriented subdivisions;
»»Develop a strategy to efficiently and effectively implement and manage the Active
Transportation Plan in coordination with the proposed works contained with the
CWATS Plan and other local initiatives;
»»Develop unique, localized, promotional, educational, and programming materials in
support of the use of the local AT network.
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1.2 Commission
This report was prepared by Ekistics Planning Design (in association with SNC-Lavalin
and Form:Media), and is the culmination of a four-month transportation planning and
urban design process commissioned by the Town of Kingsville.
The resulting Kingsville Active Transportation Master Plan is reflective of the ideas
and community dialogue heard throughout this project. The vision for the Plan came
into focus during a series of stake-holder interviews and public workshops, where
participants identified and agreed upon specific issues to address. The need for the
Town, the County, adjacent Municipalities and the various stake-holders to come
together and work collectively toward similar goals was seen as the best way to
successfully address these issues and move a vision forward. This collection of voices
ultimately spoke to the need for a plan that would allow the stake-holder groups to
champion their ideas.

The TOWN OF KINGSVILLE: ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN

Phase 1: Understanding and Information Gathering
Phase one began with a project initiation meeting in January 2012, where the
Consultant Team met with Town staff to review the timeline, deliverables, and protocol
of the study. The Steering Committee was comprised of Town Staff, and directed
input was also provided by Elected Officials, and members of the Kingsville Active
Transportation Committee. Policy information, past studies, and base maps were
thoroughly reviewed to inform the study process. The Study Team completed a
comprehensive inventory / tour of key Town Active Transportation assets, including
route linkages, destinations, and other facilities. A list of study contacts was provided,
for further information gathering and collection. At the end of phase one, an
opportunities and constraints exercise was completed.

This study was organized into four phases that were framed by a public engagement
process, and designed to generate a new vision for the future of active transportation
in Kingsville, in collaboration with a wide range of stake-holders.
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Phase 2: Consultation

STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP
Active Transportation Master Plan
When:

Thursday, February 23rd, 2012,

Where:

Kingsville Lakeside Pavilion
315 Queen Street

4:00 - 5:30 pm

This is your opportunity! Come generate ideas
and participate in the master planning for
Kingsville’s Trails and Cycling Network.

Why:

Questions?

Amanda-Brea Watson, Town of Kingsville
519.733.2305 ext 249
Jill Robertson, Ekistics Planning and Design
519.800.6483 ext 103
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In order to achieve the sense of realism and uniqueness necessary for
implementation, a successful master plan must be based on the needs,
wishes, and desires of the community. For this active transportation plan,
phase two of the study consisted of a multi-faceted consultation program,
comprising of a stake-holder and public workshop, follow-up interviews,
and an online survey.

Public & Stakeholder Workshop
Both an invited stakeholders workshop and a general public workshop
were held on Thursday, February 23rd, 2012 at the Kingsville Lakeside
Pavilion. The sessions were well attended, with more than 20 people. The
overall response and activity generated during this process was generally
positive and successful, especially during the public workshop. Workshop
participants were divided into groups of six to eight people, with each
group working together to answer a series of questions. Each group was
given about 45 minutes to prepare their answers, and then summary
presentations were made to all in attendance.
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The issue topics and questions posed to participants were:
»»Where do you go?
»»Where would you like to go?
»»What is stopping you from getting there?
»»What would make it easier to get there?
»»Where should the focus (of this study) be?
Ideas and discussion from the workshop were plentiful, responses to the questions
were varied but centred around a number of common themes. The most commonly
emerging themes included the unique needs of the migrant worker community, the
desire for strong connections to both the Towns of Essex and Leamington, and the
desire to see Kingsville’s progress to date continue to move forward in a positive
direction.
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Route Selection Workshop

Online Survey

Building upon the momentum established during the previous trip, a follow-up
route selection workshop was held on Thursday, March 8th, 2012 at the Kingsville
Lakeside Pavilion. The intent of this workshop was to delve into more detail about
key route prioritization, and what types of facilities may be appropriate for Kingsville.
Approximately fifteen participants attended, and went through an exercise where
various facility types were ranked for their appropriateness for the Town. Following
this ranking, the preferred facilities were applied to various route linkages.

In order to further solicit public input, an online survey was developed to gather
additional information on Active Transportation issues. Over a six week period, the
survey yielded over 40 respondents, who commented on their commuting and
transportation preferences and comfort levels. The full survey results can be found in
Appendix A.

Key outcomes from this event included emphasis on County Road 20 / Seacliff
Drive, the importance of paved shoulders & signage for cyclists, and the need to
accommodate for both wheeled and walking AT users.

The majority of the respondents to the online survey were between the ages of
35 and 64 with a majority (66%) of men. While the single largest answer (36%)
indicated household sizes of two individuals, the majority (50%) have three or
more people, suggesting broader family demographics. Most live further than 10
kilometers away from work or school, with over 80% suggesting that their primary
mode of transportation is a car. Respondents report that they frequently use a car for
transportation (95%), but also cycle (83%) and walk (81%). The majority of survey
respondents (83%) are interested in alternative (active transportation) strategies to
travel throughout the Town.
90 percent of the respondents walk, on at least a weekly basis, and reports showed
that people feel more comfortable walking on a multi-use trail or a sidewalk rather
than on the shoulder of the road. Cyclist respondents reported that they feel more
comfortable riding on a multi-use trail or a road that has painted bike lanes or wide
shoulders. Some of the initiatives that respondents reported would encourage them
to walk or bike more often were more/improved sidewalks, more multi-use trails
and bike lanes, improved signage for bike and pedestrian use, better education for
motorists, cyclists and pedestrians and finally better road and sidewalk maintenance.
In order to get the respondents to use their vehicle less they reported that increases in
gas prices would discourage use of their vehicle, as well as a convenient public transit
system, and an improved trail and bikeway system in Kingsville.
When asked which locations or corridors require new or better connected trails,
bikeways or sidewalks, responses were plentiful, however two priorities emerged,
including County Road 20 / Seacliff Drive, Country Road 50 / Heritage Road. Other
notable linkages included Arner Townline, routes to the Arena, Jack Miner’s bird
sanctuary, and Town Hall.
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1.1
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Phase 3: Technical Review & Analysis

Summar y of Public Consultation

Connectivity

Safety

Programming

Administrative

Functional

Connections are needed
between Leamington and
Essex

County Road 20 has many
sections that are not safe for
cyclists

Ecotourism potential along
the Wine Route.

Bike Racks at Destinations.

Greenway is muddy in the
spring and winter

Schools, Seniors Centres,
Arena, Waterfront are all key
destinations.

Migrant Worker community
needs

Education for Migrant
Workers and Motorists

Advocate with Province to
enact 3 foot passing rule for
cyclists

Sections of the sidewalks
along the water are in poor
condition.

Isolation felt by the smaller
communities (i.e. Ruthven),
especially in Cottam.

Crossing Provincial Highway
#3 is a major challenge.

Bike Rallies and Rodeos
needed to educate youth.

Post office, library, Home
Hardware, Zehrs, Tim
Hortons, & MacDonald’s all

Country Road 20 and Country
Road 34 are key corridors for
the Migrant Worker

need better AT access

population

Sections of trails have
drainage issues.

Multi-use Trail often ends,
sidewalks may be
unconnected.

Greenway is not lit at night.

In terms of challenges facing the community, the survey respondents felt that
money is going to be the most significant challenge when it comes to improving
Kingsville’s Active Transportation network. The key initiative that will encourage
active transportation in Kingsville included better education for motorists, cyclists, and
pedestrians, an emphasis on safety, and outreach programs.
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Phase three of the study process consisted of the technical review and analysis. In
order to rationalize and analyze many of the facets of the active transportation
network in Kingsville, the study team first completed an extensive technical review
and best practices study. This research provided a strong technical foundation for
the report, and will ensure that the recommended facility types are based on the
latest practices for ensuring safety of all users. Following the best practices review,
the team identified a general hierarchy of facility types for the route network itself.
These included primary routes that provide core connections through the Town, and
secondary routes that expand local connectivity and reach out to other destinations
with the Town.
The study team identified and investigated candidate routes based on the information
obtained from the Town, the inventory and analysis exercise, and from the outcomes
of the public consultation. As is common with many active transportation plans,
the primary users considered in the development of Kingsville's AT plan included
cyclists and pedestrians, as they form the vast majority of network users. However,
it is important to acknowledge that as additional facilities become available, the
prevalence of additional user typologies (i.e. skateboarders, in-line skaters) may
increase, and at that time additional consideration may need to be given to these
users. As the plan moves forward through implementation, it is important to
recognize that distinct user groups may be present, or may develop, and specific
facility standards may need to be adjusted accordingly.
Based on this premise, the various route options were field verified, and a digital
photographic inventory was compiled. Using the study-specific best practices
assessment, options were investigated for the identified route linkages, and the
recommended connections were further prioritized for implementation, based on the
overall assessment of benefits and impacts. At each stage of the technical review
and analysis, study recommendations were cross referenced with the draft Countywide Active Transportation Study, to ensure consistency with the overarching County
recommendations.
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Phase 4: Reporting
Based on the preceding three phases, and the outcomes of the technical review
and analysis, an overall active transportation plan was completed. An interim draft
was reviewed with Town staff and the Active Transportation Committee on April 11,
2012. The draft plan was presented to the Steering Committee, Town Council, and
the Public for review and comment on May 14, 2012. Feedback from that session was
incorporated into the Final Master Plan.
Feedback received related largely to editorial comments and typographical revisions.
Content alterations included refinement of the language used to described the
various facility types, a review of the existing Town facilities in the context of the
new standards, and clarifications on points relating to best practices, the existing
conditions, and proposed facilities.
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2.0 Building Blocks

This chapter provides a summary of the existing socio-economic, physical, and
environmental attributes of the study area, with specific reference to their relevance
for the overall master plan. In order to ensure contextual appropriateness for the
design, it is critical to have a thorough understanding of not only the existing
conditions of the study area, but also the implications of the adjacent municipalities
and the county-wide focus. These conditions, in turn, provide a contextual rationale for
the active transportation master plan.

2.1 Demographic Profile
The Town of Kingsville is a lakeside community in southwestern Ontario, and is one of
seven lower tier municipalities in the County of Essex. Unlike many other small Towns
in Canada, the population of Kingsville is increasing. Recently released 2011 census
data establishes the population of the Town at 21,362, which is a 2.2% increase from
the 2006 population of 20,908. The Town has a total area of 246.88 square kilometres
and a population density of 86.5 persons per square kilometer.
The median age of the Town is 39.9, slightly higher than the Provincial median age of
39.0. The genealogy of Kingsville is well rooted, as 58% of residents 15 years or older
are third generation Canadians.
Kingsville’s unemployment rate is lower than the Province’s (5.6% unemployment
versus 6.4% provincial rate). The median household income is $76,109; higher than
the Provincial median household income of $69,156. Major sectors of employment
include the greenhouse industry, other agriculture, tourism, and the service sector.
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Community Transportation Profile
A case study comparison was conducted, to further describe the transportation
patterns in Kingsville, based on the 2006 Statistics Canada census findings. The
metrics considered were:

Kingsville’s mode share, similar to other rural municipalities, is predominantly autodependent. The rural nature of the area influences this dominance, with 83%
of respondents reporting status as a primary driver of a vehicle; higher than the
Provincial average of 70%. Eight percent of Kingsville residents report walking and
cycling as their primary mode of transportation, still higher than the Provincial average
of 6.8%. The mode share of Kingsville is influenced by the absence of public transit,
which may explain predominance of the single driver vehicle.

»»Total population
»»Population density
»»Land Area
»»Median Age and Income
»»Mode share (transportation patterns)

2.1

Ontario
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Kingsville

Comparison Table of Modal Share

Essex

Lakeshore

LaSalle

Leamington

Number

Percentage

Number

Percentage

Number

Percentage

Number

Percentage

Number

Percentage

Number

Percentage

Vehicle (driver)

4,038,035

70.96%

7925

82.85%

17508

87.4

29987

90.2

24859

89.9

21942

76.1

Vehicle (passenger)

470,410

8.27%

715

7.48%

1422

7.1

2194

6.6

1936

7.0

3604

12.5

Public Transit

736,060

12.93%

15

0.16%

20

0.1

100

0.3

138

0.5

29

0.1

Walk / Bike

389,105

6.84%

825

8.63%

921

4.6

798

2.4

553

2.0

2912

10.1

Other

57,350

1.01%

85

0.89%

160

0.8

166

0.5

166

0.6

317

1.1

Total

5,690,960

9565

20032

33245

27652

28804
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2.2 Existing Infrastructure,
Connections, and Nodes
Chrysler Canada Greenway Trail
The Chrysler Canada Greenway Trail is a 42 kilometer former abandoned rail bed that
has been converted to a soft-surface multi-use trail. Owned and managed by the
Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA), the corridor was acquired in 1995 after a
significant donation from Chrysler Canada. Following an 18 month planning and public
engagement process, it was determined that the best use for the corridor was a linear
greenway and trail system. Permitted uses include hiking, cycling, bird watching,
picnicking, and cross country skiing, with selected areas available for equestrian uses.
The Chrysler Canada Greenway begins south of Oldcastle, in the Town of Tecumseh,
and travels through the Town of Kingsville, ending in Ruthven just west of the
Kingsville - Leamington boundary. The Greenway provides a contiguous corridor of
greenspace, linking many areas of cultural and ecological significance, and connecting
three watersheds within the County of Essex.

Town of Kingsville Active Transportation Facilities
The Town of Kingsville has a number of on and off-road active transportation facilities,
including sidewalks, multi-purpose trail, and bike lanes. These existing routes connect
many of the Town's key destinations, including the Kingsville Arena, Lakeside Park, the
Wine Route, Cottam's Ridgeview Park, and many of the Town's schools.

Provincial Highway 3
Provincial Highway 3 is a four lane, divided highway that connects from the 401 / City
of Windsor to the Municipality of Leamington. As a Provincial highway, it falls under
the jurisdiction of the Ontario Ministry of Transportation (MTO). As such, any proposed
crossings or development within the permit control area would be subject to MTO
approval.
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County Road 20 (West of Kingsville)
This section of roadway extends from the Arner Townline to the urban areas of
Kingsville in the westerly portion of the Town. Traffic volumes in the 6 - 8,000
vehicles per day range have been noted with truck percentages in the range of 2% of
total traffic.

Arner Townline to 330 m east of McCain Side Road
NOTE: This section is not specifically defined in the CWATS study as the Chrysler
Greenway runs parallel.
County Road 20 is a two lane roadway with a rural cross section, posted speed of 80
kilometers per hour, gravel shoulders approximately 2.5 metres in width and white
painted edge lines. The section is approximately 4.0 kilometers in length and there is
limited residential or commercial development along the majority of the roadway and
a minimal number of driveways (approximately. 10 driveways per kilometer). A utility
pole line is located along the north side of the roadway and is well set back from the
edge of roadway. Some areas have shallow swales along the side of the road with
driveway culverts. Generally vegetation is set back from the roadway though in select
areas, there is some vegetation close to the roadway.

330 m east of McCain Side Road to 630 m east of McCain Side Road
The cross section of this roadway is similar to the previous section though there is
a speed reduction to 70 kilometers per hour and a concrete gutter with no curb flag
introduced on both sides of the roadway complete with catch basin grates embedded
in the concrete gutter. The shoulder beyond the gutter varies but is predominately
grassed and relatively flat within the general vicinity of the roadway.

2.3

The Study Area Nodes & Destinations
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630 m east of McCain Side Road to 200 m west of Conservation Boulevard
The cross section through this area is the same as that described in the previous
section with the exception of a posted speed of 70 kilometers per hour.

200 m west of Conservation Boulevard to 130 m west of Heritage Road
This section of roadway maintains the gravel shoulder and painted white edge
lines as in previous sections through transitions into a slightly more urban
environment for some sections. The posted speed is 70 kilometers per hour and
there are approximately 400 metres of this section where the cross section widens
to 3 or 4 lanes. The Chrysler Greenway trail is present along the north side of the
roadway. There is an increased frequency of driveways through this area and
the roadside nature is more urban the previous sections. Nonetheless, the gravel
shoulder is maintained throughout these sections.
Approximately 560 meters east of Conservation Boulevard is the crossing of the
Chrysler Greenway which provides an alternate route for active transportation
users as it connects directly into the Town of Kingsville. The two lane, gravel
shoulder with white painted line continues to approximately 130 metres west of
Heritage Road (Route 50) where the speed limit drops to 50 kilometers per hour
and the cross section changes to an urban, curbed cross section. The total length
of this section is approximately 1.6 kilometers.

County Road 20 – East of Kingsville / Seacliff Drive
Seacliff Drive is the easterly extension of County Road 20 from Kratz Road to the
Albuna Townline. Traffic volumes averaged 10,000 - 11,000 vehicles per day with up to
14,000 vehicles being observed on the busiest day. Truck percentages are in the range
of 2% of total traffic.

Jasperson Drive to 200m East of Kratz Road
The east end of this section represents the transition from an urban environment
to the west and rural environment to the east. The section has a posted speed of
50 kilometers per hour with a combination of barrier and rolled concrete curbs as
well as a concrete sidewalk on the nouth side of the roadway. The roadway cross
section includes a narrow centre shared left turn lane providing access to numerous
commercial driveways. Driveway density is approximately 40 driveways per kilometer
of roadway. This section also includes the crossing of the Chrysler Greenway trail
approximately 300 metres east of Jasperson Drive.
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200m East of Kratz Road to 400m West of Union Avenue (County Road 45)
This section of roadway is approximately 4 kilometers in length and includes a two
lane undivided asphalt roadway. While the lane widths remain relatively narrow,
the shoulders widen to approximately 2+ metres in width. White painted edge lines
are present in some locations but not consistently throughout the length of the
section. Shallow swales are present along the road edges in many locations with
small diameter culverts under the driveways, while some isolated areas also have
deeper ditch cross sections though generally maintain reasonable separation from
the roadway. Utility poles are generally well set back from the edge of roadway and
driveway density is approximately 25 driveways per kilometer. At the east end of this
section, the roadway edge transitions from a gravel shoulder to a concrete rolled curb
approximately 400 metres west of Union Avenue. At this point, the speed limit also
changes from 80 to 60 kilometers per hour posted speed.

400m West of Union Avenue to Townline Road South / Route 31
This section is approximately 2.3 kilometers in length and includes a two lane
undivided asphalt roadway with concrete rolled curb and gutter, white painted
edge lines, a posted speed of 60 kilometers per hour, and relatively narrow lane
widths. Storm water collection is facilitated through catch basins and piped network.
Adjacent land uses are primarily residential with limited small commercial uses and
the associated driveway density averages about 30 driveways per kilometer. There is
a utility pole line along the south side and some additional guy poles or distribution
poles on the north side of the road. Share the road signs are currently posted.
There is limited vegetation along the roadside and building structures are typically well
set back from the roadway. A number of locations have wide, undefined driveways
(i.e. poor access management design principles). Road side environment is relatively
flat and is absent of ditching, though some grade differences are present at isolated
locations. Some additional commercial development is present surrounding the Union
Avenue intersection and this intersection also includes traffic signals and left turn
auxiliary lanes. West of Union Avenue, the utility pole line shifts to the north side of
the roadway with some guy and distribution poles located on the south side of the
road.
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County Road 50 - Heritage Road
Heritage Road is located west of Kingsville and designated as a minor arterial
roadway. Recorded two way traffic volumes indicate typical daily volumes of between
1,500 and 2,000 vehicles per day. Heavy truck traffic makes up less than 2% of the
total traffic volume. This route runs parallel to Lake Erie and is scenic in nature with
mostly residential and cottage recreational land uses adjacent to the roadway. County
Road 50 connects to County Road 20 just west of Kingsville.

County Road 20 to Ford Road
This section of roadway is approximately a rural roadway with a relatively narrow
paved surface (approximately 3 metres in width) and gravel shoulders of varying width
and a posted speed of 50 kilometers per hour. The roadside character is primarily
residential in nature with many driveways connecting directly to the road. The gravel
shoulders vary in width but are generally in the range of 1 to 1.5 metres in width.
There is a utility pole line along the north side of the roadway which are in the range
of 8 metres from the edge of the roadway and drainage facilities are set beyond the
utility pole line. A utility pole line is also present along the south side of the roadway
in some areas and is again set back from the edge of the roadway. In some locations,
the vehicle parking areas are immediately adjacent to the roadway and have the
potential to obstruct sightlines. Mail boxes at many locations are located close to the
travelled lane.

Ford Road to McCain Side Road
Narrow pavement width and posted speed remain relatively consistent throughout
these areas though the general cross section narrows with mature trees, parking
areas, buildings and other amenities being located closer to the roadway. The section
is approximately 2.6 kilometers in length and the shoulder is generally gravel though
has been overgrown by grass in many areas. Some shallow drainage ditches are
present with culvert crossings. The utility pole line continues along the south side
of the roadway and there are numerous driveways connecting to the road. In some
cases, the driveways are relatively wide and vehicles can be parked in close proximity
to the roadway.
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McCain Side Road to Harold Cull Drive
Roadway cross section through this area is similar to past sections, through
the roadside character is rural in nature with minimal driveway access and
little development adjacent to the road for the first approximately 800 meters.
Development and access is reintroduced closer to Kingsville and is more consistent
with an urban environment similar to previous road sections. The route is currently
marked with share the road signage, though lane widths remain quite narrow and
the pavement edge is deteriorated in numerous locations. The posted speed along
this section is 50 kilometers per hour, though further investigation may be warranted
to determine compliance with this speed given the rural highway environment. It
is possible that average speeds may be higher than those posted suggesting that
design decisions may warrant looking at the typical speed profile as opposed to the
posted speed limit. Intermittent use of roadway edge markings are used though not
consistently throughout the section.

Harold Cull Drive to the Chrysler Greenway Trail
This section represents the north south section of the roadway connecting to Main
Street West and runs along the west side of the urban areas of Kingsville. The route
intersects with the Chrysler Greenway approximately 450 metres south of Main Street
West The posted speed on this section of road is maintained at 50 kilometers per hour
and the roadway cross section is similar to the other sections of County Road 50 with
relatively narrow lane widths and rural cross section with narrow gravel shoulders
(approximately. 1 metre in width). Pavement conditions are poor in some areas and
select locations have fixed roadside features or vegetation that is relatively close to
the pavement edge. A section of sidewalk separated from the roadway by a grassed
boulevard is present on the west side of the roadway between James Avenue and the
Chrysler Greenway facilitating access between the trail and the residential areas.
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Chrysler Greenway Trail to Main Street West
North of the Chrysler Greenway trail, barrier curb is introduced on both sides of the
road and a concrete sidewalk has been constructed on the back of the west barrier
curb. The pavement width increases to accommodate a full urban cross sectional
width with no pavement markings at this time. Despite the cross sectional change,
pavement markings are introduced approximately 50 metres to the north providing
for a full bike lane on the east side of the roadway though only a narrow painted strip
on the west side of the road adjacent to the sidewalk. Closer to Main Street West the
white painted edge line in the southbound direction provides for a bike lane wider
than typical.

Division Road (County Road 29)
From Kingsville to Highway 3 Bypass
Division Road is a north-south arterial roadway that has a variety of mixed lane users
adjacent to the roadway and a variety of access management treatments at different
driveways. The posted speed is 50 kilometers per hour and wide gravel shoulders are
present at most locations. A white painted edge line is present in most locations at the
edge of the travelled asphalt lane.
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2.3 Planning Context
Several background studies informed the result of the Kingsville Active Transportation
Strategy. The topical issues relevant to this study are summarized below.

Town of Kingsville Official Plan (2012)
The Kingsville’s Official Plan is intended to be formally adopted in 2012. As the Town’s
overarching planning policy document, the Official Plan outlines the Municipality’s
direction on how land within the community will be used. The Official Plan has a
number of specific goals, including the development of efficient and sustainable
transportation facilities to efficiently move people and goods within, to, and from the
Town, enhancing the liveability of Kingsville, protecting natural resources, emphasizing
barrier free design of facilities, and providing consistent direction with the County of
Essex’s Official Planning principles.
Relevant policies outlined in the Official Plan:
»»The Town shall acquire additional neighbourhood parkland where necessary to
maintain a total supply generally of 2 hectares per 1,000 citizens, in addition to the
promotion of linear parks as multi-purpose trails.

The TOWN OF KINGSVILLE: ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN
The Town shall have a defined Roads Needs Study program to improve and maintain road
surfaces, bridges, alignments, intersections, and pavement widths. When and wherever
possible, roadside vegetation and tree planting shall be retained or replaced after road
improvements have been made.

Town of Kingsville Development Manual (2010)
The Town of Kingsville Development Manual is an evolving and dynamic resource
document that provides guidance for the physical standard of Town facilities and assets.
Based on the principles of the “Healthy Places, Healthy People” mandate of the Intermunicipal Planning Consultation Committee (IMPCC), the Development Manual is the
overarching directional document for the Town.
The development manual outlines standards relating to Town-owned transportation
facilities. As indicated, the current standard for local urban roads is 8.6 m (measured
from the face of the curbs), and 8.5 m (for semi-urban roads). Municipal sidewalks are to
be a minimum of 1.5 m wide, and 1.8 m wide when abutting the curb. No standards are
currently depicted for multi-use trail or bike-specific facilities.

»»The Town shall acquire 5% parkland dedication or cash-in-lieu payment as a
condition of all future residential development.
»»Trails will be discouraged in environmentally significant areas (ESAs) unless it can
demonstrated that such uses will not negatively impact the environment.
The Official Plan also highlights principles of a road and transportation hierarchy.
Within this framework, roads are classified as either arterial, collector, or local. Arterial
roads are those intended to form the main ingress and egress routes to the Town,
and typically do not permit parking. Collector Roads, such as the main County Roads
(County Roads 8,14, 18, 20, 23, 27, 29, 31, 34, 45, and 50) are intended to provide for
the movement of moderate volumes of traffic between local roads and arterial roads
while maintaining access to abutting properties. Local roads provide for access to
abutting properties and typically permit on-street parking. Many may have special
minimum right-of-way widths and other special restrictions as prescribed by the MTO,
the County or the Town.
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Town of Kingsville Traffic Bylaw (21-2005)

The Town of Kingsville Transportation Master Plan

The Town of Kingsville's Traffic Bylaw outlines many of the Town-specific regulations
related to all forms of transportation within Municipal boundaries. Policies and
provisions that are relevant to active transportation include:

Existing Conditions paper was prepared in 2007 as a first phase of the overall
Transportation Master Plan. The purpose of the paper was to evaluate existing traffic
conditions, identify problems and opportunities for immediate improvement and
provide the basis for forecasting and evaluating the impacts of future traffic demands
in the Town for a 20 year planning horizon. Relevant points from this report include:

»»5.3: No person shall ride a bicycle with a wheel more than 60 cm in diameter upon
a sidewalk.
»»5.4: No person riding a skateboard or scooter shall go upon the roadway.
Other provisions of the bylaw outline specific locations (Schedule 21) where activities
such as roller skating, in-line skating, and skateboarding are restricted, as well as
addressing school crossings and parking requirements.

Design Guideline for Bikeways (draft)
The Town of Kingsville's Design Guideline for Bikeways document summarizes the
Town's current standards and practices with respect to the creation, maintenance,
and programming of bike facilities within the Town. Developed by the Town's Active
Transportation committee, this document has been the primary AT reference for
Kingsville.

»»Increase in town population by 3,000 to 7,000 residents between 2006 and 2026;
»»There are presently no defined truck routes with the Town;
»»The proposed classification for County Road 20 is a Secondary Regional Roadway
outside of the Kingsville municipal boundaries and as a minor arterial within the
Town Boundaries;
»»Highway 3 is maintained under a Highway classification;
»»The Chrysler Canada Greenway is a 44 kilometer mixed use trail bisecting the Town;
»»Existing cycling facilities are limited to the Chrysler Canada Greenway;
»»No transit service is presently available;
»»Level of Service analysis suggests that there are minimal capacity and delay issues;
»»A variety of concerns exist on the current road network.
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2.4 The Provincial Context
The following legislation provides the structural foundation for the development of
active transportation plans and facilities within the Province of Ontario.

Municipal Act (2001)
The Ontario Municipal Act empowers government at the municipal level to make
decisions relevant to the local environmental, economic, and social context.
Specifically relating to active transportation, the Municipal Act provides a policy
framework for local jurisdiction over municipal transportation corridors.

Highway Traffic Act (HTA) - R.S.O. 1990,
In the Province of Ontario, vehicular traffic law is governed by the Highway Traffic
Act (HTA). Under this legislation, bicycles are considered a vehicle, and therefore
must abide by these regulations. Bicycles are permitted on all public roads with the
same rights and responsibilities as motor vehicles, except on restricted access routes
(i.e. 400 series highways) or those routes defined by municipal bylaw. The Highway
Traffic act also outlines a number of regulations describing the safe operation of
bicycles on roadways.
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2.5 Other Relevant Studies

2.6 Site Analysis

Essex County Wide Active Transportation Study (2011)

A comprehensive site analysis was completed, looking at the existing nodes, linkages,
destinations, and landscape patterns. Key destinations such as greenhouses, schools,
wineries, churches, parks, and sports fields are all highlighted as potential nodes for
connection.

Initiated in the fall of 2010, the Essex County Wide Active Transportation Study (CWATS)
was a comprehensive master planning process that set the tone for sustainable
transportation in Southern Ontario. The CWATS plan is intended to support and
strengthen the provision of active transportation, connecting the County with emphasis
on both on and off-road facilities. The CWATS plan will build upon existing work
completed by the County, consolidating information and outlining a strategic direction
for the County and each of the seven local Municipalities to take in moving forward.
The CWATS plan is particularly relevant to the Town of Kingsville’s Active Transportation
Plan for a number of reasons. By its very nature and scale it was extremely
comprehensive, and generally addresses concerns and input from stakeholders that
would be relevant to Kingsville. It is also important that the Town’s plan strategically
align with the CWATS plan, both based on the funding model outlined by the County,
but also from a functional point of view.

Essex-Windsor Regional Transportation Master Plan
(2005)
In 2005, the County of Essex in collaboration with the City of Windsor, commissioned a
regional transportation master plan. The intention of this plan was to outline a regional
transportation strategy, including addressing issues of sustainable transportation. One
of the key regional active transportation assets is the Essex Region Conservation
Authority (ERCA) managed Chrysler Canada Greenway.
In terms of the relevancy of active transportation at the regional scale, the
Transportation Master Plan notes that when trip distance increases, walkability
decreases over a tipping point of two kilometers. As the greatest demand for
cycling and pedestrian facilities exists in urbanized areas, it is important that local
municipalities are strategic in their investment of sustainable transportation resources.
It is also essential that adjacent municipalities work together to improve regional
connectivity.
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A pedestrian and cyclist-shed analysis created circles of walk or bikeability around
schools and greenhouse development sites within the Town; key destinations for
commuting network users. Yellow circles are indicative of a 5 km bike distance from
these key destinations. Lilac circles are indicative of 1.2 km walking distances. Applied
across the entire Town landscape, it is clear that the majority of utilitarian destinations
are in the west half of the Town. It is also clear that a majority of land area within the
Town is easily bikeable.

2.4

Site Analysis
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2.7 Opportunities and
Constraints

Constraints
»»Inconsistent Infrastructure: The existing road and trail conditions vary widely
across the Town. Conditions often change considerably even within relatively short
sections of a individual route.

Given the previous discussion of current conditions, trends in active transportation, and
context findings from the participation process, the following assessment of existing
opportunities and constraints conveys the strengths and weaknesses of existing

»»Road Widths: Many of the key or highly desirable linkages within the Town are
restricted due to narrow road widths, small or nonexistent shoulders, and minimal
building setbacks.

Opportunities

»»New Infrastructure Capital Costs: The costs for new infrastructure may seem
overwhelming, especially given the small population and largely rural context of the
study area.

»»Existing Facilities: The Town already has in place a number of AT, bike, and trail
facilities, including the ERCA owned and managed Greenway Trail.
»»Engaged Partners: Key stakeholding groups, such as the local OPP detachment,
Migrant Workers Community Program, the Windsor-Essex Health Unit, and the
County are all supportive partners for the Kingsville AT Plan.
»»Dedicated Volunteers: The volunteer-based Active Transportation Committee is
very active in support of AT programs and facilities in Kingsville
»»Tourism: Kingsville has a robust tourism industry, and its proximity to the Lake,
scenic landscape, and desirable destinations provide a strong foundation for
developing eco-tourism opportunities.
»»Climate: The Town of Kingsville's geographic location provides for one of the
shortest winters in Canada. A long snow-free season facilitates participation in
active transportation activities.
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»»Distances between Destinations: The study area immediately outside urban
Kingsville is predominantly rural, and distances between nodes and destinations is
large; a deterrent to everyday active transportation use.
»»Shifting Priorities: The car is still king in much of the Town (and County of Essex) and
educating the motoring public to the benefits and needs of active transportation will
continue to be a necessary and important consideration.

2.5

Oppor tunities and Constraint s
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3.0 Guiding Principles

This chapter describes the guiding principles and engineering considerations that
underlie the foundation of the Kingsville Active Transportation Master Plan. These
principles are used to structure the values, inspirations, components, and technical
details that comprise the completed master plan, and are central to the overarching
theme and intent of the entire project.
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3.1 Design Approach
This report presents the preferred active transportation network for the Town of
Kingsville, linking into the overarching County-Wide AT Plan. The design approach
was framed by the consideration of a number of active transportation values, which
provided the foundation for the development of the entire plan.

Safe
The proposed facilities must be designed to be safe and comfortable for a variety of
active transportation users, as well as the general public.

Accessible
Active Transportation facilities should be accessible from many areas of the Town,
by all types and skill levels of users. Effort should be made to service both rural and
urban areas equitably, and to meet the greatest range of needs from the largest
variety of users.

Desirable
Active Transportation connections should be reflective of the needs and wishes of the
residents. Facilities should connect to nodes and destinations that are highly sought,
while taking advantage of scenic vistas and natural amenities. The routes should be
attractive assets to the Town’s overall infrastructure network.

Efficient
The planned active transportation connections should link nodes and destinations in
an efficient and logical manner, integrating with existing infrastructure or alternative
modes of transportation, where feasible.
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3.2 Benefits of Active
Transportation
There are numerous benefits of active transportation, for individuals, the community
as a whole, and the entire municipality. These benefits include improvement to public
health, increased efficiencies for transportation, mitigated environmental impacts
of vehicular infrastructure, local and regional economic stimulus, and enhanced
community development.

Health
Active Transportation provides an enjoyable, convenient and affordable means
of exercise and recreation. Physical inactivity is a leading contributor to a number
of health implications, such as heart disease, hypertension, stroke, diabetes and
osteoporosis. Inactivity is also directly linked to obesity, one of Canada’s most pressing
health concerns. By encouraging participation of Kingsville residents in purpose-driven
physical activity, active transportation can aid in working towards greater overall
community health and well-being.
Unlike traditional motor vehicle transportation, active transportation emits none of
the airborne particulates that exacerbate respiratory ailments, and with a reduction
of dependence on automobiles, it will help to decrease related respiratory problems.
Having a healthier community will also help with reduced health care costs.
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Transportation

Environmental

Active transportation is a means of transportation that is efficient, affordable and
accessible. It is the most energy efficient mode of transportation and generates no
pollution. The transportation benefits of active transportation include reduced road
congestion and maintenance costs, less costly infrastructure, increased road safety
and decreased user costs.

Active transportation is an energy efficient, non-polluting mode of travel. It can help to
alleviate traffic congestion, air pollution, noise and the need for vehicle infrastructure
such as increased numbers of roads and parking structures. Automobile exhaust
contributes a whole host of harmful substances into the atmosphere, including
greenhouse gas emissions, which are responsible for global warming. Airborne toxins
and particulates reduce the quality of the air we breathe, which is one reason why
forms of active transportation are encouraged.

Roadway funding requirements include maintenance costs, safety and enhancement
costs plus the addition of roadway capacity through lane widening or additions. An
emphasis on walking, cycling and other active transportation modes can result in a
reduction in these roadway costs. For example, bicycles are lightweight vehicles that
take up little space and cause little wear and tear on a road surface.
Another benefit of reduced car use is a decrease in the amount of parking spaces
required. Encouraging more people to walk and cycle to work could lead to a reduction
in the number of parking spaces required at a place of employment.

Economic
Active transportation is the most energy efficient and least costly mode of
transportation. Shifting to active modes of transportation results in huge savings
in personal and family transportation costs. Active transportation also allows for
a reduction in road construction, repair and maintenance costs, costs due to air
pollutants, health care costs, safety costs, external costs due to traffic congestion
and parking subsidies. This will also allow for increased land values in areas adjacent
to active transportation infrastructure. By providing infrastructure for active
transportation it will be meeting the needs of those who don’t have the option to
drive, due to affordability, aging population or youth.

Social
Active Transportation provides a setting for people to leave their homes and meet and
socialize with the local residents. Interacting with neighbours can help people to feel
more connected and involved with their community.
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Short distance, motor vehicle trips are the least fuel-efficient and generate the most
pollution per kilometer. These trips have the greatest potential of being replaced by
walking or cycling trips and integrated walking-transit and cycling-transit trips. Shifting
to these modes can mitigate global climate change, local air pollution, photochemical
smog, acid rain, water pollution and hydrologic disruptions, land use and noise
pollution.
Reducing the amount of vehicles in the road reduces the number of pollutants that are
emitted into the atmosphere by motor vehicles. Climate change is another problem
that can be mitigated by encouraging drivers to use other modes, or to travel outside
rush hours. Motor vehicles, roads and parking facilities are major sources of water
pollution and hydrologic disruptions due to such factors as road de-icing, air pollution
settlement, roadside herbicides, road construction along shorelines, and increased
impervious surfaces.
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3.3 User Profiles
Network Users
Generally, this Active Transportation Plan has been designed for two major user
groups; pedestrians and cyclists. Within these broad groups, a number of more
specific categories emerge. Pedestrians can be either recreational or utilitarian
walkers, joggers & runners, and those with mobility and / or vision challenges.
Cyclists tend to be classified by their proficiency, and have recreational and utilitarian
requirements. When considering the design of various facilities, they must be created
to meet the needs of the broadest cross section of users.

Cyclists
The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
has developed one of the most comprehensive resources for the development of
bike facilities. These are supported by the standards outlined by the Transportation
Association of Canada (TAC). According to AASHTO and TAC standards, a typical
cyclist occupies at least 1.0 m of essential operating space, based on their profile.
Consequently, the minimum realistic clearance for a single lane of cycling traffic is 1.2
m, while 1.5 m is preferable. The typical cyclist operates at a speed of less than 30
km / hr, therefore most facilities should be based on a design speed of 30 km / hr. If
grades in excess of 4% or micro-climatic conditions (tail winds) are present, the design
speed could be increased to 50 km / hr.
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Cyclists typically fall into one of three classes of users, outlined below:
»»Advanced riders operate in a similar fashion to a vehicle. While they may be riding
for recreational or utilitarian purposes, an advanced cyclist tends to be comfortable
in traffic, moves efficiently, and seeks out direct routes to reach destinations. These
cyclists still require adequate space, whether that be in the road right-of-way, or on
a multi-use trail.
»»Basic riders may also ride for either recreational or utilitarian purposes, but operate
distinctively from advanced riders. Basic riders may travel in traffic, but prefer
to do so in areas with ample clearance for passing, or with low traffic volumes.
Basic riders tend to travel on neighbourhood streets, or off-road paths, and prefer
connections with dedicated facilities, such as bike lanes.
»»Children comprise the third major class of cyclists. Travelling solo, or with their
parents (who may be either advanced or basic cyclists), children do not travel
as fast, and may not possess the technical proficiency of adult cyclists. Children
typically require cycling routes that travel along residential streets, or off-road
entirely, and avoid arterial streets and major crossings.
In the Kingsville context, there is a fourth class of cyclists, the migrant worker. The
migrant worker has a unique set of considerations. Functionally, they may possess the
skills of either an advanced or basic rider, but due to language or cultural implications,
they may lack the understanding or proficiency of either of those categories. As
such, special consideration must be given to this group.
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Pedestrians
The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) is one of many organizations overseeing
the development of pedestrian facilities. ITE recommends a minimum width of 1.5
m for pedestrian walkways, to facilitate two users to pass comfortably. In areas of
high volumes, wider walkways should be implemented, to accommodate more users.
Ideally, sidewalks, trails, and walkways should be separated from the street surface by
grade and by a buffer of 1.2 to 1.8 m; however this is dependent on the context of the
situation.
Pedestrians typically fall into one of four categories, outlined below:
»»Walkers may be travelling for utilitarian or recreational purposes. They tend to walk
2.5 kilometers or less, or the equivalent of a 30 minute trip, and because they are
travelling at a slower speed, are more aware of their surroundings.
»»Runners or joggers are participating in fitness pursuits. They will travel further than
walkers, but are more particular about pedestrian facilities and surfacing.
»»Mobility Restricted users are dependent on aids, such as canes, walkers, scooters, or
wheelchairs. They require special design consideration, such as universal access.
»»Other wheeled users such as parents with strollers, in-line skaters, and
skateboarders tend to behave like pedestrians, although they may have specific
requirements (i.e. In-line skaters require greater clearance).
When designing pedestrian facilities, the needs of the users must be taken into
consideration. Pedestrian facilities should accommodate the broadest range of the
population, including children, the elderly, and the physically impaired. Surfacing
selection and slope are the design factors with the greatest implications for pedestrian
facilities.
Other considerations for pedestrian facilities:
»»Walking is inherently social.
»»Pedestrian needs are diverse.
»»Pedestrians take the most obvious route.
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3.4 Best Practices for Design
When designing active transportation facilities, the safety of all users must be the
primary objective. When determining the appropriate facility standards and typologies
for Kingsville, an extensive best practices review was completed. Commonly accepted
standards from Transportation Agencies such as the Transportation Association of
Canada (TAC), the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) were reviewed, as well as regionally specific standards such as Velo
Quebec’s Technical Handbook of Bikeway Design and the County of Essex’s County
Wide Active Transportation Study, and emerging engineering literature and scientific
papers.
Overall, the key principle that emerges from this review is that the best and most
effective method to increase active transportation user safety is to increase the
number of network users. Raising the profile of an active transportation network will
encourage public education due to the sheer presence of non-motorized users. It
is essential that the design of any facility, especially those for cyclists, must support
and encourage new and less comfortable cyclists, and the needs of one particular
demographic of active transportation participants are not more important than
another. In situations where needs are disparate, local and contextually appropriate
solutions must be sought that will benefit the majority of users, without compromising
the safety of any one group.

3 .1

Comparison Table of Commonly Accepted Standards

TAC

CWATS

VQ

AASHTO

KAT

Paved Shoulder

1.5 - 2.0 m

1.2 - 2.0 m

1.0 - 1.75 m

1.2 m

1.5 - 2.0 m

Bike Lane

1.5 - 2.0 m

1.5 - 1.0 m

1.5 - 2.0 m

1.2 - 1.5 m

1.2 - 1.8 m

3.0 - 4.0 m

3.0 m

Multi-Use Trail
Sidewalk

3.0 - 4.0 m

On-road Facility Typologies
The following facility types are described based on the standards outlined by the
Transportation Association of Canada (TAC) Technical Manual, the Velo Quebec
Technical Handbook of Bikeway Design, and the AASHTO Guide for the Development
of Bicycle Facilities.

Paved Shoulder
A paved shoulder is a bike facility that is adjacent to the outer lane of traffic. Paved
shoulders can be constructed on either rural or urban road cross sections with either
mountable or no curbs, and cyclists travel in the same direction as the vehicular
traffic. When travelling on a paved shoulder, cyclists typically follow the same
signage and standards as vehicles.
When implementing paved shoulders as an AT facility, both shoulders must be paved,
in order to facilitate cyclists riding with the flow of traffic. Widths of paved shoulders
typically vary, depending on the road right-of-way width, volume of traffic, and
design speed. Paved shoulders that are too wide are not recommended, as they
may appear to drivers as an additional lane.
According to AASHTO standards, paved shoulders should be a minimum of 1.2 m wide
to accommodate bicycle travel. The measurement of the shoulder width should not
include the width of any gutter pan. In areas where there are lateral obstructions
such as guard rails or other obstacles, where the vehicle speeds exceed 80 km / hr,
or the average annual daily traffic (AADT) counts are high, the paved shoulder should
be widened to 1.5 m.
Paved shoulders should be identified and separated from the active lane of travel. A
150mm painted white line is the most common means of identifying the boundary
of the active vehicle lane. Sharrows and share the road signage are also common
identifiers of paved shoulders. Rumble strips are not desirable for shoulders where
cyclists will travel, as they pose a hazard to bicycle wheels.

1.5 - 1.8 m
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Delineated Bike Lane

Signed Shared Roadway Route

A delineated bike lane is an on-road facility designed for the exclusive use of cyclists.
Bike lanes are typically an urban road (with barrier curbs) feature, located on the right
(outside) of traffic lanes, but on the left (inside) of any on-street parking. A bike lane
is unidirectional; contra-flow bike lanes should have some physical separation from
vehicular traffic. A bike lane is separated from the traffic lane by pavement markings,
and often includes share the road signage.

A designated shared roadway cycling route is officially classified and identified by
‘Share the Road’ signage and / or sharrows. This facility is a standard road with light
motor vehicle traffic (less than 3,000 vehicles daily in urban settings, less than 1,000
in rural settings), and with light truck traffic (less than 250 / day). Shared road routes
should be well signed, frequented by cyclists, and designed to circumvent alternative,
more dangerous on-road connections.

The minimum width of a bike lane, according to AASHTO standards, should be 1.2 m.
Ideally, a bike lane is 1.5 m width, and is no wider than 2.0 m, as anything wider may
cause confusion for motorists. In areas adjacent to lateral obstructions, a horizontal
clearance of 600 mm should be provided between the active cycling space and the
obstructions, to avoid collisions or pedal strikes.

A signed shared route indicates to both cyclists and vehicles that this particular route
has distinctions or advantages over alternates, whether it be lower volumes of traffic,
or key destinations. When a bike route is identified as a signed shared route with no
additional facility (i.e. bike lane, paved shoulder) for cyclists, it is imperative that the
responsible agency or municipality has taken care to ensure that this route is safer or
more suitable that an alternative.

Delineated bike lanes must be demarcated to distinguish them as separate space
for cyclists. Traditionally, this is accomplished by the use of 150 mm solid white line.
Additional pavement markings (i.e. sharrows) and regulatory signage support the
identification of this facility for motorists.
As with road surfaces, bike lanes require sloping to ensure positive drainage.
Traditional catch basin and maintenance hole grates do act as obstructions for cyclists,
and these should be modified or replaced for more bicycle-friendly options.

The following criteria must be considered prior to establishing a signed shared route:
»»Route provides through and direct travel in bicycle-demand corridors
»»Route connects discontinuous segments of shared use paths, bike lanes, or other
bike routes
»»An effort has been made to adjust traffic control devices to give greater priority to
cyclists
»»Street parking has been removed or restricted in areas of critical width
»»A smooth surface has been provided
»»Resources exist to groom the route & remove roadway debris
»»There is sufficient clearance for both vehicles and cyclists to operate safely
»»Shoulder or curb lane widths generally meet or exceed width requirements as
indicated by either TAC, AAHSTO or local standards.
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Typically, the sidewalk should be restricted to cyclist traffic. A grey area occurs when
considering new and / or young cyclists, who may not be comfortable or have the
technical proficiency to travel safely on the road. Other municipalities have addressed
this by prohibiting the operation of any wheels on the sidewalk larger in size than
50 cm. As the typical child’s wheel height is shorter, they are excluded from this
prohibition.
Occasionally it may be necessary to consider designating segments of sidewalk as
signed bikeways. This should be done with extreme caution, and only under the
following limited circumstances:
»»To provide a bike facility along a section of roadway without adequate space /
clearance for the safe operation of a bicycle, and without more than 4 intersections
or driveways per 1000 metres, or more than 10% (in terms of width of
interruptions).
»»On long, narrow bridges where there is insufficient space for the safe operation of a
bicycle.

Off-road Facility Typologies

If an urban sidewalk has been designated a bikeway, all unnecessary obstacles must
be removed, and a posted speed limit should be enforced. Where cyclists are directed
from a signed shared roadway to a shared use sidewalk, curb cuts should be flush to
facilitate mounting of the sidewalk.

Urban Sidewalk

Rural Sidewalk / Paved Shoulder

An urban sidewalk is typically constructed of concrete. Often, the sidewalk is adjacent
to a grassed boulevard or amenity strip; but the sidewalk may be directly next to
the curb. The minimum width for a sidewalk should be 1.5 m, to provide for twodirectional pedestrian travel. In areas where the sidewalk is immediately adjacent to
the curb, the width should be widened to 1.8 m.

A rural sidewalk is the asphalt alternative to conventional concrete sidewalk. Often
constructed in rural areas, the asphalt sidewalk may or may not have a curb, and may
or may not be adjacent to a road or boulevard, depending on the right-of-way width
and clearance. In circumstances where the sidewalk is adjacent to a curb, it should be
constructed out of concrete to support the asphalt edge. In areas without a curb, the
rural sidewalk functions much like a paved shoulder.

Along right-of-ways where space permits, a green boulevard should provide physical
separation between the sidewalk and the roadway. The boulevard adds valuable
green amenity space and street trees to a neighbourhood, and improves the safety of
the sidewalk by acting as a physical barrier between cars and pedestrians.
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The width of a paved shoulder may vary, depending on the space available and the
user types anticipated. According to TAC standards, when one way traffic (as is typical
with a paved shoulder) with both pedestrians and cyclists is anticipated, a minimum
width of 2.0 m is required, with 3.0 m preferred.
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Multi-use Trail
Multi-use trails are situated completely off-road, and have minimal interactions with
vehicles at designated crossing points. Multi-use trails are designed to accommodate
a number of uses, including cycling, walking, running, and optionally in-line skating,
skiing, cross country skiing, or equestrian.
Multi-use trails can be constructed of either hard or soft surfacing material, such as
asphalt or crusher dust. The surfacing selection will influence the range of possible
uses. Multi-use trails are bidirectional, and require a minimum width to facilitate
passing.
When designing multi-use trails in an urban area, a number of design considerations
must be addressed to ensure the safety of the route. Typically, it is assumed that
because the facility is off-road, it is safer for all active transportation users, and this
may not be the case. It is important to consider a multi-use trail as a complimentary
facility to on-road bike facilities, and does not replace those facilities, especially for
elite or advanced cyclists.
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Key design criteria for multi-use trails:
»»Multi-use trails are designed to accommodate multiple wheeled and walking users.
Facility standards such as pavement material, width, markings, etc should seek to
maximize the appropriate types of local users.
»»Multi-use trails should seek to link to key nodes and destinations with the overall
system, and act as major active transportation corridors.
»»Multi-use trails do not replace on-road facilities, but should compliment and support
the overall system. Consideration should still be given to providing on-street
cycling facilities when and where space and resources permit.
»»Multi-use trails are the safest and most functional when constructed as separate
facilities.
»»Multi-use trails typically accommodate two-way traffic. As such, the minimum
width according to TAC standards should be 3.0 m, with 4.0 m preferable where
feasible.
»»Intersections with a multi-use trail, whether roadway or driveway, pose a risk
to users. A multi-use trail should not be constructed in an area with six or more
intersections per 1000 m of trail. In areas of four to six intersections per 1000 m,
extreme caution should be exercised. In areas of less than four intersections, the
designers should still use care, such as warning signage or pavement markings to
mitigate the risk of potential conflicts.
»»Multi-use trails share many of the same design characteristics (i.e. horizontal and
vertical curves) as highways, and should be designed to meet or exceed accepted
standards (i.e. TAC, AASHTO, MTO)
»»Signage (regulatory and education) is required to promote safe and best usage of a
multi-use trail.
»»The establishment of a speed limit for cyclists, to promote safe usage in a multi-use
environment. The speed limit may be identified by the posting of signs or asphalt
markings at key points along the trail.
»»A multi-use trail is NOT the most appropriate facility type for all active
transportation users.
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Facility Selection Principles
Selecting the type of facility that is appropriate to a community and supportive of a
range of users skills and abilities is a challenging task. When evaluating facility types
for their local appropriateness, it is essential to consider a number of design principles
as no one facility is inherently safer than another; each have their own implications
and safety considerations that must be addressed. Often, the literature on facility
types can be conflicting or even contradictory, which places more emphasis on the
need for locally-derived and contextually appropriate solutions.

One choice is not inherently safer than another; both can be hazardous
and both require high quality design to achieve safety.
- New Zealand Land Transport Safety Authority
When looking at cycling facilities, the starting place is the consideration of two key
cycling safety factors: vehicle volume and speed differential between cyclists and
vehicles. Often, a determination of cycling facility is made based on the preference
of the local cycling community. This is an important starting point, however it is also
essential to consult traffic volumes and collision data to enhance the facility analysis.
Cycling facilities must accommodate all cyclists, not just elite cyclists, and often this
need is addressed through the provision of more than one type of facility, or route
connection.
Factors to consider when determining facility type:
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»»Speed of facility users and adjacent vehicular traffic;
»»Traffic volume and composition;
»»Roadway function;
»»On-street parking;
»»Intersection and access point frequency;
»»Collision history;
»»Right-of-way space & capacity;
»»Anticipated user skill and comfort level;
»»Facility demand and route connectivity;
»»Project cost and funding.
Ultimately, no facility will suit every type and skill level of user, and no amount of
design oversight can mitigate a basic lack of skills and safe operating knowledge.
Ideally, within an overall network, key destinations and nodes will be accessible
by a variety of routes and linkages, to maximize the utility of the system without
compromising the safety of one user group.
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3.5 Engineering Design
Considerations
Context Sensitive Design
The County of Essex, County-wide Active Transportation Master Plan refers to a
Context Sensitive solution for some areas though does not provide specific definition
or guidance on the appropriate use of context sensitivity. In general, context sensitive
design is a collaborative and interdisciplinary application of proven design principles
at a location that requires specific consideration of the sensitivities and needs of all
users, adjacent land uses, neighbouring communities and the environment. Context
sensitive solutions must consider a wide variety of different stakeholder perspectives
and create design solutions that are responsive to the different circumstances that are,
or may be, present at a given location.
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It is vitally important to note that applying a context sensitive design approach is not
an opportunity to compromise design standards, produce less expensive solutions, or
risk safety performance. As noted by the Minnesota Department of Transportation,
Context Sensitive design promotes six key principles:
»»Balance safety, mobility, community, and environmental goals in all projects.
»»Involve the public and affected agencies early and continuously.
»»Use an interdisciplinary team tailored to project needs.
»»Address all modes of travel.
»»Apply flexibility inherent in design standards.
»»Incorporate aesthetics as an integral part of good design.
In this sense, it is important that detailed design recommendations explicitly consider
traditional design objectives including safety, efficiency, capacity, capital cost, and
maintenance. Complementary to this, the design must also incorporate objectives
such as compatibility, liveability, sense of place, urban design, cost and environmental
impacts. In this specific case, it is also important to consider the type and number of
cyclists that will be using the facilities.
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Design Consistency
Similarity in cross sectional treatment is important in ensuring that both AT users and
vehicles can consistently meet operational and safety expectations on a roadway.
Significant or unexpected changes in cross sectional elements have the potential to
increase collision rates, reduce efficiencies, reduce facility use, and other negative
impacts. It is therefore important to provide as consistent of an environment as
possible for all road users. Where changes occur in the cross section, the design must
ensure that the transitions are clearly defined, smooth, made apparent to users as
early as possible, and are “natural”.

Design Parameters / Design Domain
In all design situations, it is critical to adhere to recommended design parameters.
The design parameters (i.e. lane width, curve radius, etc.) generally have a range of
applicable values that can be selected by the facility designers, and it is the interaction
of all of the parameters that will ultimately determine how a facility will function from
an operational and safety perspective. Parameters that are selected at the lower
end, or minimum regions of a given parameter, are generally considered to be less
efficient or less safe, though often less costly to construct. Conversely, values in the
upper regions generally result in increased safety and operational performance, but
are often more costly to construct. The concept of Design Domain as introduced in the
Transportation Association of Canada’s Geometric Design Guide generally promotes
more appropriate and cost effective designs (as opposed to simply meeting “minimum
standards”) as it better reflects the relationships between level of service, cost and
safety.
For example, if a certain design criteria is minimized (i.e. lane width), careful
consideration should be given to complementary design criteria such as shoulder
width or design speed to minimize any negative impacts the reduced lane with
might have. Such trade-offs are essential in ensuring that safety and operational
performance are maintained at adequate levels, and the costs associated with poor
operational and safety performance are minimized. This is a critical concept in that
it recognizes the no single design criteria can be considered independently of the
overall design (i.e. other design parameters) and the surrounding environment, as it
is the interaction of all these elements that ultimately determines how well a facility
performs.
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Some of the critical design parameters that are relevant for this study include:
»»Regardless of the source, minimum lane widths recommended for facilities similar
to those considered in this area is 3.5 metres unless the roadway is classified as a
local roadway. Under certain circumstances in retrofit situations, where significant
constraints exist, there may be justification for reducing lane width by 0.2 metres, or
3.3 metre width;
»»Shoulder widths – typical shoulder widths are in the range of 2.5 to 3 metres for
arterial roadways regardless of the presence of cyclists;
»»Clearance between vehicles and the cyclist is recommended based on the posted
speed limit and range from 0.5 metres (50 kilometers per hour) to 1.5 metres (80
kilometers per hour);

Design Parameters and Safety Considerations
In general, design inadequacies are revealed through with operational performance
(i.e. a long queue of cars at an intersection, frequent sudden breaking, slow travel
speeds, etc.) or safety performance (i.e. high number of collisions, frequent near
misses, users feeling unsafe, etc.). Of these, safety performance is critical as it
directly relates to the frequency of collisions that result in property damage, injuries
or fatalities. Detailed facility design must ensure that the combinations of selected
parameters minimize safety risks, while balancing the cost implications of improved
design.
A general review of relevant research suggests a number of benefits of providing
proper bike lanes. General notes gathered from a variety of different sources suggest:
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»»There is a safety benefit after the installation of bike lanes on facilities where
bike traffic is experienced. The magnitude varies but results as high as two thirds
reduction in collisions have been recorded;
»»Using a pavement marking stripe generally results in fewer erratic manoeuvres
from motorists, more predictable riding movements by cyclists, and higher levels of
comfort for both cyclists and motorists as compared to a wide curb lane;
»»The use of pavement marking stripes where the resulting usable bike area (paved
areas outside of the vehicles travelled lanes) is narrower than 1.2 metres, is not
recommended.
»»Research suggests that the use of paved shoulders on highways greatly reduces
bicycle-motor vehicle crashes as compared to cyclists sharing a lane with motorists;
»»The majority of research suggests that the addition of well planned and well
designed bike lanes can improve safety as compared to wide curb lanes or shared
bicycle lanes;
»»Bike lane widths, or paved shoulder widths should be a minimum of 1.5 metres
in width and up to 2 metres or more under higher traffic volumes and / or traffic
speeds;
»»Bicycle facilities should respect horizontal clearance requirements from adjacent
obstructions; and,
»»The values recommended above are generally based on the roadway having
other design parameters, such as travelled lane width, that at least meet minimum
recommended design values.
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Edge Line Painting – Best Practices
Pavement edge stripping is an important feature on roadways when appropriately
used. Its primary purpose for vehicles is to clearly delineate the travel lane from the
shoulder of the roadway. The use of edge line painting is dependent of the roadway
classification, traffic volumes including truck percentages, roadway width, available
shoulder width beyond the travel way, and shoulder material.
Painted edge lines will typically result in vehicles moving closer to the centreline
of the roadway as compared to the absence of edge lines. This generally provides
additional shoulder space for cyclists assuming that adequate lane widths are available
for both the travel lane and the bicycle lane. Where lane widths are narrow on two
lane roadways, constraining space through the use of edge lines and shifting vehicles
closer to the centre line increases the risk of head on collisions with vehicles travelling
in the opposing direction. The absence of adequate lane widths then clearly creates
a dilemma as to which road users are assigned the greatest risk, vehicles or cyclists.
The most obvious solution is to expand the lane widths adequately to accommodate
both vehicles and cyclists as recommended in publications such as the MTO Geometric
Design Standards for Ontario Highways and the Geometric Design Guide for Canadian
Roads.
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If the paved widths cannot be expanded to accommodate appropriate lane widths,
the best practice guidance on the use of edge lines should be followed. Such best
practices suggest the urban roadways with barrier style curb should not have edge
line striping unless adequate minimum width of 1.2 to 1.5 metres is met. On roads
with rural cross sections, where no barrier curb is present, edge line painting can
be acceptable where shoulder widths are less than desired as the cyclist has the
opportunity of using the adjacent shoulder as refuge or a recover area. In such
situations, careful consideration needs to be given to the traffic volumes, truck traffic
volume, lane widths, and available shoulder widths.
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Driveway Density
Access management principles suggest that as the number of driveways along a
roadway increases, collision rates typically increase – significantly in some cases. On
many of the rural roadways considered in this study, driveway density can be quite
high, though most driveways are residential in character with minimal associated
traffic volumes. A table published through the National Cooperative Highway Research
Program (NCHRP) is shown below indicating the relatively impacts of higher driveway
densities.
Where active transportation use is expected and particularly on designated bike
routes, consideration should be given to driveway consolidations and driveway width
reductions to reduce collision potential along those routes.

3 .2

Driveway Densit y Impac t s on Safet y

Driveways Per Mile (Kilometer)

Approximate Number of Driveways
per 500 ft (100m) Block

Representative Accident Rate for a
Multi-lane Undivided Roadway

Increase in Accidents Associated
with Higher Driveway Density

Under 20 ( under 32)

Under 2 (3)

3.4

20 to 40 (32 - 64)

2 to 4 (3 to 6)

5.9

+ 74%

40 to 60 (64 - 96)

4 to 6 (6 to 9)

7.4

+ 118 %

60+ (96+)

Over 6 (over 10)

9.2

+ 171 %

Source: National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 3-52
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4.0 The Network

This chapter describes the layout, content, and components of the active
transportation master plan for the Town of Kingsville. The physical plan arose from
a combination of factors: the best practices review and technical analysis; the public
consultation component; the opportunities and constraints identified for the area; field
investigations;, as well as other economic, development, aesthetic, and environmental
considerations.
The intent of the plan is to balance connectivity with public safety, cost with revenue,
and new leading edge transportation design with the preservation and enhancement
of the natural environment of Kingsville. The plan is presented in terms of its overall
approach, key areas and elements, and overarching site components, through detailed
graphics, illustrations, and text.

To achieve the intent of the master plan, a connected network of pedestrian and cycling
facilities has been proposed, to link key destinations throughout the Town of Kingsville, and
extending out into the County. The creation of safe, clearly-defined route infrastructure
is the first step towards achieving more sustainable transportation, and increasing the AT
modal share. The implementation of the physical infrastructure should happen concurrently
with a broadly-based education and outreach program, to educate the public and increase
user awareness.
The proposed Kingsville AT network consists of a hierarchy of routes and facilities. The
system is initially broken down into three components, which are:
»»Primary or foundational route connections (CWATS linkages)
»»Secondary, or linking connections. (Local linkages);
»»“Areas” of general connectivity (i.e. Kingsville urban core)
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The primary and secondary network components are further classified based on the
requirements to service both pedestrian and cycling facilities. In many cases, and
particularly in urban areas, facilities include servicing for both key groups. While many
of the facilities may service other common modes of active transportation as well,
these two key facility types act as the design basis for the entire network.
The route selection process was based on the design principles articulated in Chapter
Three, with specific reference to the unique context of Kingsville.

4.1 General Considerations
A number of broad level recommendations apply across the Town of Kingsville's
proposed Active Transportation Network.

Design Safety Recommendations:
»»The minimum lane width recommended for vehicles is 3.5 m. Under certain retrofit
situations for local roads, this could be lowered to 3.3 m.
»»Shoulder widths should be provided in the range of 2.5 - 3 m for arterial roadways,
regardless of the presence of cyclists.
»»Clearances between vehicle space and cyclist space need to be maintained at 0.5 m
width (for 50 km / hr) and 1.5 m width (for 80 km /hr), in addition to the minimum
required space for the cyclist.
»»Edgeline painting is not appropriate in the urban context, unless a full 1.5 m bike lane
space can be provided for cyclists. For a designated bike route, sharrows and road
the road signage may be appropriate identifiers.
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Design Consistency Recommendations:
»»Apply facility typologies across the network as consistently as possible. In areas
where the preferred facility type is not appropriate, either due to lack of physical
space or forthcoming infrastructure improvements, use the next best facility type.
»»If facility types should transition or change, ensure that the transition points are
clearly marked, well defined, smooth, and as easy to navigate as possible for both
AT users and for passing motorists.

Connectivity Recommendations:
»»Route linkages should be selected based on their ability to provide an overall
connection to key destinations within and through the Town of Kingsville.
»»Connectivity should be based firstly on the route linkages defined by the CWATS
plan, with secondary / local connections following.
»»Safety of AT users is of paramount importance, and connecting safe linkages should
be the primary factor under consideration.

4.1

Kingsville Overall Route Map
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4.2 Primary Network
The primary network outlines a Town-wide route system that links out into the
broader County of Essex system. These connections provide opportunities for cyclists
and pedestrians to travel along key routes, towards identified important nodes.

Primary Network Recommendations:
»»Implement major projects in accordance with the general recommendations of the
County-Wide Active Transportation Study (CWATS)
»»Apply facility standards consistently across the network. In areas where the
preferred standard cannot be applied, the default condition for a dedicated route
should be used.
»»Safety of all users should be the primary focus of all AT projects.
The primary network is based largely on the linkages defined by the CWATS plan, and
comprises:
»»County Road 20 (Seacliff Drive)

330 m east of McCain Side Road to 630 m east of McCain Side Road
Due to the presence of curb and gutter, any roadway upgrading for cyclist
accommodation in this area would have to occur on the outside of the curb and gutter
section in order to maintain drainage. Alternatively drainage design options may
also be considered that keeps any upgrades in this section consistent with adjacent
sections. A minimum of 1.5 metres of additional pavement width is recommended
outside of the curb and gutter section. That said, the Chrysler Greenway trail runs
parallel and in close proximity to the roadway east of this section and given the
proximity of a trailer park and adjacent residential area, the priority in these area
should the connectivity to the Chrysler Greenway. This may include some on road
section as required, but where possible, priority should be placed on off road
connections to access the trail.

Recommendation:
»»Provide a minimum of 1.5 m of additional pavement width outside the existing curb
and gutter.
»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows.

»»County Road 50 (Heritage Road)

630 m east of McCain Side Road to 200 m west of Conservation Boulevard

»»Division Road North

Recommendations for this section are consistent with those noted in the previous
section 3.1.1.2 with priority placed on connectivity to the Chrysler Greenway Trail.

County Road 20 – West of Kingsville
As this section of roadway is not in close proximity to the any urban areas and the
parallel Chrysler Greenway Trail, cyclist traffic is assumed to be relatively low on
this section of roadway. For this reason it should be considered relatively low on the
priority list of recommended upgrading projects from a cycling perspective. Should the
roadway be upgraded in the short term to accommodate cyclist traffic, paved shoulder
width should be increased to 2 metres beyond the painted edge line. This space is
available and relatively prepared due to the existing cross section that is in place.

Recommendation:
»»Increase the paved shoulder width to 2.0 m beyond the edge of the painted line.
»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows.
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Recommendation:
»»Provide a minimum of 1.5 m of additional pavement width outside the existing curb
and gutter.
»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows.

4.2

Kingsville Primar y Route Connec tions
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200 m west of Conservation Boulevard to 130 m west of Heritage Road
This area is more urban in nature though with rural cross section. Connectivity to
the trail is again considered a priority in this area as it provides users direct access
to the core areas of Kingsville which is approximately 2 kilometers further to the
east. While the priority for upgrading is not as high as other areas in the Town due to
the presence of the Chrysler Greenway Trail, the closer proximity to the urban area
suggests upgrading may be more of a priority. Should upgrading be considered, the
addition of a full 2 metre width paved shoulder and maintenance of a white painted
edge line delineating the bicycle lane is recommended.

Recommendation:
»»Increase the paved shoulder width to 2.0 m beyond the edge of the painted line.
»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows.
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County Road 20 – East of Kingsville / Seacliff Drive
Jasperson Drive to 200m West of Kratz Road
Pedestrian use along each side of the roadway is clear with the presence of sidewalk
on the south side and a well worn pathway through the grass on the north side of the
road. Cyclists are accommodated in a shared lane and given the relatively narrow road
widths and presence of a centre turn lane, painted edge lines are appropriately not
present. Widening of the cross section to provide full width bike lanes, or potentially
upgrading of the existing sidewalk to multiuse trail widths could be considered as
possible options to upgrading the cyclist environment. While, full multiuse trail width
would generally not be considered due to design consistency issues with adjacent
sections, its proximity and connectivity to the Chrysler Greenway trail make this a
more appropriate design consideration.		

Recommendation:
»»Provide a shared signed route on road (short term).
»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows.
»»Widen the cross section of the road to accommodate paved shoulders or a bike lane
(long term).
»»Upgrade the existing sidewalk to multi-use trail (long term).
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200m East of Kratz Road to 400m West of Union Avenue (Route 45)

400m West of Union Avenue to Albuna Townline Road South /County Road

Throughout the section, consistent application of edge line painting is recommended
to reduce variations in driver positioning in the lanes and to limit changes in the
drivers operating environment as they travel this length of road. With adequate gravel
shoulder width currently available, the preferred recommendation is for the shoulders
to be paved to a full usable width of 2 metres resulting in a bike lane to accommodate
the higher volumes of cyclist traffic, heavy traffic volumes, and the truck traffic that
is present. The recommendation for full bike lane width is also considered important
given the relatively narrow lanes that are currently present. Should the reconstruction
of this roadway be pushed off further into the future (i.e. approximately in more
than 10 years), consideration should be given to widening the existing lane width
to a minimum 3.5 metre lane width plus the additional bike lane given the higher
cyclist population in this area and past safety issues. Unlike the western portions of
County Road 20 where the Chrysler Greenway trail was in relatively close proximity
to the roadway, there is much greater separation between the trail and the roadway
on the eastern portions of County Road 20 therefore higher priority is placed on the
appropriate upgrading of the roadway to accommodate vehicle and cyclist traffic.
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Recommendation:
»»Increase the paved shoulder width to 2.0 m beyond the edge of the painted line.
»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows.

As this area of roadway has a urban style cross section with curb and gutter, there is
not a specific requirement for edge line painting, through maintaining the edge line
does provide more consistency with the road section to the east and west. From a
cycling perspective, the white edge line varies in terms of available space between
the line and edge of the gutter. In addition, there are many areas where the curb
and gutter are in poor condition making cycling more difficult. At the Union Avenue
intersection, the rolled curb transitions to barrier curb with a white painted edge line
which is considered to be undesirable for cyclists.
The preferred option for this section of roadway would be to reconstruct the edges of
the roadway to include full lane width and bike lane widths consistent with adjacent
sections of the roadway, which would require a relatively significant expenditure. The
CWATS study recommended that this area be addressed using a context sensitive
approach by placing a usable trail width on the back side of the curb and gutter
section. While this is not a traditional application of bicycle facilities it does have some
cost saving merits in terms of the long term life cycle costing of the roadway given
the future widening that is intended for the roadway.
That said, when an active transportation facility is being considered outside the
roadway, the preferred alternative would be a full multiuse trail provided adjacent
to the roadway with some separation between the AT users and vehicles. Adequate
space appears to be available in most locations to accommodate such a trail and the
costs associated with a separate multiuse trail. Should a paved area be used on either
side of the roadway, it would be recommended that the width be 1.5 to 2 metres as
opposed to the 1 metre recommended in the CWATS study as pedestrian / cyclist
interactions are likely based on the clearly worn trail along the side of the roadway. In
this scenario, the wider rolled curb and gutter section provides adequate delineation
between the traveled roadway and the bicycle lane (in essence, the curb and gutter
serves as a proxy to a wide white painted edge line which provides some level of
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consistency to adjacent road sections).
The paved width for two pavement strips along the outside of the curb line is likely
similar to that which would be used for a multiuse trail width and it is likely that some
cost savings could be achieved by constructing the trail separate from the road as
opposed to directly on the back of the existing curb line.

Recommendation:
»»Provide a minimum of 1.5 m of additional pavement width outside the existing curb
and gutter.
»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows.

County Road 50 - Heritage Road
County Road 23 to Ford Road
The CWATS documents recommend that this route be defined as a paved shoulder
throughout the east west portions of this route. The paved shoulder itself should be a
minimum of 1.5 metres in width, through opportunities to expand the cross section to
include wider travel lanes in addition to the paved shoulder would be preferred. In the
absence of wider travel lanes, consideration should be given to potentially increasing
the shoulder width beyond the 1.5 width.

Recommendation:
»»Provide a minimum of 1.5 m paved shoulder.

Final Report June 2012
»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows.

Ford Road to McCain Side Road
Recommendations on this section are similar to those noted for the previous section
including a minimum of 1.5 metre paved shoulder and consideration should be given
to the expansion of the cross section to include wider travel lanes in addition to the
paved shoulder. Again, consideration should be given to potentially increasing the
shoulder width beyond the 1.5 width in the absence of full width travel lanes. With the
closer proximity of many roadside features in this section, consideration may be given
at the detailed design stage to some minor lateral shift in the roadway alignment to
introduce some additional separation from roadside features and ensure that cyclist
clearances are respected.
Though not specifically addressed in this report, some consideration may be given to
the connectivity of this road section with the Chrysler Greenway Trail via the northsouth route along the McCain Side Road.

Recommendation:
»»Provide a minimum of 1.5 m paved shoulder.
»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows.

McCain Side Road to Harold Cull Drive
As in past sections, a paved shoulder is recommended throughout this section to
remain consistent with past facility recommendations. There are some challenges
with respect to continuity due to the crossing of the water ways where narrow bridge
structures are currently in place that do not allow adequate width for cyclists. Options
for route continuity or alternative treatments for cyclist accommodation are required.

Recommendation:
»»Provide a minimum of 1.5 m paved shoulder.
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»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows.

Harold Cull Drive to the Chrysler Greenway Trail
A paved shoulder treatment should be applied though this area which remains
consistent with previous sections and maintains driver and cyclist expectations.

Recommendation:
»»Provide a minimum of 1.5 m paved shoulder.
»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows.

Chrysler Greenway Trail to Main Street West
Using two separate treatments for bicycle traffic on each side of the road is not a
preferred arrangement as it does not meet general design consistency guidelines.
The variation in bike lane width in the southbound direction is also not recommended.
Re-striping the roadway to provide consistent application of bike lane treatments is
recommended. It is also generally recommended that, where possible, sidewalks be
separated from the travel lanes of traffic by a boulevard separation. Where boulevards
are not present, sidewalks are typically increased in width to minimize risks associated
with pedestrians walking directly adjacent to traveling vehicles and cyclists. It appears
that adequate width is available throughout this section to provide adequate travel
lanes and full 1.5 metre bike lanes which would be the preferred cross section on this
section.

Recommendation:
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Division Road (County Road 29)
From Kingsville to Highway 3
A paved shoulder treatment on Division Road is an appropriate recommendation
and consistent with many of the other recommendations through the town. There
is adequate shoulder width and roadside space to accommodate the additional
pavement width and consistent application of edge line painting creates a good cycling
environment.
This route terminates at Highway 3 and it is recommended that a more formal active
transportation crossing be considered at this location. As the intersection is presently
signalized, cyclists should cross with the traffic signal, and bicycle facilities should be
fully extended to and from the intersection including the accommodation of cyclists on
the north side of Highway 3. Consideration may be given to providing refuge areas in
the quadrants of the intersection to facilitate the crossing and depending on the traffic
requirements and presence of pedestrians, consideration may be given to traffic signal
push button preemption and potential crossing markings. Such treatments should
be considered in the overall intersection redevelopment context which is considered
beyond the scope of work for this project.

Recommendation:
»»Provide a minimum of 1.5 m paved shoulder.
»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows.
»»Improved crossing facilities at the Highway 3 / Division Road intersection.

»»Provide a minimum of 1.5 m paved shoulder.
»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows.
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Bikeways
Route

Connection
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Multi-Purpose Pathways
Route

CR 34

Albuna Townline to Ruthven

Union Avenue

Seacliff Drive to Ruthven

Jasperson Drive

Ruthven to Olinda

Harold Cull Drive

Connection

Sidewalks
Route

Connection

Remark Drive

Remark Drive to Applewood Drive

From existing trail to Main Street

Applewood Road

to Stewart Street

Woodycrest
Avenue
Sandybrook
Wat

From Jasperson Drive to Woodycrest
Avenue
Woodycrest Avenue to Sandybrook
Way
Woodycrest
Avenue to Millbrook Drive

Stream & Greenway Connections

Secondary Route Recommendations

Talbot Road

To Cottam

Belle River Road

Cottam to County Road #8

Union Road

Ruthven to Seacliff Dive

Road 2

Ruthven to Division

Belle River Road

From Cottam to Regional Road 8

Kratz Road

Road 2 to Seacliff Drive

Talbot Road

Division to North Ridge

Graham Side
Road
Main Street W

Road 2 to Seacliff Drive

Heritage Road

Main Street to Cull Drive

»»Do not edgeline any urban roads unless sufficient clear
space exists for a dedicated cycling facility.

Road 3

Jack Miner’s Bird Sanctuary to Division

»»Provide continuous sidewalk on one side of all urban
streets.

Prince Albert

Main Street to Park Street

Heritage Road to Arner Townline

County Road 50

4.3

Kingsville Secondar y Route Connec tions

4.3 Secondary Linkages
The Secondary network consists of on and off-road connections throughout the
Town. The connections provide important opportunities for cyclists and pedestrians
to connect to the primary routes and important nodes. The secondary network
comprises:
»»Bike facilities
»»Off-road trails
»»Pedestrian connections
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»»Phase in a conversion of existing designated bike routes
to meet the shared signed route facility standards.
»»Provide share the road signage and sharrows on all
DESIGNATED bike routes.

»»Provide multi-use pathway on one side of urban streets
where the frequency of driveway interruptions is not
more than 6 per 1000 m, or 10% width of the overall
length.

Interim Recommendations
»»Upgrade secondary routes on a priority-demand basis
»»Update Town development standards to require any new
developments adhere to facility types and locations as
outlined by this plan.
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4.4
Kingsville
Secondar y Route Connec
tions PLAN
The TOWN OF KINGSVILLE: ACTIVE
TRANSPORTATION
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4.4 Education
The physical network is only one component of a realistic and implementable master
plan; education is a critical component that should be taken into consideration.
Infrastructure such as bike lanes, route signage, and multi-use trails are necessary
facilities in order to provide users with the option of active transportation; education
works to contribute to the incentive to use the system. The Town of Kingsville should
work with the various stake-holders in the community to take an active role in
promoting and developing active transportation leadership; creating and supporting
programs and policies that will encourage users to enjoy the various network facilities.
Education is the keystone for a safe and legible Active Transportation system. Safety,
and the benefits of AT use are the two most common topics of public education.
AT users need to be well informed on how to safely navigate the network, and the
general public needs to be well informed on safe interactions with AT users.

Branding and Marketing
The Town should jointly undertake and adopt a comprehensive branding and
marketing strategy, to develop a clear Active Transportation message. A draft brand
and signage program has been included in this study, but a more detailed examination
is required. The scope of this strategy would include developing an Active Kingsville
website (which could provide route information, regulations, conditions, and
standards), as well as educational and marketing material. Social networking is
also a powerful tool that should be leveraged to inform the public regarding Active
Transportation issues.
A branding program will help to elevate the profile of AT in the community and deliver
a consistent and clear message to residents. Trail regulatory signage, internet support,
and coordinating brochures and mapping will reach a broad range of system and
facility users, and ensure greater consistency among the messaging.

Educational Recommendation
»»The Town of Kingsville should undertake a comprehensive marketing and branding
study, to create a clear and consistent message for all issues relating to Active
Transportation within the Town.
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Cyclist Education

School Boards

The Town should continue to engage and work with the Ontario Provincial Police to
encourage active transportation education in school, such as through the CAN-BIKE
program, the upcoming 'Rediscover your Bike' event and through the establishment
of a Road and Trail Safety Ambassador program, such as in the City of Toronto. A
similar program in Madison, Wisconsin, had uniformed youth ambassadors promoting
safe cycling practices, who were instrumental in encouraging teenagers to adopt
sustainable transportation. Efforts should be made to consistently enforce bicycle and
trail safety standards, such as riding on the sidewalk, and the Town should work with
OPP to support a ‘Police on bikes’ community policing unit, to further interact with AT
users.

Partnering with local schools is a key opportunity to introduce active transportation
and safe cycling techniques, etiquette, and appreciation. Cycling is a basic life skill
that supports the development of healthy minds and bodies, and fosters a healthy
community. Schools should be encouraged to partner with other like-minded
community organizations and the OPP to set up mechanisms to support walking and
biking to school. Such initiatives may include official 'bike to school' days, supervised
walking groups for younger students, and outreach with parents.

The adjacent Municipality of Leamington, in partnership with the Windsor-Essex
Health Unit and the Ontario Provincial Police, has organized events from bike rodeos
to education youth on bike safety. The Town of Kingsville should investigate the
resources required to organize a similar Town event on an annual basis.

Schools could also be encouraged to offer, either in physical education class time, or
after school, CAN-BIKE learn to cycle programs to interested students.

Educational Recommendation
»»Explore the potential to partner with the local school community in the delivery of
educational programs for safe cycling and active transportation.

In any locations where multi-use trail abuts a roadway, more focused public education
will be required, to education drivers on the nature of trail users. It is safer for elite,
advanced, or other high-speed (travelling over 20km / hr) cyclists to ride on the road,
and it is important for both the driving and active transportation public to be made
aware of this. This could be accomplished through any of the web or printed based
marketing materials, or through a specific event like an Active Transportation Trails
Day, or on-site educational blitzes during peak times or known route pinch points.

Educational Recommendation
»»Develop a formal portfolio of educational programs with like-minded organizations
such as the OPP, the Windsor-Essex County Health Unit, and other partners.
»»Develop and produce educational material through print and digital media, and
make widely available.
»»Continue and expand upon outreach to the Migrant Worker community. Work with
the OPP and Migrant Worker Resource Centre to develop targeted educational
programs to improve worker knowledge, technical proficiency, and safety.
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4.4 Incentive
Once the necessary infrastructure is in place for alternative forms of transportation,
potential users need to feel the network conditions and environment are supportive
and conducive to use. People will only consider walking or biking if they feel it is safe
and convenient. This provides the Town with the opportunity to develop programs to
encourage and support the use of active transportation.
The AT Advisory Committee is an active stakeholder group, which can provide valuable
insight towards supporting increased AT use. The Town should work with engaged
stakeholders to develop incentive programs. Other municipalities are excellent case
studies from which to adopt successful incentive programs; adapting them to the
unique context of Kingsville The City of Whitehorse, Yukon, developed a Wheel to
Work campaign, encouraging residents to cycle to work. Participants signed up to
track the number of kilometers they cycled, over the biking season, and prizes were
offered as incentives. The first summer of the program, the 210 participants recorded
over 40,000 kilometers ridden.
Key community leaders should be encouraged to set a positive example, and walk or
bike to work. Watching high profile residents embrace the AT system will reinforce the
importance of the plan for the entire community. The Town should work with partners
to develop end-of-trip facilities, such as bike racks, benches, and showers, to facilitate
sustainable commuting. Any incentive programs should be tied into the overall
branding scheme, to ensure consistent message delivery.
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4.5 Enforcement
Enforcement in terms of active transportation typically refers more to outreach and
engagement, as opposed to penalizing infractions. The community should support
the development of enforcement programs for both on and off-road sections of the
Kingsville AT network, to ensuring pedestrian and cyclist safety. The enforcement
program could begin with a volunteer, ambassador-based program, such as the City of
Toronto Bike Ambassadors. The focus of such a group would be to raise the profile of
active transportation within the Town, liaise with specific groups such as the migrant
worker community, and to promote proper etiquette for motorized and non-motorized
users. The Town should also work with the local OPP station to expand their bicycle
patrol program.

Enforcement Recommendation
»»Work with community groups to develop a volunteer based ambassador program.
»»Work with the Kingsville OPP detachment to expand their bike patrol program.
»»Ensure facility and public safety information is widely available to the public.
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4.6 Policy

4.5

Kingsville Polic y Recommendations

Administrative
Body

Policy
Document

Administrative policy development is a critical tool in helping the Town of Kingsville
implement a realistic and highly usable AT system. Strong and clearly articulated
policy will create an AT-friendly environment, foster the ongoing development of new
AT facilities, and ensure the longevity and maintenance of the system.

4.1.2 Pavement Widths

The Town should investigate the creation of a Trails / Active Transportation bylaw.
As the current Town Official Plan does not specifically reference any of the planning
issues surrounding AT facilities, an Active Transportation bylaw would create the
administrative framework to support expansion and implementation of the system.
An Active Transportation bylaw could be used to define the permitted uses of the
network, such as equestrian, ATV, or skiing, and would work to establish end-of-trip
facilities, such as bike racks and showers. The Town’s OP and Zoning could also be
updated to adopt child and youth-friendly policies, such as requiring multi-use trail
development, and wider standard sidewalks.
As implementation of the plan occurs, a comprehensive monitoring program should be
developed, to review development progress. A set of metrics should be devised, to
track the successes of the network implementation. Measures such as capital dollars
spent, users increase, or kilometers ridden are all good metrics to track AT success.
The Town should also develop a reporting system for network conditions, so that
users can phone / e-mail in pertinent trail information.

Section

The road widths for local urban roads and semi-urban roads should be increased to
9.0m, to accommodate two travel lanes of 3.5m each, and two bike lanes of 1.5m
each.
In areas identified as bike routes, or where a future bike route may be desired, the
developer should be encouraged to provide mountable curb instead of traditional
barrier curb.
The Town should require sidewalks on one side of the street for all residential
roads. Arterial and collector roads outside of the downtown core should have
sidewalks on one side, and multi-use trail on the other side, provided the rate of
driveway interruptions does not surpass 4 / 1000m.

4.1.4 Sidewalks
Development
Manual

Developers may delay installation of sidewalks and trails until one year from the
Municipality’s acceptance of services, or until 50% of the homes are occupied,
whichever comes first.
Sidewalk standard should include (where feasible) the provision of a minimum
1.8m wide green boulevard between the back of curb and the sidewalk.

Town of
Kingsville

4.6 Park Sites

4.8 Greenhouses

Policy Recommendation

Add section 4.6.4 When appropriate, any new parks will have multi-use trail
connections through the property, or connecting to existing or future AT linkages.
Amend section 4.6.2 to include bicycle parking, in accordance with the standards
outlined in the design guidelines.
Add section 4.7.10 requiring that any new greenhouse development that is adjacent
to an existing or future active transportation linkage must construct a dedicated
connection.
Amend section 4.7. 8 to include bicycle parking, in accordance with the standards
outlined in the design guidelines.

»»Draft and adopt a Town Active Transportation Bylaw.
Section 3.1 Agriculture

»»Update the Town Development Manual with new AT standards.
»»Update the relevant Town policy, as outlined in Table 4.5
»» Formalize a monitoring program (more detail in Chapter 5) to track the progress of
implementation.

Policy Amendment

Official Plan

Add policy ‘q’ advocating that for any new greenhouse or large scale agricultural
development should be encouraged to develop active transportation facility
linkages to existing network connections.

For any new commercial developments, add provisions to require secure bicycle
Section 3.2 Commercial storage in accordance with the rates outlined in the active transportation master
plan.
Section 3.5 Parks and
Open Space

Under goal ‘d’, the Town should develop a goal or metric for the amount of active
transportation linkages per 1000 population.

Section 4.2.2
Environmentally
Sensitive Areas

Under goal ‘e’, modify policy to encourage recreational trails development if it can
be completed without negative environmental impact.
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5.0 Design Guidelines

This chapter provides a summary of the technical design guidelines that are required
to frame the detailed design and implementation of the recommended active
transportation facilities. In order to ensure a realistic, sustainable, and implementable
network, strongly articulated standards are an essential component of the master
planning process.
These guidelines are based on the best practices research completed for this study,
derived from the Ontario Traffic Manual, the Transportation Association of Canada
Geometric Guide for Canadian Roads, the Velo Quebec Technical Handbook of Bikeway
Design, and the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
Guide for the Development of Bike Facilities.
They have been broken down into two categories - one set of standards for any new
development, and direction for any retrofits where the desired facility can not be
accommodated.
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5.1 On-road Facility
Typologies
Paved Shoulder
A paved shoulder is a bike facility that is adjacent to the outer lane of traffic. Paved
shoulders can be constructed on either rural or urban road cross sections, and cyclists
travel in the same direction as the vehicular traffic. When travelling on a paved
shoulder, cyclists typically follow the same signage and standards as vehicles.
When implementing paved shoulders as an AT facility, both shoulders must be paved,
in order to facilitate cyclists riding with the flow of traffic. Widths of paved shoulders
typically vary, depending on the road right-of-way width, volume of traffic, and
design speed. Paved shoulders that are too wide are not recommended, as they may
appear to drivers as an additional lane.

Recommendation:
»»Paved Shoulders be adopted as the default standard facility for all DESIGNATED bike
routes in the rural context, where the appropriate right-of-way width is present.
As cyclists are recognized under the Ontario Highway Traffic Act, they are permitted to
use any rural road regardless of the availability of a paved shoulder. If the minimum
space is not available for the development of a paved shoulder, the facility should be
developed as a shared signed route.
Paved Shoulder Widths for Rural Roadways
Posted Vehicular Speed

ASDT* < 2000

ASDT* > 2000

50 km / hr or less

1.5

1.5

50 - 70 km / hr

1.5

1.75

70 km / hr or faster

2.0

2.0

* ASDT = average summer daily traffic
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General Principles
»»Paved shoulders should be implemented on all primary rural road connections
within the network.
»»Paved shoulders should be constructed at the same time as regular road
maintenance or right-of-way improvements.
»»Paved shoulders should be considered a desirable asset to the standard road cross
section.
»»On-street parking and paved shoulders are inherently conflicting uses, and should
be avoided.
»»Vehicles may need to make use of paved shoulders for respite. This fact should be
taken into consideration when determining appropriateness of this facility.

Guidelines
»»The width of paved shoulders should be based on design speed and traffic (AADT)
volumes, as outlined by accepted standards.
»»No parking signage should be installed, to discourage motorists from parking on the
shoulder.
»»Regulatory and educational signage must be installed, to increase motorist
awareness of the cycling facility.
»»Regulatory signage and pavement markings should be installed at the appropriate
intervals (see signage and marking guidelines)
»»Shoulder should have no more than a 3% cross slope.
»»In areas of high AADTs, or high speeds, an additional 0.5 - 1.0 m adjacent granular
shoulder should be provided as a clearance zone.
»»In areas of shared or multi-use, additional width may be required.
»»If curbing is provided, mountable curbs permit cyclists to exit the roadway quickly,
and minimize the occurrence of pedal strike. Traditional 150mm barrier curb should
be avoided.
»»Edgeline painting in the rural context may still be appropriate. However, in this case,
the route should NOT be designated an OFFICIAL bike route.
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General Principles

A delineated bike lane is an on-road facility designed for the exclusive use of cyclists.
Bike lanes are typically an urban road feature, located on the right (outside) of traffic
lanes, but on the left (inside) of any on-street parking. A delineated bike lane is
unidirectional; contra-flow bike lanes must have some physical separation from
vehicular traffic. A delineated bike lane is separated from the traffic lane by pavement
markings, and includes share the road signage.

»»Bike lanes are not considered a multi-use facility.
»»Bike lanes should be considered a desirable asset to the standard road cross section.

Guidelines
»»Bike lanes should be a minimum of 1.2 m wide, and a maximum of 1.8 m wide. 1.5
m wide is the preferred width.
»»Anything wider than 2.2 m should be avoided, as it may encourage motorists to
treat it like an additional driving lane.

Recommendation:
»»Bike Lanes should be adopted as a potential facility for future road development,
in the urban context. As the majority of roads within the Town do not provide
sufficient width, it may not be appropriate for road reconstructions or existing routes.

»»Bike lanes should be separated by traffic lanes with a 150 mm painted white line,
and surface road markings (such as a sharrow).
»»Bike lane, and share the road signage should be installed (see signage and markings
guidelines)

Bike Lane Widths for Urban Roadways
Classification

Lane Width

bike lane (one way, exclusive)

1.5 - 2.0*

* Add 0.5m if AADT exceeds 6000, truck traffic exceeds 10%. Add an additional 0.5m if roadway speed
is 100km / hr or greater
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Accommodation of On-Street Parking
»»Prior to the installation of bike lanes, an evaluation of the need for on-street parking
should be undertaken. If feasible, relocate on-street parking.
»»On roads with street parking, the parking area should be the outermost (right-hand)
lane. The standard width of street parking should be 2.1m - 2.5m.
»»Bike lanes should never be placed between the parking lane and the curb.
»»In order to reduce the potential for collisions with vehicle doors, the combined width
of bike lane / parking space should be 4.0m

»»On roads without street parking, the bike lane should be the outermost (right-hand)
lane.
»»To facilitate the installation of bike lanes on existing street cross sections, travel lanes
could be reduced according to TAC standards for minimum road widths.
»»In areas where a bike lane is not feasible, the route should either be designated a
shared signed route, or not officially designated at all as a bike route.
»»The width of the gutter plan should be excluded from the measurement of minimum
width.
»»Bike lanes must be devoid of obstacles and promote active drainage of stormwater.
Mountable curbs, cyclist friendly catch basins and maintenance hole grates should be
used where feasible.
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Shared Signed Route

Recommendation:

A designated shared roadway cycling route is officially designated and identified by
‘Share the Road’ signage. This facility is a standard road with light motor vehicle
traffic (less than 3,000 vehicles daily in urban settings, less than 1,000 in rural
settings), and with light truck traffic (less than 250 / day). Shared road routes should
be well signed, frequented by cyclists, and designed to circumvent alternative, more
dangerous on-road connections.

Shared Signed Routes should be adopted as the default standard facility for all DESIGNATED bike routes in the urban or rural context, where a formal bike route is desired and
the appropriate right-of-way width is not available.

As outlined by the Ontario Highway Traffic Act, cyclists may travel on any road, with
the exception of 400 series highways. However, the designation of an official shared
signed route implies a certain level of design oversight and safety. For this reason,
unless the route meets basic safety and design criteria, it should not be designated as
shared signed route. In areas where paved shoulders or bike lanes are not feasible,
the road cross section should be evaluated for the practicality of installing a shared
signed route.

General Principles
»»Signed routes should be considered only in circumstances where other facility types
(i.e bike lanes, paved shoulders) are not technically feasible.
»»Signed routes should only be considered on roads with light motor vehicle traffic, in
order to maximize cyclist safety.

Shared Signed Routes
Traffic Volume (AADT)

Shared Lane Width

0 - 1000

standard roadway lane - 4.0

1000- 3000

standard roadway lane - 4.3

3000 - 60000

4.0 - 4.5

> 6000

4.3 - 4.8

* Add 0.5m if AADT exceeds 6000, truck traffic exceeds 10%. Add an additional 0.5m if
roadway speed is 100km / hr or greater
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Guidelines
»»Signed routes should have traffic volumes of no greater than 3,000 vehicles / day
(urban) and 1,000 vehicles / day (rural). Truck traffic should not exceed 250 vehicles
/day.
»»Share the Road signage and sharrows should be installed frequently, after
intersections, and repeated as necessary.
»»Minimum road widths are possible, based on accepted standards.
»»Street parking is limited, restricted, or removed in areas of critical width.
»»Regulatory and route signage is installed (see signage and markings guidelines)
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5.2 Off-road Facility
Typologies
Urban Sidewalk
The urban sidewalk is the most commonly used and known pedestrian facility.
Primarily a pedestrian facility, sidewalks may be used by in-line skaters, runners with
jogging strollers, the mobility restricted, and other non-cyclist active transportation
users.

General Principles
»»Sidewalk is primarily a pedestrian amenity.
»»Cyclists riding with tires less than 0.6m in height are permitted to ride on the
sidewalk.

Guidelines
»»Urban sidewalk should be a minimum of 1.5 m wide; ideally 1.8 m wide, and
constructed of high quality concrete.
»»Where space permits, sidewalk should border a (minimum) 1.5 m wide boulevard
/ amenity strip which provides valuable green space as well as additional barrier /
clear zone from motorists.
»»Sidewalks should be contiguous, and connect to other sidewalks.
»»In residential subdivisions, sidewalks should be provided on at least one side of the
street.
»»In areas of sidewalk to be designated as multi-use trail, the sidewalk should be a
minimum of 3.0 m wide.
»»To meet accessibility standards, a sidewalk should be no steeper than 5%, with a
minimum cross slope of 2%.
»»When necessary, steeper sections of sidewalk may be required, and must be treated
as ramps under the Canadian Building code. Slope may not be greater than 8%, for
no longer than 9 m in length before a respite flat zone is provided.
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Rural Sidewalk / Paved Shoulder

Stone Dust Multi-use Trail

General Principles

General Principles

A rural sidewalk is inherently a multi-use facility.

A multi-use trail must meet the needs of a variety of users.

Guidelines

Guidelines

»»Rural sidewalk should follow the same guidelines as a paved shoulder.

Recommendation:
»»Paved Shoulders be adopted as the default standard facility in the rural context. In
areas of multi-use, follow the TAC guidelines for minimum width.

»»Multi-use trail should be a minimum of 3.0 m wide made of high quality, crushed stone,
tamped down and compacted.
»»An additional 1.0 m of clearance on either side of the path is required, with 3.0 m vertical
clearance.
»»Adequate drainage is required, to reduce ponding and erosion.

Recommendation:
»»Stone dust trails should be the preliminary facility for off-road multi-use connections. Linkages
should be sought in park space and in natural corridors where the environmental impact will be
low.
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Paved Multi-use Trail
General Principles
»»A multi-use trail must meet the needs of a variety of users. Facility standards such
as pavement material, width, markings, etc should seek to maximize the appropriate
types of local users.
»»Unless otherwise posted, a multi-use trail is a two-way facility.
»»Multi-use trails do not replace on-road facilities, but should compliment and support
the overall system.
»»A multi-use trail is NOT the most appropriate facility type for all active
transportation users.
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Guidelines
»»Multi-use trail should be a minimum of 3.0 m (preferably 4.0 m) wide made of high
quality, light duty asphalt.
»»An additional 1.0 m of clearance on either side of the path is required, with 3.0 m
vertical clearance.
»»Adequate drainage is required, to reduce ponding and erosion.
»»Multi-use trail should not be constructed in an area with six or more intersections
per 1000 m of trail.
»»Signage (regulatory and education) is required to promote safe and best usage of a
multi-use trail. Refer to signage and marking guidelines.
»»The posted speed limit on a multi-use trail is 20 km /hr.
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5.3 Other Guidelines
Bicycle Parking
Bicycles can generally be parked anywhere, however their light weight and financial
value often dictate that they need to be securely stored. Bike storage should facilitate
the upright, lockable parking of bikes. When possible, protection from inclement
weather will reduce damage to bikes, and is a desirable storage attribute for cyclists.

Guidelines
»»Spaces should be 1.8 m long for regular bicycles, 3.0 m long for bicycles with trailers.
For double loaded bicycle parking, the minimum overall length should be 3.0 m.
»»Spaces should be a minimum of 0.7 m wide, reduced to 0.5 m if overlapping
handlebars are permitted.
»»The minimum vertical clearance for spaces is 2.1 m, 2.5 is preferable. Racks should
be spaced a minimum of 1.5 m apart, to allow for access.
»»Number of Spaces required based table 5.X

General Principles
»»Two points of contact should be provided when locking to a rack, for improved
stability and increased security.
»»Overhead shelter reduces wear and rusting of bikes
»»Locate parking facility close to the central stream of traffic for increased visibility,
security and convenience.
»»Class ‘A’ parking secures the entire bicycle and protects it from inclement weather.
Class ‘A’ parking includes any key secured areas such as lockers, bicycle rooms, and
bicycle cages.
»»Class ‘A’ parking should be located within 200m of the facility entrance, in a well lit
and highly visible area.
»»Class ‘B’ parking racks include wall mounted bike racks, which permit the locking of
the bicycle by the frame and the front wheel, and provide two points of contact to
support the bike in an upright and vertical position.
»»Class ‘B’ parking should be located no further than 15 m from the building entrance.
If shelter exists, such as an awning, overhangs, or other protective elements,
parking may be located up to 30 m from the entrance. Class ‘B’ parking should be
located in well lit, highly visible areas, to promote safety and security.
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Lighting
Lighting on trails facilitates trail users visibility of each other, and users’ visibility by
adjacent elements, such as vehicles. Lighting permits nighttime use of trail amenities,
which is especially valuable in the fall and spring, when daylight periods are shorter.

General Principles
»»Designated roadways, paved shoulders, and bike lanes are typically lit to roadway
standards.
»»Off-road trails should be lit, based on volume, location, and context; generally
these features are lit in concert with existing park lighting, or if the route is a key
commuter connection.

Guidelines
»»In urban areas, the average minimum illumination levels should be 2 to 6 lux for
residential streets, and 10 to 17 lux for commercial streets.
»»The uniformity coefficient should be 6:1 for residential streets, and 3:1 for
commercial streets.
»»Off road multi-use trails should be lit at a minimum of 5 lux, with a maximum
uniformity coefficient of 6:1.
»»Tunnels should be lit during the day and night if longer than 10 m. The
recommended illumination level should be 43 lux.
»»Lampposts along roadways should be a minimum of 10 m tall, along multi-use trails
a minimum of 6 m tall, with a lateral clearance of 1 m.
»»Lampposts should be spaced to provide for the required illumination levels and
uniformity coefficients.
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Bicycle Parking
End of trip facilities such as bicycle parking are important considerations in
encouraging use of the system, especially for commuting users. The Town should
provide, either through development agreement or capital improvement, bicycle
parking in accordance with the following standards.

General Principles
»»Two points of contact should be provided when locking to a rack, for improved
stability and increased security.
»»Overhead shelter reduces wear and rusting of bikes

Guidelines
»»Spaces should be 1.8 m long for regular bicycles, 3.0 m long for bicycles with trailers.
For double loaded bicycle parking, the minimum overall length should be 3.0 m.
»»Spaces should be a minimum of 0.7 m wide, reduced to 0.5 m if overlapping
handlebars are permitted.
»»The minimum vertical clearance for spaces is 2.1 m, 2.5 is preferable. Racks should
be spaced a minimum of 1.5 m apart, to allow for access.
»»Number of Spaces required based on following table:

»»Locate parking facility close to the central stream of traffic for increased visibility,
security and convenience.

Establishment

»»Class ‘A’ parking secures the entire bicycle and protects it from inclement weather.

Multi-family residence

0.5 spaces / dwelling unit. 80% Class ‘A’ parking.

»»Class ‘A’ parking includes any key secured areas such as lockers, bicycle rooms, and
bicycle cages.

Educational Facility

1 space / 20 employees or students. 20% Class ‘A’ parking.

Hospital

1 space for every 50 employees. 50% Class ‘A’ parking.

»»Class ‘A’ parking should be located within 200m of the facility entrance, in a well lit
and highly visible area.

Office

1 space for every 50 employees. 50% Class ‘A’ parking.

Commercial Street

5 spaces for every 200m of storefront. 20% Class ‘A’ parking.

»»Class ‘B’ parking racks include wall mounted bike racks, which permit the locking of
the bicycle by the frame and the front wheel, and provide two points of contact to
support the bike in an upright and vertical position.

Shopping Centre

1 space for every 300m2 of retail space. 20% Class ‘A’.

Any other use
Multi-family residence

1 space for every 500m2 of gross floor area. 50% Class ‘A’
parking.
0.5 spaces / dwelling unit. 80% Class ‘A’ parking.

»»Class ‘B’ parking should be located no further than 15 m from the building entrance.
If shelter exists, such as an awning, overhangs, or other protective elements,
parking may be located up to 30 m from the entrance. Class ‘B’ parking should be
located in well lit, highly visible areas, to promote safety and security.

Educational Facility

1 space / 20 employees or students. 20% Class ‘A’ parking.

Hospital

1 space for every 50 employees. 50% Class ‘A’ parking.

Office

1 space for every 50 employees. 50% Class ‘A’ parking.

Commercial Street

5 spaces for every 200m of storefront. 20% Class ‘A’ parking.

Shopping Centre

1 space for every 300m2 of retail space. 20% Class ‘A’.

Any other use

1 space for every 500m2 of gross floor area. 50% Class ‘A’
parking.

Parking Requirements
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Signage and Markings
Signage and markings are important elements of the Active Transportation network,
as they provide both users and motorists with important information about the design
of specific facilities, and their safe operation. In Canada, active transportation signage
follows similar standards to that of road signage.

Sign Types
»»Primary Orientation
»»Directional/Markers
»»Regulatory / Warning
»»Information

General Principles
»»The absence of any bike route or share the road signage does not mean that
bicycles are prohibited from travelling on that segment of road.
»»Any bicycle or AT route signage should be maintained to the same standard or
better as road regulatory or directional signage.
»»All AT network and bike route signs should be consistent in size, direction, and
quality of materials. Standard signage should refer to the Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices.
»»AT network signage should be placed at a frequency to establish a continuous
routing for users.
»»Directional signage should be installed at major gateways, destinations, and nodes,
to inform users of the overall network connectivity.
»»Kingsville-specific signage can be installed in coordination with existing Chrysler
Greenway or other County-initiative signage, to raise the profile of specific Town
initiatives.
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Guidelines
»»Mounting height for post-mounted signs on shared use paths shall be a minimum of
1.2 m from the bottom of the sign to the ground elevation of the footing.
»»For shared use paths, signage should be no closer than 0.6 m and no further than
1.0 m from the edge of the path.
»»Share the road signage, sharrows and other pavement markings should be placed
at the beginning of a bicycle lane or paved shoulder, and again at periodic intervals
determined based on engineering judgement.
»»Sharrows and pavement markings should be installed in concert with share the road
signage.
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5.4 Signage & Branding
The following signage hierarchy has been developed to meet the anticipated needs of
all users of Kingsville’s active transportation route network, from an initial vehicular/
cycling mode of travel to site specific trail needs, e.g., route marking, directional and
regulatory information.

Active Kingsville Brand
This logo has been developed to give Kingsville a recognizable, memorable, and
energetic identity for its active transportation route network. This brand will also
reinforce Kingsville as a place where healthy, active living is fostered. Complimentary
icons representing various activities have been created to reinforce the primary brand.

Final Report June 2012
Signage Hierarchy:
»»Primary Orientation Panel
»»Secondary Orientation Panel
»»Regulatory Sign
»»Primary Pedestrian Directional
»»Secondary Pedestrian Directional
»»Trail Markers

Primary Orientation Panel
Map elements are essential to provide fundamental, route-wide orientation, route
information and etiquette. These sign types should be located at primary active
transportation route entry points and will also serve to create a sense of arrival.
These elements are important to expose first-time users to the route’s signage
aesthetic and brand. In this respect they will serve as highly recognizable icons for
route users seeking wayfinding information.

Secondary Orientation Panel
Providing the same level of information as the Primary Orientation Panel, this sign
element is designed to be located at secondary active transportation route entry
points and will also serve as a recognizable wayfinding icon for route users.

Regulatory Sign
This sign is designed to display regulations for a given active transportation route,
provide etiquette and to serve as a reminder of what activities are and aren’t
permitted.

Primary Pedestrian Directional
These elements work in tandem with other pedestrian-level signage elements (i.e.,
the orientation/ route marker elements), providing both assurance and directions to
the user.
These sign units will be found at key route intersections and will provide directions to
multiple locations near or along Kingsville’s active transportation routes.

76

The TOWN OF KINGSVILLE: ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN

Final Report June 2012

Greenway Trail

5 min walk

Ferry Terminal

10 min walk

SHARE
THE ROAD
Cram anteposuerit litte
formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et.

Cram anteposuerit litte
formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et.

Cram anteposuerit litte
formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et.

Cram anteposuerit litte
formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et.

Cram anteposuerit litte
formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et.

Lakeside Park
Cram anteposuerit litte
formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et.

Cram anteposuerit litte
formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et.

Cram anteposuerit litte
formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et.

Cram anteposuerit litte
formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et.

Ferry Terminal

Cram anteposuerit litte
formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et.

Sports Arena
Cedar Beach
Greenway Trail
555.874.3215
www.loremipsum.ca

Did You Know?

Cram anteposuerit litte formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et Cram anteposuerit litte
formas huma nitatis per seacula quarta decima et!

555.874.3215
www.loremipsum.ca

555.874.3215
www.loremipsum.ca

Did You Know?

Did You Know?

Cram anteposuerit litte formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et Cram anteposuerit litte
formas huma nitatis per seacula quarta decima et!

555.874.3215
www.loremipsum.ca

Did You Know?

Cram anteposuerit litte formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et Cram anteposuerit litte
formas huma nitatis per seacula quarta decima et!

Cram anteposuerit litte formas huma nitatis per
seacula quarta decima et Cram anteposuerit
litte formas huma nitatis per seacula quarta
decima et!

Primary
Orientation Sign

Secondary
Orientation Sign

Regulations
Sign

Primary Pedestrian
Directional

Secondary Pedestrian
Directional

Shared-Use Trail
Sign

Secondary Pedestrian Directional

Route Markers

The Secondary Pedestrian Directional signs are intended to supplement the Primary
Pedestrian Directional elements. They should be located at decision points to
secondary destinations or where there are installation spatial restrictions.

Route markers shall be located along all primary routes. It is recommended that they
are positioned to be within visual distance from one another (approximately 300’).
These sign elements have been designed to augment other pedestrian-level signage
elements (i.e., the orientation/map, regulations elements), providing assurance,
information, and directions to the user.

Trail (Active Route)
Marker
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6.0 Moving Forward

This report describes the long term vision for active transportation in Kingsville, and
outlines an achievable and feasible phasing plan. The proposed plan is consistent
with the objectives outlined by previous studies and plans for the area, as well as the
strategic direction provided by the Steering Committee.
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6.1 Implementation Process

»»Undertake an evaluation of the route, based on the criteria outlined in the priority
matrix;

The Kingsville Active Transportation Plan is an evolving document. Implementation
will occur through a suggested four phase process that allows for checks and balances
of the program elements, as municipal and stakeholder priorities change, and
opportunities become available.

»»Collect necessary site information, such as a topographic and legal survey,
environmental assessment, or other required or informative study;

Phase One: Preliminary Review

»»Coordinate construction with other projects, if that option is available;

The first step towards implementation of the AT plan is adoption and ratification of
the plan by Kingsville Town Council. The plan should be adopted and endorsed in
principle, which will still permit Council to implement the various projects, segments,
and recommendations on an individual basis.
Once the plan has been adopted in principle, it will be important to determine the
administrative owner. Implementation will be facilitated if one Town department
has clear ownership and responsibility to move the plan forward. Ownership may
rest with the Town Planner, Director of Municipal Services, the Director of Parks and
Recreation, or directed to another department. This person should also be the official
contact and Town representative for the CWATS Plan.
Upon a determination of who will champion the plan towards implementation, a
review of planned / anticipated capital projects should be completed. This should
occur concurrently with a review of the priorities outlined in both the CWATS plan and
in the Town's AT plan. A preliminary review of the year’s planned AT facilities should
be completed, taking into consideration any synergistic opportunities to piggyback
with other planned capital road improvement projects. Once this review is complete,
adequate information should exist to make the determination to move forward with a
project, or hold off until the following budgetary year.

Phase Two: Feasibility
Once the decision to move forward has been made, it is necessary to determine
what type of AT facility is under consideration. A feasibility assessment should be
conducted, looking at the following:
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»»Examine costs and benefits of proposed route linkage, looking at capital and
maintenance costs, efficiencies with other capital projects, and overall benefits;

»»Make a recommendation regarding the feasibility of the route linkage.
The feasibility assessment generally would occur concurrently with any Class EAs, or
schematic or function design processes for road works or open space design. The
feasibility assessment provides the opportunity to develop route linkages concurrently
with capital projects, although this is not the only trigger of route linkage feasibility.

Phase Three: Detailed Design
Once feasibility of the route linkage has been confirmed, detailed design can
proceed. Detailed design may occur with or without coordination with ongoing capital
improvement projects. Design should follow the recommended facility typologies
and standard Municipal and Provincial design guidelines. Once detailed design has
commenced, budget should be set aside in the applicable Town or Municipal budget
for implementation.
It is possible that once detailed design is completed, the project will be unable to
move towards implementation, for a variety of reasons. If this occurs, the route
linkage should return to Phase Two, feasibility assessment, to determine the reason for
the delay (i.e. design flaw, missing information, priority change, etc).

Phase Four: Monitoring
Once AT facilities have been implemented, their design and use should be monitored.
Monitoring will determine if the facility’s design functions as intended, and the
facility’s use is as intended. As necessary, plan documents, details, and guidelines
should be updated to reflect the implemented case use of the system. As the plan
is revised and updated, the necessary planning and policy documentation should be
updated as well.
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6.1

Implementation Framework
Phase One:

Phase Two:

Phase Three:

Phase Four:

Adoption & Review

Feasibility

Detailed Design

Monitoring

Adoption of the

Confirm Facility

Undertake

Plan by the Town

Type

Detailed Design

Undertake

Allocate funds

Evaluate and

Route Criteria

from Capital

Adapt System as

Evaluation

Budget

required

Determine Plan
Ownership

Review

Review

Review

of

of

of AT

Collect Detailed

CWATS

Capital

Plan

Site Information

Priorities

Projects

Priorities

Preliminary
Review of AT

action at
this time

Further
Study of
AT
option

Usage

Tender /
Construct /
Implement

Examine Costs &
Benefits

facility opportunity

No

Collect Data &
Monitor System

Coordinate with
previously planned
capital projects

Make

Update Planning

Recommendation

Documents

No
action
at this
time

Move
to
design
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6.2 Plan Prioritization
This report describes both a long-term 20-year vision for Active Transportation in
Kingsville. The plans and proposals are consistent with the objectives described in
both the public consultation component of this project, and many previous studies and
reports.
Initiatives with a high profile and ease of implementation should be given the highest
priority, especially where cost is not prohibitive. Larger and more complex projects will
require time and further study to work out all the details required for implementation.
Setting priorities for implementation should be based on the following criteria:
»»CWATS facility phasing & funding availability;
»»Immediate economic impact;
»»Best probable funding opportunity;
»»Timeline for possible environmental, infrastructure, and land acquisition issues;
»»Potential for greatest positive impact;
»»Ability to link to other open spaces and sites;
»»Status of land ownership or construction readiness;
»»Opportunity for partnerships with the private sector;
»»Coordination with other on-going municipal projects;
»»Logical design and construction sequence.
It is recommended that the Town adopt a formal prioritization strategy, to rank the
proposed linkages and projects. This will be especially important for any internal
or secondary facilities not addressed within CWATS, or for applying a further level
of refinement to the CWATS phasing. The proposed ranking would be taken into
consideration along with the other factors outlined in the implementation process, in
order to aid in the prioritization. A sample priority matrix is included in figure 6.2.
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The proposed matrix considers sidewalk, multi-purpose trail, and bikeway separately,
and assigns points based on specific criteria. The higher the number of points, the
more significant the factor. For example, a bikeway under consideration within 500
m of a school would be highly ranked. The criteria and scoring should be refined
by the Town, to be reflective of specific Municipal considerations. This approach
will provide a more quantitative method to develop priority linkages or facilities for
implementation.

Implementation Priorities
The implementation of the proposed plan is outlined in figure 6.3. Each phase or
priority level is represented individually, with the ideal or fully realized build-out
scenario represented by the amalgamation of all the phases.

Other Considerations
In areas of sufficient pavement width, where implementation is strictly a matter of
road markings, coordinate with Town, Municipal, and Provincial pavement marking
schedules.
In areas with sufficient right-of-way width, but insufficient pavement width, coordinate
implementation with roadway resurfacing schedules.
In areas where there is insufficient right-of-way width, or the adjacent roadway grade
makes implementation challenging, implementation in the shorter term should be
limited to a signed shared route, with longer term implementation tied to roadway
reconstruction or land acquisition.
For off-road opportunities, land / unopened right-of-ways should be earmarked or set
aside for future multi-use trail development.
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6.2

Prioritization Framework

Sidewalk

Multi-Purpose Trail

Bike Route

Within
500m
6

Within
1000m
5

High School

4

3

High School

4

3

High School

4

3

Seniors Centre

4

3

Seniors Centre

4

3

Seniors Centre

4

3

Daycare Facility

3

2

Park or Recreation Centre

4

3

Park or Recreation Centre

4

3

Park or Recreation Centre

4

3

Tourism Destination

3

3

Tourism Destination

3

3

Tourism Destination

3

3

Commercial Area

3

2

Commercial Area

3

2

Commercial Area

3

2

Place of Worship

2

1

Place of Worship

2

1

Place of Worship

2

1

Criteria
Elementary or Middle School

Total Points

Within Within
500m 1000m
Elementary or Middle School
6
5
Criteria

Total Points

Criteria
Elementary or Middle School

Within Within
1000 2000
m6
m5

High Speed Limit or High Traffic
Volume

4

High Speed Limit or High
Traffic Volume

4

High Speed Limit or High
Traffic Volume

4

High Density Residential

4

High Density Residential

4

High Density Residential

4

Medium speed limit or medium
traffic volume

3

Medium speed limit or
medium traffic volume

3

Medium speed limit or
medium traffic volume

3

Mid-density residential street

3

Mid-density residential street

3

Mid-density residential street

3

Low-density residential street

2

Low-density residential
street

2

Low-density residential street

2

Industrial business park

1

Industrial business park

1

Industrial business park

1

Rural street

1

Rural street

1

Rural street

1

Missing Connection in otherwise
contiguous sidewalk

1

Missing Connection in
otherwise contiguous trail

1

Missing Connection in
otherwise contiguous trail

1

Connection to Greenway

1

Connection to Greenway

1

Years section has been on the
forecast
Connection to Greenway
Total

Total Points

0.5 x # of Years
1

Total

Total

83

6.3

84

Kingsville Primar y Route Phasing Map

Final Report June 2012

The TOWN OF KINGSVILLE: ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN

Phasing Considerations

Phase One Recommended Projects

This report describes the long term vision for Active Transportation in Kingsville.
Implementation of the various plan components will occur over a 20 year build
out period, and successful realization of the strategy is integrally linked to a
comprehensive and realistic phasing program. A successful approach will address any
challenges that may arise and will implement the various elements of the plan in a
logical and cost-efficient manner.

Phase one projects should be the 'low hanging fruit'; the highly visible, highly
requested, or safety-priority projects with relatively easy implementation. Starting
with visible projects will help to instill confidence in the public that the plan is moving
forward, and will build excitement and momentum for implementation. The realization
of a highly visible project would also provide the Town with a marketing tool to help
raise external funding for subsequent projects, or would demonstrate commitment to
the County on future jointly funded projects.

Forecasting a year-by-year phasing strategy is difficult without a strong sense of
annual budgets. Priorities set by the Steering Committee can be influenced by the
opportunities that arise from unforeseen funding sources, new developments and
private sector initiatives.

Key projects for Phase One:
»»Seacliff Drive / County Road 20.

Phasing Timeline

»»County Road 50.

Immediately: 0 - 2 Years.

»»Union Avenue to Ruthven

Short Term: 2 - 5 Years.

»»Installation / Conversion to Shared Signed Routes (the installation of sharrows and
share the road signage) on all designated routes within the urban limits.

Medium Term: 5 - 10 Years
Long Term: 10 + Years

»»Update the Active Transportation Master Plan (at the conclusion of phase one).
As phase one describes the first five year time period, the three recommended
projects should be further broken down into sub-phases. As both County Road 20 and
County Road 50 are CWATS projects, the Town should work with the County to refine
the funding model; however this should not hold up these projects as they both have
significant safety and tourism impacts for the Town.
In the short term, it is recommended that Seacliff Drive / County Road 20 take
priority over County Road 50, due to the volume of traffic (both vehicular and active
transportation), the amount of migrant workers using this work for utilitarian purposes,
and the high profile of this linkage.
At the conclusion of phase one, an update of the master plan should take place.
Regular updates are essential, as this document is a living plan, and should be adjusted
as the community's needs, desires, and situation change and evolve.
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Phase Two Recommended Projects

Phase Three Recommended Projects

Phase two projects begin to really move the entire project vision forward, from
individual facilities to a contiguous network.

Phase three projects will likely have to be revisited or re-prioritized, based on
the ongoing review and monitoring of the implementation process. Projects left
until phase three should be those with significant engineering or implementation
challenges, high capital costs, or other impediments to development.

Key projects for Phase Two:
»»Installation of missing sidewalk linkages not completed by developers.
»»Multi-use trail (along Jasperson Avenue and along Harold Cull Drive to Stewart Street
»»Completion of the Chrysler Canada Greenway to the Town boundary (in partnership
with the Essex Region Conservation Authority)

Key projects for Phase Three:
»»Development of off-road multi-use trails along greenways or riparian corridors.
»»Paved shoulders along Talbot Road from Cottam north to the Town boundary.

»»Paved shoulders from along Division Road north from Road 4 to Talbot Road.

»»Paved shoulders along Belle River Road north to the Town boundary.

»»Paved shoulders along Union Avenue and Talbot Road up to Cottam.

»»Update the Active Transportation Master Plan (at the conclusion of phase three).

»»Paved shoulders along Road 2.
»»Update the Active Transportation Master Plan (at the conclusion of phase two).
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6.3 Budget Estimates
The implementation strategy illustrates how the recommended public projects
may be completed in three phases. Assuming that funding is available, the work
indicated should be able to be completed within the 20-year vision. These estimates
also assume program budgets will be adjusted accordingly for inflation and other
unexpected cost increases. The following table (Table 6.3) summarizes the total cost of
implementation, and a breakdown of how these costs may be distributed over three
phases.
The total implementation budget for the 20-year Kingsville Active Transportation
Master Plan is approximately $12.94 million dollars (2012 dollars). If the Town and
project funding partners (i.e. Essex County) were able to contribute approximately
$647,000 (2012 dollars) in capital or in-kind to the projects identified each year, all
works could be completed within 20 years.
Some of the capital required may be available under the CWATS funding model
(which had not been finalized at the time of this study). Also, funds may already
exist within annual budgets for maintenance and renewal of the streets and other
related infrastructure. Exact costs will depend upon detailed designs and bidding
climate prevailing at the time of implementation. All projects require detailed design to
facilitate quality implementation.
Materials and quantities were derived from measurements taken from the
georeferenced base mapping. This level of accuracy is sufficient for general planning;
however, more accurate estimates will be required during the detailed design and
construction stages before going to tender with proposed work. Actual costs may be
plus or minus 20%. All quotes reflect Spring 2012 ‘installed’ prices, not including tax.
With recent fuel increases, prices could increase rapidly in line with petroleum.
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It is important to recognize that the drawings and designs in this document are
conceptual only. A qualified design firm/team should be commissioned to prepare
schematic and detailed design drawings and contract documents for each individual
project. This additional cost has been accounted for in the cost spreadsheet.

Maintenance Budgets
The capital costs to develop the AT system are only one half of the financial equation.
The costs of ongoing maintenance should be taken into account when budgeting for
trail development and expansion. However, the incremental costs for the maintenance
of these facilities is generally low, compared to annual road maintenance costs trail,
bike lane, and shared route signage is generally thought to require replacement at a
rate of 20% of signage per year, starting after the sixth year.
Pavement markings (i.e. for bike lanes) are generally thought to require replacement
at a rate of 50% of markings every third year, starting after year three.
Maintenance of off-road, paved multi-use trail can range from $4,000 to $6,000 per
kilometer of trail (3.5 m wide trail), depending on service standards. Maintenance
activities could include stormwater management, sweeping, moving of shoulders,
surfacing improvements and repairs, tree and shrub pruning, and waste management.
Maintenance of on-road facilities can range from $5,000 - $9,000 per kilometer, per
year, depending on facility type, coordination with road maintenance, and municipal
service standards.

The budget estimate does not include costs for long-term easements, land purchases
or private improvements. Miscellaneous items/costs are outlined in the various subarea descriptions and these include allowances for grading, catch basin relocation and
special features.
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Cost E stimate

Estimate of Probable Costs
Measure

Units

Unit Cost

Phase One (km)

Phase One Cost

Phase Two (km)

Phase Two Cost

Phase Three (km)

Phase Three Cost

Paved Shoulder Surfacing - mountable curbs

3.91

km

$110,000

3.3

$363,000

0.61

$67,100

0

$0

Paved Shoulder Surfacing - no curbs

51.8

km

$110,000

13

$1,430,000

19

$2,090,000

19.8

$2,178,000

On Road Paved Shoulders (both sides)

Subtotal Paved Shoulders

$1,793,000

$2,090,000

$2,178,000

$0

$0

Shared Signed Route
Shared signed Route - urban

4.3

km

$2,000

4.3

$8,600

Shared signed Route - rural

0.65

km

$200

0.65

$130

Subtotal Signed Route

$1,801,730

Sidewalks
1.5m wide concrete sidewalk

1.95

km

$175,000

0

Subtotal Sidewalks

$0

0.975

$0

$170,625

0.975

$170,625

$170,625
$170,625

Off-road Multi-use Trail
3.0m wide asphalt multi-use trail (off road)
3.0m wide asphalt multi-use trail (one side of road)
3.0m wide crusher dust trail

18.3

km

$250,000

0

$0

9

$2,250,000

9.3

$2,325,000

1.1

km

$80,000

0

$0

0.7

$56,000

0.4

$32,000

0.50

km

$115,000

0

$0

0.5

$57,500

0

$0

Subtotal Multi-use Trail
TOTAL

88

$0
$12,924,480

$3,594,730

$2,363,500
$4,624,125

$2,357,000
$4,705,625
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6.4 Funding Options
Funding of the Kingsville Active Transportation Master Plan will require a financial
commitment from the Town and the County. Funding sources may include
development charges, the general tax base, and applicable federal or provincial
funding opportunities. To assist in the reduction of demand on the tax roll, the Town
and Municipality should also pursue external funding sources. Such options may
include:
»»Federal or Provincial Gas Tax Monies;
»»Federation of Canadian Municipalities Green Municipal Fund;
»»Federal Government’s ecoMobility program
»»Private corporate environmental funds and donations;
»»Service Clubs, community fund-raising & in-kind donations.
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Environmental Benefits
»»Reduction in air pollution from vehicles;
»»Reduction in noise pollution from vehicles;
»»Reduction in automobile-based land use (such as parking lots);
»»Public Health Benefits
»»Decreased levels of inactivity-related health problems (such as obesity)
»»Stress reduction through recreation;
»»Improved liveability of the community;
»»Improved social interactions within the community;

Economic Benefits
»»Cost savings through reduced roadway capital and maintenance costs (even when
considering the addition of on-road facilities);
»»Cost savings through reduced parking lot requirements;

6.5 Why Make the
Investment?
The implementation of the Kingsville Active Transportation Master Plan will require
a significant commitment from the Town of Kingsville, not just in terms of capital
and operational costs, but also in terms of personnel, time, and energy. However,
there are a number of significant and quantifiable benefits that the Town and broader
community at large will enjoy, and these reasons are why implementation is so critical.

»»Direct and indirect tourism dollars as people come to enjoy the AT facilities;
»»Employment creation through direct and indirect plan impacts;

Transportation Benefits
»»Reduction in traffic;
»»Improved mobility for community members without access to a vehicle;
»»Improved connectivity of community assets;
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Stakeholders
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Active ACTIVE
Transportation
Plan
The TOWN OF KINGSVILLE:
TRANSPORTATION
MASTER PLAN
Newspapers for Advertising
Leamington Post
Essex Free Press
Kingsville Reporter

14. Older Adults Advisory Committee
Chair, Bob Peterson, rpeterson9@cogeco.ca

15. Migrant Workers Community Program
Lorraine Gibson, lorrainemwcp@mdirect.net	
  	
  

Active Transportation Plan

Stakeholders List
1.
2.
3.
4.

Active Transportation Plan
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16. OPP

Town of Leamington:
Town of Essex:
Town of Lakeshore:
County of Essex:

Brian Sweet, Clerk, bsweet@leamington.ca

Tracy Blanchard, Community Policing Officer Tracy.Blanchard@ontario.ca

Cheryl Bondy, Clerk, cbondy@essex.ca
Mary Masse, Clerk, mmasse@lakeshore.ca
Mary Brennan, Clerk, mbrennan@countyofessex.on.ca

5. County Wide Active Transportation Study (CWATS)

Jane Mustac, P.Eng, EA Coordinator, Corporation of the County of Essex
360 Fairview Avenue W., Essex, Ontario N8M 1Y6
Phone: 519-776-6441 ext. 397, jmustac@countyofessex.on.ca
Jane Mustac <jmustac@countyofessex.on.ca>

6. Greater Essex County School Board,

Marylynn Biggley, Community Development Greater Essex County District School Board
451 Park Street West, P.O. Box 210, Windsor, Ontario, Canada N9A 6K1
Marylynn.biggley@gecdsb.on.ca

Mary Lynn Biggley, Community Partnership Program Co-ordinator, Jumpstart Student Nutrition Program and
Community Development Officer, Greater Essex County District School Board
451 Park Street West, Windsor, Ontario N9A 6K1
Phone:(519) 255-3200 x 10231, Fax:(519) 255-7053 MaryLynn.Biggley@gecdsb.on.ca

7. Catholic School Board,

Al Maghnieh, Strategic Planning and Communications Administrator, al_maghnieh@wecdsb.on.ca

8. Tourism Windsor Essex Pelee Island (TWEP),

Lynnette Bain Vice President, Tourism Programs & Development. 333 Riverside Drive West, Suite 103
Windsor, Ontario N9A 7C5, Phone: 519.255.6530 Toll Free 1.800.265.3633 Ext: 4327
Fax: 519.255.6192 lbain@tourismwindsoressex.com

Invite to Public Workshop
Kingsville Public
Principal:
Mona.Renaud@gecdsb.on.ca
Phone: 733-2338
Jack Miner Public School
Principal:
MaryCatherine.Langlois@gecdsb.on.ca
Phone: 733-2329
Ruthven Public School
Principal:
Bill.Cervini@gecdsb.on.ca
Phone: 326-2371
Kingsville District HIgh School
Principal:
Pat.Masson@gecds.on.ca
Phone: 733-2347
May I suggest that you ask Pat to extend an invitation to students as well.
St. John de Brebeuf
Nancy_Sarkis@wecdsb.on.ca
Phone: 733-6589

9. ERCA

Kevin Money, Director of Conservation Areas, Essex Region Conservation Authority (ERCA);
Email: kmoney@erca.org

10. MTO (highway 3 bypass)

John Morrisey 519. 873.4597 Contract Management & Operations Branch, Operations Office, Corridor
Management and Property Section, 301 St. Paul Street, 2nd Floor, St. Catharines, Ontario L2R 7R4
John.morrisey@ontario.ca,	
  heather.a.doyle@ontario.ca - Inquiries regarding Land Use Planning

11. Windsor Essex County Health Unit

Cathy Copot-Nepszy, B.H.K., M.A.Sc Health Promotion Specialist- Physical Activity
Chronic Disease & Injury Prevention Dept. Windsor-Essex County Health Unit
Phone: 519.776.5933 ext. 3245 cnepszy@wechealthunit.org

Town of Kingsville Committees
12. Active Transportation
Chair, Derek Bilokraly, Derek.Bilokraly@sunlife.com

13. Parks and Recreation

Chair, Councillor G. Queen, pgordonqueen@msn.com
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KDHS

School Bike Program
Sue Nurse sue.nurse@gecdsb.on.ca
Dave Penner dave.penner@gecdsb.on.ca
Doug Plumb doug.plumb@gecdsb.on.ca

Ontario Greenhouse Vegetable Growers

General Inquiries, admin@ontariogreenhouse.com
245 Talbot Street West, Suite 103, Leamington, Ontario N8H 1N8, Canada
Don Taylor, Chair, dtaylor@ontariogreenhouse.com
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Summary of Online Survey
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3. How many people live in your household?
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Final Report Response
June 2012
Response
Percent

1. Are you?
Response
Percent

Response
Count

Count

1

12.5%

5

2

35.0%

14

Male

65.8%

25

3

10.0%

4

Female

34.2%

13

4

30.0%

12

answered question

38

5 or more

12.5%

5

skipped question

4

answered question

40

skipped question

2

2. How old are you?
Response

under 21

2.4%

1

21 - 34

24.4%

10

Walking

35 - 49

36.6%

15

Hiking

50 - 64

34.1%

14

Cycling

65+

2.4%

1

Inline Skating

answered question

41

Running

skipped question

1

Percent

94

4. How often do you participate in the following activities?

Response

1 of 12

Count

Response

Daily

Weekly

Monthly

Yearly

Never

71.1% (27)

26.3% (10)

2.6% (1)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

38

2.9% (1)

23.5% (8)

41.2% (14)

23.5% (8)

8.8% (3)

34

27.0% (10)

51.4% (19)

10.8% (4)

10.8% (4)

0.0% (0)

37

0.0% (0)

6.7% (2)

10.0% (3)

26.7% (8)

56.7% (17)

30

18.2% (6)

33.3% (11)

15.2% (5)

3.0% (1)

30.3% (10)

33

Ice Skating

0.0% (0)

5.9% (2)

26.5% (9)

47.1% (16)

20.6% (7)

34

Boating

3.2% (1)

16.1% (5)

9.7% (3)

45.2% (14)

25.8% (8)

31

Skateboarding

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

6.7% (2)

3.3% (1)

90.0% (27)

30

2 of 12

Count

answered question

38

skipped question

4

5. How do you get around Kingsville? (check all that apply)
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6. How do you MOST FREQUENTLY get around Kingsville?
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PLAN
Response Response

Response

Response

Car / Truck

92.3%

36

Bicycle

15.8%

6

Bicycle

82.1%

32

Public Transit

0.0%

0

Public Transit

0.0%

0

Car

81.6%

31

Walking

79.5%

31

Walking

2.6%

1

Inline Skating / Skateboard

7.7%

3

Wheelchair / Motorized Scooter

0.0%

0

Wheelchair / Motorized Scooter

0.0%

0

Inline Skating / Skateboard

0.0%

0

ATV

0.0%

0

ATV

0.0%

0

Percent

Other (please specify)

Count

Percent

Count

Other (please specify)

2

1

answered question

39

answered question

38

skipped question

3

skipped question

4

7. What is the approximate distance from your home to your work / school?
Response

Response

Less than 2 km

5.4%

2

Between 2 and 5 km

13.5%

5

Between 5 and 10 km

16.2%

6

Between 10 and 25 km

29.7%

11

Greater than 25 km

29.7%

11

Not sure

5.4%

2

answered question

37

skipped question

5

Percent

3 of 12

4 of 12

Count
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8. On average, how long is your typical commute (one way) to your work / school?

10. Why not? (please check all that apply)

The TOWN OF KINGSVILLE: ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION MASTER
PLAN
Response Response
Percent
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Response

Response

0.0%

0

100.0%

2

Physically too demanding

0.0%

0

Habitual use of Vehicle

0.0%

0

No interest

0.0%

0

Other (please specify)

0

answered question

2

skipped question

40

Count

Percent

Less than 5 minutes

5.6%

2

Destinations are too far

Between 5 and 10 minutes

16.7%

6

Destinations are not connected

Between 10 and 20 minutes

27.8%

10

Between 20 and 30 minutes

19.4%

7

More than 30 minutes

27.8%

10

Not sure

2.8%

1

answered question

36

skipped question

6

9. Are you interested in using alternative (active transportation) strategies to get around
Kingsville?
Response
Percent

by trails / sidewalks

Count

11. Please indicate your comfort level with regards to Walking for each of the following
statements:

Response
Count

Very

comfortable

Comfortable

Uncomfortable

Not sure /

Very

uncomfortable

Not

Yes

83.8%

31

No

2.7%

1

Walking on a paved multi-use trail

84.2% (32)

15.8% (6)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

Not Sure

13.5%

5

Walking on a gravel multi-use trail

52.6% (20)

34.2% (13)

13.2% (5)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

answered question

37

Walking on the sidewalk

81.1% (30)

18.9% (7)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

skipped question

5

Walking on the shoulder of a rural

0.0% (0)

28.9% (11)

47.4% (18)

23.7% (9)

0.0% (0)

5.3% (2)

34.2% (13)

34.2% (13)

26.3% (10)

0.0% (0)

road

Walking on the shoulder of a town

road

applicable

answered question
skipped question

96

5 of 12

6 of 12

Resp

Co

12. Please indicate your comfort level with regards to Cycling for each of the following

13. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements, regarding

statements:

initiatives that might encourage you to walk or bike more often.
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Very

comfortable

Comfortable

Uncomfortable

Not sure /

Very

uncomfortable

Not

applicable

Cycling on a paved multi-use trail

78.4% (29)

16.2% (6)

5.4% (2)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

Cycling on a gravel multi-use trail

44.7% (17)

36.8% (14)

15.8% (6)

2.6% (1)

0.0% (0)

10.8% (4)

35.1% (13)

27.0% (10)

24.3% (9)

2.7% (1)

39.5% (15)

50.0% (19)

7.9% (3)

2.6% (1)

0.0% (0)

Cycling on the sidewalk
Cycling on residential (minor)
streets

Cycling on arterial (major) streets,

with painted bike lanes

Cycling on arterial (major) streets,

with wider curb lanes / shoulders

Cycling on arterial (major) streets,
sharing the road with vehicles.

Response

Strongly

44.7% (17)

10.5% (4)

2.6% (1)

0.0% (0)

21.6% (8)

51.4% (19)

21.6% (8)

5.4% (2)

0.0% (0)

10.5% (4)

26.3% (10)

34.2% (13)

28.9% (11)

0.0% (0)

skipped question

Disagree

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

5.7% (2)

34.3% (12)

60.0% (21)

35

0.0% (0)

2.9% (1)

11.4% (4)

48.6% (17)

37.1% (13)

35

55.6% (20)

33.3% (12)

8.3% (3)

2.8% (1)

0.0% (0)

36

More multi-use trails (off-street)

52.8% (19)

44.4% (16)

2.8% (1)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

36

More / improved sidewalks

23.5% (8)

50.0% (17)

11.8% (4)

8.8% (3)

5.9% (2)

34

Better education for motorists

62.9% (22)

17.1% (6)

17.1% (6)

2.9% (1)

0.0% (0)

35

44.1% (15)

32.4% (11)

20.6% (7)

2.9% (1)

0.0% (0)

34

38.2% (13)

50.0% (17)

5.9% (2)

5.9% (2)

0.0% (0)

34

32.4% (11)

58.8% (20)

8.8% (3)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

34

23.5% (8)

23.5% (8)

41.2% (14)

8.8% (3)

2.9% (1)

34

8.6% (3)

28.6% (10)

45.7% (16)

17.1% (6)

0.0% (0)

35

26.5% (9)

58.8% (20)

11.8% (4)

0.0% (0)

2.9% (1)

34

38.2% (13)

38.2% (13)

23.5% (8)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

34

31.4% (11)

54.3% (19)

14.3% (5)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

35

45.7% (16)

48.6% (17)

2.9% (1)

2.9% (1)

0.0% (0)

35

34.3% (12)

57.1% (20)

8.6% (3)

0.0% (0)

0.0% (0)

Count

Agree

Nothing will encourage me to walk
or bike more often.

No improvements are necessary,

the existing trails & sidewalks are
meeting my needs.

More bike lanes or paved shoulders

Better education for cyclists and

Improved signage for bike and

pedestrian routes

Secure bicycle parking at work /

school

Shower & Locker Rooms at Work /

School

Reduced Traffic Speeds
Improved Road Maintenance
Improved Sidewalk & Pathway

Maintenance

Cycling and Trails Route Map
More connections to key

destinations (i.e. shopping, school,

downtown)

More bicycle parking at key

destinations

7 of 12

Response

Agree nor

pedestrians

answered question

Strongly

Agree

for cycling (on-street)

42.1% (16)

Neither

8 of 12

Disagree

Disagree

Count

97

35

Other (please specify)
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answered question

36

skipped question

6

14. Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements, regarding issues
that may make you drive your vehicle less.
Strongly
Agree

Neither

Agree

Agree nor

Disagree

Disagree

Strongly

Disagree

Response

36.4% (12)

39.4% (13)

21.2% (7)

3.0% (1)

0.0% (0)

33

Fuel prices greater than $2.00 / L

51.5% (17)

27.3% (9)

18.2% (6)

3.0% (1)

0.0% (0)

33

Convenient Public Transit System

11.8% (4)

29.4% (10)

41.2% (14)

14.7% (5)

2.9% (1)

34

Access to a carpool

11.8% (4)

17.6% (6)

41.2% (14)

26.5% (9)

2.9% (1)

34

available for communal use)

Improved Trail & Bikeway system
in Kingsville

Nothing will encourage me to drive
my vehicle less often

11.8% (4)

11.8% (4)

44.1% (15)

26.5% (9)

5.9% (2)

Response

Response

Yes, definitely

73.5%

25

Yes, with some conditions

20.6%

7

Not sure

2.9%

1

No

2.9%

1

answered question

34

skipped question

8

Percent

65.7% (23)

31.4% (11)

0.0% (0)

2.9% (1)

0.0% (0)

3.0% (1)

24.2% (8)

36.4% (12)

36.4% (12)

35

9 of 12

33

3

Response

Response

100.0%

30

93.3%

28

70.0%

21

Percent

34

2
0.0% (0)

Count

16. What are the top three locations or corridors in Kingsville that require new or better
connected trails, bikeways, or sidewalks?

1

Other (please specify)
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Count

Fuel prices greater than $1.50 / L

Access to a Car Share (a vehicle

15. Do you believe that the Town of Kingsville should make the investment in active
transportation facilities?

3

Count

answered question

36

answered question

30

skipped question

6

skipped question

12

10 of 12

17. What do you think will be the three most significant obstacles or challenges to

19. Please take a moment to provide any additional comments or input.

improving Kingvsille's Active Transportation network?
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Response
Percent

1

2

3

Count

Response
Count

100.0%

28

75.0%

21

60.7%

17

answered question

28

skipped question

14

10
answered question

10

skipped question

32

18. What do you think are the three key initiatives or programs that will encourage Active
Transportation in Kingsville?
Response

Response

100.0%

25

92.0%

23

68.0%

17

answered question

25

skipped question

17

Percent

1

2

3

11 of 12

Count

12 of 12
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