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1.1 BUILDING AN 
INTERCONNECTED 
NETWORK


Transportation networks are influenced and shaped by the 
communities they serve.  Their role within the context of a 
municipality’s quality of life can vary widely depending on how 
the community would like the network to serve them.  The City 
of St. Thomas is a unique community, steeped in a history that 
dates back to its humble beginnings as a railway hub that 
historically served as a gateway to/from southern Ontario. 
Now, despite losing its status as a railway hub, St. Thomas 
continues to be ideally situated along the Toronto-London-
Windsor corridor, maintaining an attractive modern 
atmosphere that is rooted in a history that has affected the 
community’s urban layout, but has also positioned it for 
enormous opportunity in the coming years.


Economic forces are challenging and affecting how the City of 
St. Thomas supports the mobility of people and goods in the 
community, however they also present opportunities. While 
manufacturing jobs have seen a decline, jobs in emerging 
knowledge-based sectors have been growing, attracted to the 
City’s quality of life and strategic proximity to major centres. 
These types of employment can radically alter travel patterns 
- potentially generating more inter-regional travel demand. As 
a result, this Transportation Master Plan (TMP) must consider 
not only the internal trips within the community, but the 


impacts of inter-regional trips as well, which is further 
emphasized by recent transit developments that show support 
from the City, County, and Province for a new regional transit 
link between the City of London and St. Thomas. This is 
something that this TMP is intent on respecting so that it is 
moulded around the community’s vision, as well as broader 
regional goals.


The City of St. Thomas has commissioned Stantec to develop 
a transportation master plan (TMP) with the vision of 
evaluating the existing multi-modal transportation network 
and developing solutions to support and accommodate 
growth through the year 2041.  In accordance with the 
requirements of the Environmental Assessment Act, this study 
will conform to Stages 1 and 2 of the Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment Process including the 
identification of existing and future problems (deficiencies) or 
opportunities and the development of solutions to address 
them.


As part of this study assignment our analysis is split into four 
phases that complement each other in an iterative process 
toward satisfying the Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment Process and are visualized in Figure 1.1:


• Phase 1: Background Context
• Phase 2: Future Needs and Opportunities
• Phase 3: Alternatives Assessment and Preferred Solutions
• Phase 4: Implementation
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Project Timeline


Background Context/
Existing Conditions


Future Needs and 
Opportunities


Assessment of Alternatives 
and Preferred Solutions


Implementation/
Costing


Phase 1 Phase 2 Phase 3 Phase 4
Figure 1.1: The Transportation Master Plan Process and Phases
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1.2 PURPOSE OF THE PLAN
This Transportation Master Plan (TMP) is a long-range 
strategic plan for the entirety of St. Thomas that identifies 
transportation infrastructure requirements to address existing 
challenges and support growth, along with policies to guide 
transportation and land use decisions. TMPs are integrated 
with environmental planning and sustainability principles and 
provide the framework and “blueprint” for implementing 
coordinated improvements on an area-wide or city-wide basis. 
A TMP avoids the pitfalls of piece-meal planning and “band-
aid” solutions and provides a vision for the City to strive for. 
This plan also provides the unique opportunity for proactive 
thinking, anticipating community needs, and preparing for 
emerging trends in transportation solutions. The City of St. 
Thomas outlined general requirements for the TMP including 
the following components:


• Identify future transportation needs and opportunities 
through the year 2041;


• Provide connectivity between transportation modes to 
move people and goods sustainably, efficiently, and safely;


• Establish a sustainably integrated multi-modal 
transportation system that reduces reliance upon any single 
mode and promotes walking, cycling, transit, and other 
forms of transportation; and


• Define policies and long-term strategies that will result in 
the protection of transportation corridors for all modes of 
transportation to address current and projected population 
and employment growth.


This plan expands upon previous planning work conducted by 
City of St. Thomas for the 2008 Urban Area Expansion 
Transportation Master Plan, the 2013 Elgin-St. Thomas Active 
Transportation Initiative, the 2019 St. Thomas Transit Strategy, 
as well as the St. Thomas Official Plan and other planning 
documents to re-evaluate previously planned improvements, 
as well as consider and respond to changes in growth, both 
within the City and in adjacent municipalities.  The purpose of 
this study is to create a city-wide multi-modal transportation 
plan that not only identifies improvements within the City, but 
also considers opportunities to integrate the City’s new and 
emerging areas within and beyond in a manner that preserves 
the quality of life and character of the community.


1.3 USING THE TMP
The TMP is meant to be used by several different 
transportation stakeholders as both a reference and a guiding 
document for developing strategies and making investment 
decisions.  It may also be used as a starting point for 
developing more detailed plans and analyses for 
transportation-related studies, projects and initiatives.  This is 
all underpinned by the City’s transportation vision, goals, 
strategy and initiatives to help St. Thomas grow into the 
future.


More specific examples illustrating how the TMP may be used 
include:


• The public may have an interest in following the 
development of transportation initiatives in the City and in 
gaining a better understanding of how mobility choices will 
improve in the future.  The TMP empowers the public to 
actively participate in the change.


• Elected Officials should use the TMP to assist in decision 
making.  They can also use it to educate and engage their 
constituents about transportation-related changes that will 
impact their neighbourhoods and the City as a whole.


• City staff should use the TMP as a guide to making clear, 
balanced and fiscally prudent decisions on transportation 
initiatives, infrastructure investments and program 
administration.  In general, TMPs can be used as the basis 
for implementing the City’s Official Plan.


• City engineers, designers and capital delivery programs 
staff should scope transportation capital programs and 
plans to implement the TMP.


• City transportation professionals, planners and health 
practitioners will be able to use the transportation system 
performance targets to achieve modal-split aspirations and 
improve the reliability of travel by balancing the 
transportation network for all users, regardless of age, 
ability or income.


• The TMP can be used to position the City into a “state-of-
readiness” for partner-funded transportation initiatives (e.g. 
Federal, Provincial, Public-Private-Partnerships) as funding 
becomes available and partners are engaged.


• Prospective investors in the City may use it to make 
development decisions based on transportation initiatives 
that result in new available transportation connections.


1.4 THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT (EA) PROCESS


This TMP study was developed according to the Municipal 
Class Environmental Assessment process (October 2000, as 
amended in 2007, 2011 & 2015) for Master Plans (Approach 
1). 


The Master Plan approach recognizes that there are benefits 
to using the EA process when comprehensive plans are 
undertaken for projects that have a relatively minor impact 
according to their environmental significance and the effects 
on the surrounding environment.  The outputs of this TMP 
includes road and active transportation projects, as well as 
recommendations relating to public transit integration.


The Municipal Class EA process addresses Phases 1 and 2 of 
the EA process including the identification of problems & 
opportunities, as well as identifying and evaluating alternative 
solutions to address the problem and establish the preferred 
solution.   Approach 1 for Master Plans involves the 
preparation of a Master Plan document at the conclusion of 
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the first two phases of the Municipal Class EA.  This document 
is made available for public comment prior to being approved 
by the municipality.


Master Plans are typically done at a broad level of assessment 
thereby requiring more detailed analysis or investigations at 
the project-specific level in order to fulfill the requirements for 
specific Schedule B and C projects identified within the Master 
Plan.  Certain projects (Schedule A+ and A) can be 
implemented upon approval of the TMP.  Examples of 
transportation projects under each schedule of environmental 
assessment are summarized in Table 1.1.


We are preparing this TMP in a way that prioritizes 
investments, and empowers the City of St. Thomas to 
undertake informed decisions going forward so the City may 
adapt as change occurs. Despite this, master plans should be 
reviewed every five years to determine the need for a 
comprehensive formal review and/or update.  Potential 
changes which may trigger the need for a detailed review 
include:


• Major changes in the original assumptions.
• Major changes to components of the master plan.
• Significant new environmental effects.
• Major changes in proposed timing of projects within the 


master plan.


Additionally, other changes including significant new health 
effects, funding opportunities, changes or updates to internal 
guiding documents (i.e. an Official Plan Update) and changes 
to external guiding documents should also be considered to 
trigger a review of this TMP.


1.5 ENGAGEMENT
Stakeholder engagement is an important component of the EA 
process and there are requirements for notifications and 
consultation with public, agencies, and other stakeholders at 
key phases of the process.  This allows stakeholder issues, 
ideas and priorities to be incorporated into the plan in a 
meaningful way.  The following consultation sessions were 
completed for this study:


• Notice of Commencement | April 2020
• Online Engagement Survey #1 | April to June 2020 
• Public Information Centre #1 (Online) | September 2020
• Public Information Centre #2  (Online) | May 2021
• Draft TMP Report Presentation to Council | October 2021
• Notice of Completion | November 2021


The TMP study was initiated in April 2020 through a Notice of 
Commencement published on the City’s website, local 
newspaper, and sent directly to key community stakeholders 
by email.  Throughout the entire study process stakeholders 
will be able to provide their email or contact information so 
that they may be directly informed of the study’s progress and 
upcoming engagement sessions. An engagement summary 
and a summary of the online survey responses are included as 
Appendix A and B.


1.6 COLLABORATION WITH 
OTHER STUDIES


There are several City initiatives, strategies, and plans that are 
related to the TMP that were considered in parallel to ongoing 
planning work conducted including:


• Official Plan Review;
• Update of the Population Forecast Housing Demand and 


Residential Land Need;
• Roundabout Review/Implementation;
• Road Diet Review/Implementation; and
• Transit Strategic Plan.


Beyond these studies there were several other strategies, 
plans, and studies at the Provincial, County and Municipal 
levels that were considered, and which are further described in 
Section 4.


EA 
Schedule Types of Road Projects*


Schedule A
Normal and emergency operations and maintenance 
projects (e.g. re-paving, local road improvements, 
re-designation of an existing General Purpose Lane)


Schedule A+
Smaller capital projects with minimal environmental 
impacts (e.g. construction of sidewalks or bicycle 
paths or lanes within the right-of-way)


Schedule B


Improvements and minor expansions to existing roads 
such as reconstruction or widening that may have 
some adverse environmental impact requiring 
environmental screening and notification of those 
affected (less than $2.3M)


Schedule C
Construction of new facilities and major expansions 
requiring the full five-step EA process and public 
consultations


*Municipal transit projects follow the TPAP process


Table 1.1: Examples of transportation projects associated with different EA Schedules
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2. CURRENT 
CONDITIONS
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2.1 THE COMMUNITY
A multi-modal transportation network must be planned 
according to the local geography and demographics to best 
address and recommend solutions tailored for the local 
context.  Understanding the correlation between shifting age 
groups or land uses is imperative in understanding why the 
City moves in a particular way as well as understanding where 
residents and businesses will need to go in the future. 


The City of St. Thomas is contextually, although not 
administratively, part of the broader Elgin County, which 
extends as far west as West Elgin and as far east as Bayham. 
The county has a total population of 88,978 with St. Thomas 
accounting for 38,909 or 44% of the county’s population. The 
City of St. Thomas is primarily urban in nature with the 
downtown centred along Talbot Street with a broader low-rise 


built-form extending outward toward the boundaries of the 
municipality


The City’s historical role as a railway and industrial hub can be 
seen through the built form with various railways crossing the 
city that separate various areas in the south-west and 
north-east of the city as shown in Figure 2.1. While the 
barriers that were historically presented by railway and 
industrial activities have been mitigated in recent years 
through the re-grading and elimination of unused railway 
corridors, the impacts on the built form can still be seen and 
felt today with large empty industrial lots, ripe for re-
development, and railway corridors that cut through the city.


Beyond the impacts of infrastructure on the built form, the 
natural environment, including Kettle Creek and the various 
tributaries and reservoirs linked to this system, also create 


2. CURRENT CONDITIONS


Figure 2.1: Existing 
Road network and Urban 
Settlement Areas
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physical barriers throughout the community, particularly on 
the outskirts of town within newer subdivisions.  This has also 
translated into changing road layouts within newer 
subdivisions that were built around natural features resulting 
in more circular or curved roadways, as opposed to the older 
neighbourhoods closer to downtown that tend to have a 
tighter grid network.


The fastest growing age groups in St. Thomas are residents 
between 55 to 64 years of age and residents over 65 years of 
age; these two age groups grew by 14% and 20% respectively 
between 2011 and 2016 and now combine to account for 
approximately 33% of the population as shown in Figure 2.2 
which illustrates the existing population pyramid of St. 
Thomas. The aging trend of the population is likely due to the 
large number of “Baby boomers” that have entered these two 
age groups since 2011 as well as the surge in recent 
retirement home development that was identified through the 
Transit Strategic Plan. Despite this, the median age of St. 
Thomas is 43 which is in line with the provincial median of 41. 


Based on the age distribution, this trend is expected to change 
over the next 20 years as a large portion of the population is 
under the age of 14 (18%). This younger cohort is expected to 
grow into the working-age bracket over the coming years, 


however there will still be a significant elderly population in the 
future as outlined by broader regional trends within Elgin 
County and southwestern Ontario. 


Figure 2.3 visualizes the existing population densities within 
the City highlighting the pockets of density throughout the city 
including:


• Downtown - anchored along Talbot Street between Queen 
Street and Elgin Street;
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Figure 2.3: Existing 
Population Density | 2016


Source: Statistics Canada - 
Community Profile, 2016
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Figure 2.2: St. Thomas Population Pyramid | 2016
Source: Statistics Canada - Community Profile, 2016
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• Elgin Centre - mid-rise housing south of the Elgin Centre 
mall; and


• Burwell Road - mixture of townhouses and apartments 
anchored along Burwell Road between Edgeware Road and 
McGregor Court.


While residential land uses are the predominant land use 
outside of the city centre, as illustrated in Figure 2.6 on the 
following page, the downtown and surrounding 
neighbourhoods provide a mixture of commercial and retail 
land uses. Moreover, the City of St. Thomas has zoned a 
specific area as ‘mixed-use’ where the existing transit hub/
retail plaza are located just off of Talbot Street, with various 
other commercial areas along the corridor. Additionally, there 
are significant employment lands located in the north east 
made up by various industrial uses.


A review of the City’s current dwelling composition highlights 
the City’s urban nature within the broader Elgin County with 
66% of the City’s occupied dwellings  as single-detached 
low-rise housing, as opposed to 78% for the County as 
summarized in Figure 2.4.  


According to the 2020 Development Charges Background 
Study (Draft) an average of 276 new housing units will be 
constructed annually from 2020 to 2030, where the population 
is expected to reach over 49,000 by mid-2030 and over 52,000 
by full build-out. The distribution of forecasted units to 2030 is 
estimated as 62% singles and semi detached, 16% multiples, 
and 22% apartments. However, by full build-out the housing 
distribution is expected to trend towards mid and high density 
dwellings where only 59% are singles and semi detached, 13% 
are multiples, and 28% are apartments as shown in Figure 2.5. 
The importance of this distinction is the intrinsic benefit that 
higher population and employment densities bring toward 
supporting sustainable modes of transportation like active 
transportation and transit. 


It is important to consider that the historical trends of low-


density land uses contribute towards understanding the 
existing mobility context.  Future planned and proposed 
development patterns will be an important consideration in 
light of the various underutilized and empty parcels of land 
that are present throughout the built-up downtown core which 
may be developed in the future and impact mobility operations 
over time.


Notwithstanding, the existing land uses within the City are 
characteristic of small-to-mid-sized communities across 
Ontario that often have a defined urban core with commercial 
land uses and some higher-density developments, with 
low-density housing in the surrounding fringes. 


St. Thomas is strategically situated in Southwestern Ontario 
just north of Lake Erie, between Southwold to the west and 
Central Elgin. Widely known as the Railway Capital of Canada, 
it was once a bustling railway hub with over 26 railways 
passing through it. Following the gradual decline of the railway 
industry, much of the subsequent economic success of St. 
Thomas has been centered around the rapidly expanding 
automobile industry and other manufacturing. 


Source: Statistics 
Canada - 
Community Profile, 
2016
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Today, the city continues to grow and evolve as many new 
companies and industries have flocked to Elgin County. Its rich 
history, location, and small-town charm play major roles in the 
city’s current industries and culture. As a relatively compact 
city with growing pressure for new residential and other 
developments, St. Thomas has been working on an Urban 
Area Expansion Strategy, firmly acknowledging the desire for 
compact growth and intensification, along with new mixed-use 
developments. 


The distribution of employment in the City is similar to that of 
Elgin County in general, with a high proportion of workers 
employed in sales & services as well as trades, transport & 
equipment operators (as summarized in Table 2.1).  A 
significant percentage of the population (13%) is also 
employed in the business, finance and administration sectors. 


Most of the internal employment lands are anchored along 
Talbot Street and the St. Thomas Expressway.  While these 
lands may be internal to St. Thomas it is also important to 
consider the relative travel demand impacts on mobility as 
35% of weekday trips come and go from beyond St. Thomas’ 
boundaries.  
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Figure 2.6: Existing Land 
Uses within St. Thomas


Source: Land Use GIS 
Shapefiles provided by the 
City of St. Thomas


Table 2.1: Municipal Occupation Split


Occupation Employment % Total
0 Management occupations 1,450 8%
1 Business, finance, and administration 
occupations


2,530 13%


2 Natural and applied sciences and related 
occupations


710 4%


3 Health occupations 1,460 8%
4 Education, Law and social, community and 
government services


2,040 11%


5 Art, culture, recreation, and sport 345 2%
6 Sales and service occupations 4,750 25%
7 Trades, transport and equipment operators 
and related occupations


3,215 17%


8 Natural resources, agriculture, and related 
production occupations


270 1%


9 Manufacturing and utilities 2,095 11%
Not Applicable 440 2%
Total 19,305 100%


Source: Statistics Canada - Commuter Profile, 2016
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2.2 MULTI-MODAL NETWORK
2.2.1  ROAD CLASSIFICATION
Per the City of St. Thomas’ Design Guidelines, as amended in 
2020, the transportation infrastructure network consists of 
several different road types which are intended to serve and 
meet different objectives.  The City’s road classification 
system is visualized in Figure 2.7 and consists of the 
following:


• Provincial Highways: are under the jurisdiction of the 
Ministry of Transportation and have restricted or controlled 
access routes to permit through traffic to move quickly and 
safely. Their function is to carry traffic at higher speeds and 
provide for longer trips in and outside the area. The design 
and location of access will be strictly controlled so that any 
service to adjacent land does not detract from the primary 
function of moving traffic, however combined access from 
service roads and/or adjoining Arterial, Collector and/or 
Local Roads should be encouraged.  Specific provincial 
regulations apply in the vicinity of these highways, as set 
out by the Ministry of Transportation.


• Arterial Roads/County Roads: are primarily transportation 
facilities, providing through routes for vehicles, pedestrians 
and cyclists traveling long distances within the region. 
Arterial roadways will provide access to highways, county 


roads and collector roads; connections to local roads are 
permitted, though should be minimized. The City’s Official 
Plan recognizes two categories of arterial roads: minor, and 
major.  The designation between the two distinguishes 
corridors that serve a minor arterial function, but are not as 
critical as major corridors. With regards to adjacent land 
uses, residential uses that abut arterial roads may have 
reverse lotting where their front yard and driveway access 
faces an interior local road. Access to arterial roads are 
designed to ensure safe entry and exit; new accesses are 
not prohibited but are subject to approval by the road 
authority.  Except where existing development or 
circumstance precludes it arterial roads will generally have 
a minimum right-of-way width of 29+ metres as per the 
City’s Design Guidelines Manual - Section 5.0.3 and as 
shown in Table 2.2. Sidewalks, where possible and 
practical, are required on both sides of Arterial Roads.  For 
planning purposes within this TMP, County Roads are also 
considered Arterial Roads, however improvements and 
recommendations related to County Roadways requires 
County approval and support.


• Collector Roads: carry traffic between Arterial Roads and 
the Local Roads. They are intended to be relatively 
continuous and carry lower traffic volumes than Arterial 
Roads. The right-of-way width enables traffic flow and 
on-street parking. The construction and accommodation of 
all necessary services will be determined by the City and will 
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typically have a right-of-way width between 23-26 metres.  
Similar to arterial roads, collectors are designated as either 
minor or major depending on their importance within the 
network.


• Local Roads:  are designed to accommodate low volumes 
of traffic at low speeds and generally serve local area trips. 
Local Roads will generally have a minimum right-of-way 
width of 20.0 metres, unless serving a cul-de-sac in which 
case 18 metres is typical. Sidewalks are generally required 
on at least one side of all Local Roads unless otherwise 
identified as a Key Pedestrian Link in which case they are 
required on both sides of the street.


The existing road classification system stipulates general 
requirements for vehicular, and pedestrian facilities, depending 
on road class, however there are opportunities to expand upon 
the existing road classification to incorporate Complete 
Streets principles within road class requirements and 
specifications.  For instance, Talbot Street plays a vital role for 
transport to & from the City, but also has unique design needs 
and considerations relating to public realm and curbside 
usage.  There may be opportunities to tailor the road 
classification to further emphasize the unique needs and 
opportunities along this street and various others within the 
city. Alternatively, there may be arterial corridors that serve a 
prominent role for internal circulation within the city, this may 
present a need or an opportunity to consider whether these 
roads should emphasize safety and the inclusion of active 
transportation to reflect their role within the local context.


There is no singular design prescription for Complete Streets; 
each one is unique and responds to the community context. A 
complete street may include sidewalks, bike lanes (or wide 
paved shoulders), special bus lanes, comfortable and 
accessible public transportation stops, frequent and safe 
crossing opportunities, median islands, accessible pedestrian 
signals, curb extensions, narrower travel lanes, roundabouts, 


and more. The over-arching philosophy is that Complete 
Streets takes a holistic approach to equally sharing the 
roadway for all road-users based on the contextual needs.


According to the Transportation Association of Canada (TAC) 
Manual of Geometric Design Standards for Canadian Road, 
road classification is “the orderly grouping of roads into 
systems according to the type and degree of service they 
provide to the public”. The road classification system is an 
important tool for urban development and road management. 
It allows the city to collaborate and influence the 
implementation of roadway design measures as development 
occurs. It outlines the expectations of what facilities and 
specifications are expected when a roadway is built, or re-built 
so that developers and municipal staff know what is required 
to be included within the road design.  Expanding to include 
specifications for sustainable modes of transportation could 
serve to normalize the inclusion of multi-modal transportation 
options, as well as encourage a more integrated multi-modal 
network that is expanded progressively, over time, as 
development occurs.


Road Classification General Function Typical Right-of-Way Width Typical # of Lanes Intersection & Access


Expressway
St. Thomas Expressway or 
King’s Highway #3 (under 
MTO’s jurisdiction)


N/A N/A Under jurisdiction of MTO


Highway/County 
Road


Large to moderate volumes of 
all types of traffic city-wide


29 m + 2-4
Intersection with arterial and collector roads.  
Direct access may be permitted, pending 
approval.


Arterial


(Major and Minor)
Large to moderate volumes of 
all types of traffic city-wide


29 m 2-4
Intersection with arterial and collector roads.  
Direct access may be permitted, pending 
approval.


Collector 


(Major and Minor)


Moderate volumes of traffic 
primarily moving between 
points of origin and arterial 
roads


26 m


23 m (minor collector)
2-3 Intersection with arterial, collector and local 


roads.  Direct access permitted.


Local
Light volumes of traffic 
moving between points of 
origin and collector roads.


Urban - 20 m


- 18m only allowed on Cul-
de-sacs (where permitted)


2
Intersection with collector and local roads.  
Direct access permitted.  Intersection with 
arterial roads to be discouraged.


Table 2.2: Existing Municipal Road Section Classification and Right-of-Way Widths


Source: St. Thomas Design Guidelines, 2020
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2.2.2 TRUCK NETWORK
Movement of freight across the multi-modal transportation 
network is an important component to employment and 
economic activity across Canada. However, the movement of 
commercial vehicles has presented safety and infrastructure 
concerns that limit the movement of trucks along the roadway 
system within the City and periphery areas that are largely a 
mix of commercial and industrial designated land based on 
the City’s land use designations. 


According to the City of St. Thomas Traffic and Parking 
By-Law No. 45-89 (Schedule XIA and XIB), St. Thomas’ road 
network generally allows trucks on most roadways’ with 
restrictions and reduced weight requirements on a few 
roadways. These restrictions generally allow for the movement 
of trucks through the city via most corridors but allow for 
protections on roadways that are sensitive to damage such as 
several bridges. Beyond load limits and truck restrictions, the 
By-Law also identifies corridors that are exempt from the load 
limits allowing vehicles that weigh in excess of 7,500 kg per 
axle which functionally represents an informal truck route 
network. The load limit exceptions and restrictions are 
summarized in Table 2.3 and visualized in Figure 2.8.  


Oversize or overweight loads are a part of the mobility network 
and often have specific needs or considerations for movement 
on municipal roads.  They put physical strain on bridge and 
roadway infrastructure and require routes that can physically 
accommodate them. Several studies have been conducted 


across North America, including a study by the University of 
Texas that have found that most oversize/overweight permit 
fee structures are an important tool for maximizing 
infrastructure lifespan and for recovering costs associated 
with the impacts of oversize/overweight vehicles.  Provincial 
Roadways require a provincial oversize/overweight load 
permit, while the City of St. Thomas currently implements an 
oversize load and oversize move permit system for the 
movement and transportation of oversized loads within the 
municipality.  The associated fees are as follows:


• $113 - Oversize/overweight permit; and
• $113 - Oversize/overweight MOVE permit.


Prior to transporting oversize or overweight loads along 
municipal roadways the applicant must apply for a permit 
describing the general nature of the load and how it will be 
transported, along with a map of the proposed route.  
Applicants must agree to a minimum general and automobile 
liability insurance and agree to several terms and conditions to 
mitigate safety impacts throughout the journey.


Trucking needs are an important consideration, not only to 
enhance roadway safety, but to ensure that infrastructure is 
appropriately designed and able to support trucks.  For 
instance, intersections require a variety of different designs 
depending on the propensity of large vehicle turning 
movements to ensure that large vehicles can safely 
manoeuvre without striking objects or other roadway 
elements. 
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Roadway Description Restriction
Fanjoy Drive Oldewood Cr. to Highview Dr No Heavy Trucks


Neal Avenue Elm Street to Highview Drive No Heavy Trucks


Oldewood Crescent Neal Avenue to Fanjoy Drive No Heavy Trucks


Barwick Street Barwick Street at CNR Tracks Weight limit of 18 tonnes


Dalewood Drive Dalewood Drive at Kettle Creek Reservoir
Weight limit of 8 tonnes (one vehicle unit), 
14 tonnes (two vehicle unit), 20 tonnes 
(three vehicle unit)


Harper Rd. South Edgeware Road to South Limit Load Limit Exception


Harwill Rd. Burwell Road to South Edgeware Road Load Limit Exception


Highbury Ave. S. Edgeware Road to Northerly City Limits Load Limit Exception


Laing Blvd. Edward Street to S. Edgeware Road Load Limit Exception


Manor Rd. Wellington Street to Talbot Street Load Limit Exception


Michigan Blvd. Yarmouth Road to Gaylord Road Load Limit Exception


Ontario Rd. Edward Street to Duckworth Avenue Load Limit Exception


Progress Dr. South Edgeware Road to Harper Road Load Limit Exception


Ross & Elmina St. Talbot Street to Elm Street Load Limit Exception


South Edgeware Rd. First Avenue to 305 M. East of Highbury Ave. Load Limit Exception


Spackman Blvd. Sparling Road to Laing Boulevard Load Limit Exception


Sparling Rd. Edward Street to Spackman Boulevard Load Limit Exception


Sunset Dr. Westerly City Limits to Southerly City Limits Load Limit Exception


Talbot St. Westerly City Limit to Easterly City Limit Load Limit Exception


Wellington Rd. Talbot Street to Northerly City Limits Load Limit Exception


Wellington St. Elgin Street to Manor Road Load Limit Exception


Yarmouth Rd. Talbot Street to North end of Yarmouth Road Load Limit Exception


Table 2.3: Truck and Load 
Restrictions and Load 
Limit Exceptions within St. 
Thomas


Source: Schedule XIA and 
XIB to Traffic and Parking 
By-Law Number 45-89 of the 
City of St. Thomas, 2020
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2.2.3  TRANSIT NETWORK


The development of multi-modal transportation solutions 
requires a holistic approach to evaluating how people in St. 
Thomas move around across all modes of transportation.  
The existing transit service, offered six days a week across 5 
routes covering an area of 35.6 square kilometres, is visualized 
in Figure 2.9.


The City recently completed a Transit Strategic Plan that was 
approved by council in 2019. The plan set service objectives to 
build the long-term vision for St. Thomas Transit. The 
objectives included:


1. Build ridership. 


2. Value customers’ time. 


3. Consider transit in the context of sustainability and 
economic prosperity.


4. Increase brand and service awareness. 


5. Optimize the return on the investment in transit. 


This TMP presents an opportunity consider opportunities to 
enhance multi-modal connections between transit and other 
modes of transportation to both support transit and create a 
flexible mobility network for the community. 
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Service in St. Thomas







14 Stantec


2.2.4  ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
Cycling Network


St. Thomas’ cycling network infrastructure mostly comprises 
multi-use paths and trails, with some limited on-road bike 
lanes that provide connections between them as shown in 
Figure 2.10. These facilities provide approximately 52 km of 
cycling infrastructure throughout the community as 
summarized in Table 2.4, however the network has a 
significant number of gaps and large areas that are 
disconnected.  The two major gaps include:


• Fairview Avenue:  The residential and institutional areas 
anchored along Fairview Avenue have limited cycling 
infrastructure as the existing infrastructure surrounds the 
area.


• Balaclava Street:  The area surrounding Balaclava Street, 
north of Talbot, has few cycling connections.  The few 
facilities that pass through the area stop short of 
connecting to the multi-use trail along Kettle Creek, and the 
existing railway path abruptly ends at Kains Street with no 
direct connections to the broader cycling network 
northwards.


Within St. Thomas, the Trans Canada Trail Link, travels along 
the converted railway bridge from the west and travels along a 
variety of roadways with and without cycling infrastructure 
until it exits eastward along Elm Street with no dedicated 
infrastructure. The Trans Canada Trail Link provides a 
province-wide and country-wide trail network that is geared 
more towards tourism rather than commuting, however more 
locally, this trail still provides external connections east and 
west of St. Thomas. 


Based on an evaluation of cycling travel time, the city’s 
compact form allows the entirety of the city to access 
Downtown within a 15-minute bike ride and overall all areas of 
the city are able to be accessed within a 30-minute ride as 
shown in Figure 2.10.  The city also has the benefit of limited 
inclines across the majority of the community, which is often 
an inhibitor to novice cyclists.
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Figure 2.10: Existing Calculated 
Trip Times by Bicycle from Talbot 
St / First Ave


Source: City of St. Thomas GIS 
shapefiles


Facility Type Km


Bike Lanes 13.5


Multi-Use Paths 20.4


Total 51.5


Table 2.4: Existing Cycling Facilities by Type
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Pedestrian Network


St. Thomas’ existing pedestrian network consists of a mixture 
of sidewalks and multi-use trails that are focused on providing 
links between and within local neighbourhoods, and 
connecting multi-use trails as shown in Figure 2.11. 
Pedestrian sidewalks are located throughout the Downtown 
and residential neighbourhoods with connections to bike 
routes and other active transportation facilities that culminate 
in 234 km of pedestrian pathways as summarized in Table 
2.5.  Despite an extensive pedestrian network within 
residential and commercial areas, employment and industrial 
lands represent a gap within the pedestrian system with few 
pedestrian links in the north-east quadrant of the city.


The pedestrian network is complemented by the City’s 40 
signalized intersections which provide protected crossing 
opportunities along most major corridors such as collectors, 
arterials and highways.  These are supported by 27 pedestrian 
crossovers (or crosswalks) along major corridors providing 
enhanced pedestrian permeability and mitigating the need for 
pedestrians to deviate to signalized intersections to cross 
major streets (see Table 2.6).  


The implementation of pedestrian crossovers over the past 
few years is an enhancement over the previously implemented 
courtesy crosswalks, of which there are still seven (7).  The 
distinction between the two forms of crosswalk relates to their 
design and legal protection for pedestrians under the Highway 
Traffic Act. Pedestrian crossovers often have standardized 
signage, road markings, and flashing beacons as stipulated 
under the Ontario Traffic Manual. They also provide 
pedestrians the legal right-of-way, whereas courtesy 
crosswalks do not have standard signage and do not provide 
the legal right-of-way to pedestrians.


All built-up areas within the City can access the Downtown 
within a 30-minute walk, and generally most areas of the city 
can be accessed, one-way, within a 60-minute walk as 
illustrated through Figure 2.11.
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Figure 2.11: Existing Calculated 
Trip Times by Walking from 
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2.3 TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS
2.3.1   SEASONAL VARIATION
Current travel demand data was evaluated by leveraging 
anonymized mobile app data provided by a third-party data 
provider, Streetlight Data.  This data is processed by applying 
proprietary algorithms, and trips are estimated by expanding 
anonymized cell tower and mobile app data based on 
permanent traffic counters within Southwestern Ontario.


Fall weekday and summer weekend trips were evaluated and 
compared due to St. Thomas’ unique situation between major 
urban centres and scenic points of interest within 
Southwestern Ontario.  Fall weekday was chosen based on an 
evaluation of seasonal trip variations within St. Thomas which 
identified the fall weekday as the peak season for weekday 
trips, and summer weekend for the peak season for weekend 
trips.  A comparison of fall weekday and summer weekend 
distribution volumes are compared in Figure 2.12. Weekday 
and weekend trips represent trips between the hours of 
6:30am and 6:30pm to show a daily comparison between how 
mobility trends are influenced by tourism and employment 
between the weekday and weekend.


Generally, summer weekend trips are higher than fall weekday 
trips with the largest difference observed for internal trips that 
see a +31% increase during summer weekends.   Increases 
are also observed for external trips to Elgin County East 


(including Port Stanley) and the City of London which see 
increases of +49% and 27%, respectively as summarized in 
Table 2.7.


This presents unique challenges for the City of St. Thomas as 
summer weekdays see an increase in demand along Arterial, 
County, and Provincial roadways.  This is further affected by 
the different trip purposes that each season/period represents; 
with weekday trips typically focused around employment, and 
weekend trips typically focused around commercial or 
recreational uses.


St. Thomas’ nature as a mid-point gateway to other tourism 
destinations contributes to the observed increase in trips and 
how often trips are made during the weekends.  The variation 
between weekday and weekend trips may be derived by a high 
number of short-distance trips within the City reflected by a 
high number of internal trips.  This may be explained by people 
who arrive in town, or residents internally who make a handful 
of trips between the various commercial or tourist 
destinations; emphasized by the high-proportion of local trips 
within the Downtown Core and to/from external areas to the 
Downtown as summarized in Table 2.9 in the next section.


Pedestrian Pathways


Sidewalks Multi-Use Paths/Trails Total


195.9 km 37.9 km 233.8 km


Table 2.5: Existing Pedestrian Facilities by Type


Source: City of St. Thomas GIS shapefiles


Quantity of Pedestrian Crossings


Signalized 
Intersections


Pedestrian Crossovers Courtesy Crosswalks


40 27 7


Table 2.6: Existing Pedestrian Crossings by Type


Source: St. Thomas Staff Documents
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Figure 2.13: Existing Fall 
Weekday vs. Summer Weekend 
Trip Distribution


Source: Streetlight Data 
Insight Platform, 2019


2.3.2  TRIP DISTRIBUTION
External Trips


Currently, a little over 60% of weekday trips are internal to St. 
Thomas, meaning trips both start and end within the 
community, with the remaining 40% of trips going and coming 
from areas beyond St. Thomas’ boundary as summarized in 
Table 2.8.  The distribution of weekday trips to areas outside 
of the community are fairly evenly split between other Elgin 
County Municipalities (13%), The City of London (10%), and 
other external municipalities (15%).  Generally, 85% of trips 
related to St. Thomas stay within Elgin County and the City of 
London with only a minor subset of external trips (15%) 
headed to areas beyond as visualized in Figure 2.13.


We note that according to census data approximately 33% of 


commuter trips from St. Thomas are headed to the City of 
London.  It is important to mention that while London may 
represent a significant number of commuter trips, the data 
analyzed within this section is based on total trips including 
recreational, commercial, and commuter trips. 


Comparing weekday and weekend external trip distribution 
reveals that generally, the proportion and dispersement of trips 
during the weekend is similar to the weekday despite overall 
volumes increasing during the weekend as summarized in 
Table 2.8. 


This is an important consideration given the relative short 
distances that internal trips within St. Thomas would 
represent. This may present opportunities to consider a 
mixture of alternative transportation modes that are more 


To/From


20191


Trips Distribution
Variation Summer Weekend 


vs. Typical Weekday
Δ %


St. Thomas (Internal)  144,428 62%  33,891 31%


London  23,747 10%  5,061 27%


Elgin County East  25,485 11%  8,352 49%


Elgin County West  8,756 4%  1,296 17%


External  30,802 13%  3,438 13%


Total  233,218 100%  52,038 29%


1. Data obtained through Streetlight Data’s Insight Platform
NOTE: Fall Weekday Represents daily weekday trips between 6:30am-6:30pm, 
Summer Weekend represents weekend trips between 6:30am-6:30pm.


Table 2.7: Existing Summer Weekend Distribution | Fall Weekday vs. Summer Weekend


To/From
20191 20171


Trips Distribution Trips Distribution
Trip Variation 2016-2019


Δ %


St. Thomas (Internal)  110,537 61% 124,921 59%  (14,384) -12%


London  18,686 10%  21,606 10%  (2,920) -14%


Elgin County East  17,133 9%  18,595 9%  (1,462) -8%


Elgin County West  7,460 4%  10,084 5%  (2,624) -26%


External  27,364 15%  37,222 18%  (9,858) -26%


Total  181,180 100%  212,428 100%  (31,248) -15%


1. Data obtained through Streetlight Data’s Insight Platform
NOTE: Fall Weekday Represents daily weekday trips between 6:30am-6:30pm, Summer Weekend 
represents weekend trips between 6:30am-6:30pm.


Table 2.8: Existing and Historical Fall Weekday Trip Distribution | All Day
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amendable to serving short-distance trips, whereas 
long-distance trips are typically more difficult to serve 
by transit or active transportation.  A review of internal 
trip distribution is provided in the next section.


Internal Trips


An evaluation of internal trip distribution between fall 
weekday and summer weekend are summarized in 
Table 2.9, and Table 2.10 with the aggregated zones 
visualized in Figure 2.13.  This analysis highlights the 
unique make-up of the community where there are three 
main travel trends:


• External demand is primarily headed to Downtown, 
Elgin Centre, and the City’s Industrial area with the 
former two destinations seeing an uptick in summer 
weekend demand, while the industrial area sees 
lower external demand during weekends.


• Internal demand is highest between Downtown and 
all internal destinations, but the highest internal 
origin-destination pairs are between Downtown, Elgin 
Centre, and South St. Thomas where the major trip 
generators are the hospital and community 
recreational facilities;


• Downtown is the zone that sees the highest total 
demand, and is also the zone that sees the most 
amount of trips that remain within the zone, which is 
true for both the weekday and weekend.


There are a variety of different people that use 
St.Thomas’ roadways, each with unique needs 
that must balance the desire for efficiency with 
safety.  Each of the three trends above are likely 
to require a mixture of solutions that consider 
how the different modes of transportation 
interact with each other. 


Commercial Vehicle Distribution


When we evaluate where commercial truck 
demand goes within the community, as 
summarized in Table 2.11 and Table 2.12, we 
see that truck trips are generally highest to and 
from external zones during the weekday and 
this generally true for the weekend as well. 


In contrast to total trip increases on the 
weekends, we observe a slight decrease in truck 
trips during weekends, likely a result of lower 
commercial and industrial demand on the 
weekend.  Despite this, trips to major 
commercial areas like Downtown and North St. 
Thomas see some minor increases in truck 
demand likely to supply the retail and 
commercial businesses in those areas.


Origin 
Zone


Name
Destination Zone


1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total
1 Downtown 11,189 4,274 6,106 4,666 5,980 2,307 7,442 41,964 


2 Elgin Centre  4,129  1,658 2,851 1,586 3,009  430 4,488 18,151 


3 Industrial Area 5,780 3,047 3,069 4,221 3,325 1,217 8,131 28,790 


4 North St. Thomas  5,495 1,236 4,093 4,020 1,665 555 4,452 21,516 


5 South St. Thomas 6,059 2,420 3,180 1,765 5,238 795 6,464 25,921 


6 West St. Thomas  2,120 317 822 493 704 716 3,631 8,803 


7 External 8,180 5,274 8,819 4,672 6,399 2,691 1,049,465 1,085,500 


Total 42,952 18,226 28,940 21,423 26,320 8,711 1,084,073 1,230,645 


Note: External to External trips don’t necessarily pass through St. Thomas


Table 2.9: Existing Fall Weekday All Day | Internal Distribution


Table 2.10: Existing Summer Weekend All Day | Internal Distribution


Origin 
Zone


Name
Destination Zone


1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total
1 Downtown  15,394  5,867  7,508  6,370  8,185  2,955  10,372  56,651 


2 Elgin Centre  6,191  4,000  3,712  2,543  4,131  770  4,454  25,801 


3 Industrial Area  6,354  3,281  1,271  5,564  4,426  963  7,422  29,281 


4 North St. Thomas  6,881  2,117  5,384  4,803  2,411  898  6,427  28,921 


5 South St. Thomas  8,173  3,742  4,282  2,187  6,457  1,135  9,095  35,071 


6 West St. Thomas  2,552  643  736  941  853  748  4,290  10,763 


7 External  13,724  7,187  6,313  6,980  9,208  3,318  1,295,230  1,341,960 


Total 59,269 26,837  29,206 29,388 35,671 10,787 1,337,290  1,528,448 


Note: External to External trips don’t necessarily pass through St. Thomas


Table 2.11: Existing Fall Weekday All Day | Internal Truck Trip Distribution


Origin 
Zone


Name
Destination Zone


1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total


1 Downtown  239  59  74  105  100  36  433  1,046 


2 Elgin Centre  69  22  15  29  36  7  132  310 


3 Industrial Area  72  8  62  37  19  6  433  637 


4 North St. Thomas  104  10  31  77  44  16  352  634 


5 South St. Thomas  92  31  16  49  56  19  400  663 


6 West St. Thomas  48  7  -    15  12  6  243  331 


7 External  399  153  445  309  412  277  56,184  58,179 


Total 1,023 290 643 621 679 367 58,177 61,800 


Table 2.12: Existing Summer Weekend All Day | Internal Truck Trip Distribution


Origin 
Zone


Name
Destination Zone


1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total


1 Downtown  226  120  95  166  53  60  490  1,210 


2 Elgin Centre  166  15  60  30  53  15  72  411 


3 Industrial Area  30  49  8  75  -    49  222  433 


4 North St. Thomas  151  60  53  253  87  102  283  989 


5 South St. Thomas  45  38  60  34  68  19  283  547 


6 West St. Thomas  128  -    30  72  38  42  61  371 


7 External  474  200  158  392  268  143  50,518  52,153 


Total 1,220  482  464 1,022  567  430  51,929  56,114 


Note: External to External trips don’t necessarily pass through St. Thomas
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This data indicates that mobility solutions related to 
commercial vehicles will have to balance the need for local 
circulation on St. Thomas’ streets with the need for external 
truck demand to service the businesses and employment 
lands within the community.


This will be an important consideration with regards to future 
multi-modal improvements as commercial vehicles have 
unique needs related to roadway loads, intersection design, 
and roadway safety to support the movement of goods while 
mitigating the impacts on the community.


Daily Period Distribution


Comparing the daily profile of trips within St. Thomas between 
weekday and weekend highlights that the average hourly 
weekday morning peak period demand is significantly greater 
than weekend morning demand, and midday weekend 
demand is greater than weekday midday demand (see Figure 
2.14).  However, the afternoon period demand remains similar 
between the two seasons.  We note that despite the peak 
period volume within the midday comprising six hours of data 
(9:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.), the average hourly demand is still 
significantly higher than weekday demand further 
emphasizing two different mobility trends within St. Thomas:


• Weekday demand is fairly even between the morning and 
midday periods, but increases during the afternoon peak 
period, likely due to the combination of commuter, 
recreational and commercial trips that are typical for 
weekday afternoons;


• Weekend demand is significantly lower in the morning, but 
ramps up during the midday period and maintains this 
sustained demand through the midday and afternoon, likely 
because weekend demand is associated with similar trip 
patterns to the weekday afternoon (i.e. recreational and 
commercial trips).


The change in daily trip distributions during summer 


weekends toward more midday trips blending into the PM 
peak period highlights how touristic day-trippers impact the 
local road network which is supported by general industry data 
that sees increases in commercial trips and considers 
weekend peak periods to occur during the early-to-late 
afternoon. When observed within the backdrop of general 
internal and external trip distribution trends that shift toward 
more long-distance trips to key commercial/touristic areas 
within the community; it paints a picture of a community that 
retains these external day trippers, even during the weekday 
fall season; with volumes further increasing during the 
summer.


2.3.3  HISTORICAL TRIP GROWTH
Historical traffic data for fall weekday 2017 was obtained 
through Streetlight Data’s Insight Platform to compare 
historical traffic growth in the community. Between 2017 and 
2019, traffic in the community and surrounding region going 
and coming to St. Thomas has decreased by 15% in total trips. 
The largest decreases were associated with external trips to 
Elgin County West and other external municipalities which 
each saw a decrease in demand of 26%. The lowest decreases 
were observed for external trips to Elgin County East, with 
slightly greater decreases in internal trips (-12%) and trips to 
the City of London (-14%).


Despite these decreases, the distribution of trips has remained 
fairly consistent between 2017 and 2019 with only minor 
changes (1-3%) in internal distribution and external distribution 
to Elgin County West and other external municipalities.


We note that although Streetlight Data’s platform implements 
a processing algorithm that validates data results based on a 
sample of over 1,300 permanent traffic counters across 
Canada, the results presented within this document were later 
validated based on counts provided by the City of St. Thomas.
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2.3.4  MODE SHARE & TRIP LENGTH
St. Thomas’ transportation network is impacted by the choices 
residents make every day in relation to moving around the City.  
Conversely, the nature of where people need to go may restrict 
peoples’ mobility options further adding strain on the road 
network.  As a result, it is important to not only understand 
where people go, but how and why people move around the 
city so as to add important context to the transportation 
network.  


Existing vehicular volume data was derived from blending 
Streetlight Data inputs, with the City of London’s Travel 
Demand Model, and counts provided by the City of St. 
Thomas. We note that none of these data sources are able 
to quantify transit mode share within the community, so the 
results of this data better reflect the share of vehicles on the 
roadway rather than the real mode share of a portion of trips. 
The vehicular volume share results only reflect weekday trips, 
however it still provides useful insights into how people move 
around the community.


The overwhelming majority of trips that travel along St. 
Thomas’ roadways are made via automobile comprising over 
90% roadway volumes as summarized in Figure 2.15. We also 
observe that active transportation accounts for approximately 
2-3% of roadway activity across all periods.


Based on experience working in similar communities across 
Ontario >90% of walk/biking trips are made at distances of 
3Km or less, while transit is typically more amenable to 
medium-distance trips between 3-6 Km. According to an 
evaluation of total trip length distribution it was observed that 
over 80% of weekday daily trips are made for distances of 6 
Km or less as summarized in Figure 2.16. 


This is reflective of general travel trends within the community 
where the majority of trips are originating or ending within the 
City of St. Thomas. These comparisons help to identify 
appropriate markets for alternatives to driving alone and 
appropriate future 20-year targets for these alternatives.  For 
example, although mixed-use development may promote the 
localization of the home-based trip to the dentist (a trip in 
which the auto could be left at home), the reality is that many 
trips are linked to other purposes over longer distances, which 
may mandate the use of a personal vehicle.  However, there 
are opportunities to carve a slice of the mode share pie toward 
active transportation and transit based on the distances and 
types of trip purposes that are most amenable to these 
modes.
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distance


Source: Streetlight Data Insight 
Platform


2.3.5  TRIP VOLUMES
Summer weekend volumes were obtained through Streetlight 
Data’s Insight Platform. A summary of peak period traffic 
volumes at screenline locations are summarized in Table 2.13 
with the associated map of locations shown in Figure 2.17 
and Figure 2.18 along with a visualization of all day fall 
weekday and all day summer weekend volumes 
(i.e.12am-12am).  


Weekday Volumes


The largest traffic volumes during the Weekday AM peak 
period were observed on Burwell Road (ID 17) and Fairview 
Avenue (ID 16) with over 3,000 vehicles, during the 3-hour peak 
period from 6:30 to 9:30 a.m., along with Talbot Street (ID 19) 
and First Avenue (ID 18) experiencing volumes over 2,400 
vehicles.  This is likely a result of vehicles destined for 
commercial and employment lands around the Downtown and 
the Industrial area.


These trends change throughout the day as we see Talbot 
Street serving much higher volumes of traffic during the 
midday and afternoon peak periods, which is true for all of the 
major corridors, although the increase in volume isn’t observed 
to be to the same degree as Talbot Street which further 
supports the Street’s role as a commercial hub within the 
community.  The street also has the nature of direct 
connections east and west of the city which also indicates the 
Street’s role in serving a mixture of local and long-distance 
trips.


Weekend Volumes


During the weekend AM peak period, volumes are generally 
lower which aligns with the daily distribution of trips observed 
earlier in this report.  Despite the lower volumes, it shows us 
that inner corridors like Elm Street or Wellington Street see 
much more significant decreases in volumes than other 
externally linked corridors.


During the Midday six-hour peak period and PM period, from 
9:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m., and from 3:30  p.m. to 6:30 p.m. 
respectively, we see these same major corridors play a 
prominent role in transporting vehicles across the community. 
However it is important to note that Fairview Avenue, Talbot 
Street, and First Avenue all experience nearly double the 
volume as during the weekday midday and afternoon periods. 
Once again this further supports the observed trip distribution 
trend that identified the Downtown and Elgin Centre as the 
major destinations for both internal and external trips as 
discussed in Section 2.3.2 Trip Distribution.


These volumes confirm findings observed from the trip 
distribution data and trip purpose data where major corridors 
that provide outward connections to/from the community are 
the most utilized, particularly to areas with high commercial or 
employment-related land uses.  The existing road 
classification aligns with how the road network is used from a 
vehicular volume perspective, however this TMP presents an 
opportunity to re-evaluate how residents would like their 
roadways to be used in the future.
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ID Street Class Speed 
Limit Lanes


Fall Weekday Period 
2-Way Volume


Summer Weekend 
Period 2-Way Volume


AM MID PM AM MID PM


1 Burwell Road Major Arterial with Bike 
Lane 50 3 (2 thru)  1,978  3,975  2,893  954  7,351  3,253 


2 Highbury Ave S Major Arterial with Bike 
Lane 60 2  1,379  1,595  1,497  490  2,740  1,611 


3 Centennial Ave County Suburban Link 80 2  902  1,197  1,042  292  1,819  1,089 


4 Elm Street Major Arterial with Bike 
Lane 50 2  517  616  487  162  1,091  540 


5 Fairview Road County Suburban Link 60 2  584  1,345  1,139  519  3,327  1,348 
6 Sunset Drive County Major Arterial 60 2  1,010  3,167  1,958  1,055  8,562  5,244 
7 Bush Line Local Road 50 2  52  237  136  45  151  70 
8 Fingal Line Major Arterial 60 2  160  441  233  214  584  296 
9 Sunset Drive County Major Arterial 80 2  914  1,669  1,476  835  4,702  2,612 
10 Wellington Road County Major Arterial 50 2  1,155  1,525  1,374  545  4,204  2,148 
11 St. George St. Major Collector 50 2  289  529  357  43  833  465 
12 St. Thomas Expy Provincial Highway 80 2  1,872  2,616  2,350  794  4,703  2,223 


13 Sunset Drive Highway or Major County 
Road with Bike Lane 50 2  1,471  2,133  1,803  1,003  7,151  3,822 


14 Elm Street Major Arterial with Bike 
Lane 50 2  1,142  2,556  1,664  326  2,100  1,210 


15 Elm Street Major Arterial with Bike 
Lane 40 2  949  1,898  1,454  391  3,494  1,678 


16 Fairview Ave Major Arterial with Bike 
Lane 50 4  3,011  6,554  5,050  1,565   5,652 


17 Burwell Road Major Arterial with Bike 
Lane 50 2  3,158  5,815  4,170  1,365  9,042  3,818 


18 First Ave Major Arterial 60 4  2,432  6,662  4,752  1,632   6,032 
19 Talbot Street Major Arterial 60 4  2,446   6,284  1,682   8,277 


20 Talbot Street Major Arterial 60
4 (2 
parking 
lanes)


 1,032  3,068  2,003  537  5,229  2,590 


21 Wellington St Minor Arterial 50 3  833  3,347  2,051  796  4,817  2,290 
22 Wellington St Major Arterial 50 4  1,250  4,408  2,832  911  6,063  3,021 


23 First Ave Major Arterial 50
3 (1 
parking 
lane)


 1,083  4,736  2,550  1,016  7,480  3,593 


Table 2.13: Existing Fall Weekday and Summer Weekend Period 2-Way Volumes


Source: Streetlight Data Insight Platform, 2020
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2.4 WHAT WE’VE HEARD
Engagement with the community is an important part of 
understanding the public’s concerns about transportation in 
St. Thomas and address them through this TMP. Given the 
pandemic restrictions, engagement activities were conducted 
virtually at three points in the study through an online survey 
and two virtual public information centres (PIC). The online 
survey was conducted at the beginning of the process in April,  
2020. A brief summary of the online survey findings is 
presented below and the full results are presented in Appendix 
A and B. Two PICs were held, once to present the initial 
findings of the existing conditions assessment (September 
2020) and the second to present draft recommendations for 
the master plan (May 2021). 


2.4.1  ONLINE SURVEY
An online survey was conducted through the St. Thomas TMP 
project website to obtain feedback on the existing 
transportation network, needs and opportunities, and the 
priorities and vision for the future transportation network of St. 
Thomas. A total of 183 surveys were collected. 


Existing Mode Choice


The majority of survey respondents indicated that their 
primary mode of travel is a personal vehicle (88%), followed by 
transit (5%), walking (2%), ride from a family member or friend 
(2%), and other (2%). Only 1% of respondents reported using a 
bicycle as their primary mode and none of the respondents 
use taxis or ride share (e.g. Uber, Lyft, etc.) as their primary 
mode (Figure 2.20). The combination of drivers and 
passengers represented in the survey sample (90%) is 


reflective of the combined driver and passenger commuter 
mode share from the 2016 Census (91%).


As expected from the mode share data displayed below, nearly 
all survey respondents (94%) answered that they had access 
to a car in their household. 


Despite only 1% of respondents answering that cycling is their 
primary mode of transportation, 72% of respondents 
answered that they do ride a bicycle either for recreation or as 
a means of transportation. This represents an opportunity to 
increase the cycling mode share; if residents choose cycling 
for recreational and discretionary trips, they may be willing to 
cycle for more frequent trips such as for work or school.  


Most of the survey participants do not use transit. Of the 
people who responded that they have used transit, most only 
use transit occasionally (less than once per month).


Potential Mode Choice


When asked what modes people are most interested in using, 
there was interest expressed in using a combination of modes 
but most respondents (84%) expressed being very interested 
in using a personal vehicle. Following a personal vehicle, 
walking and personal bicycle are the next most popular modes 
that respondents are interested in using. E-scooters, e-bikes, 
autonomous vehicles, and aerial drone deliveries are the 
modes that have the highest number of people who are not 
interested in using these modes at all. 


Master Plan Vision


Residents identified a need for the St. Thomas Transportation 
Master Plan (TMP) to focus on active and sustainable modes 
of transportation such as walking and cycling. When asked for 
the top three elements that should be included in the TMP 
vision, the most common response is that the TMP vision 
should develop trails that are integrated with streets and 
sidewalks to provide routes for active transportation and 
recreation; followed by designing a multi-modal network of 
streets, sidewalks, and trails with safety as the first priority; 
and designing streets for walking and bicycling so residents 
can leave their cars at home. However, residents still 
acknowledge a need to plan for motor vehicles. 


Figure 2.19: Mode Choice of Survey Respondents
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2.4.2  PUBLIC INFORMATION CENTRES
Public information centres (PICs) were held virtually during 
TMP development to acquire feedback from the community 
about transportation challenges in St. Thomas and to discuss 
opportunities and strategies for the future. 


The first round of PICs was held in September 2020, where 
one meeting was held in the afternoon one in the evening to 
encourage greater participation from the public. The purpose 
of the first round of public engagement was to provide 
information about the study process, receive feedback on how 
the transportation network in St. Thomas operates today, how 
it can be improved in the future, and what the community’s 
goals and visions are.


The second round of PICs was held in May 2021, similarly 
offering an afternoon and evening virtual session. The purpose 
of the second round was to share progress on the TMP study 
and receive feedback on the evaluation of the transportation 
network and initial recommended solutions. The project team 
began the meeting with a presentation, followed by a live 
question and answer period.


The following comments were brought up by members of the 
community during the virtual PIC sessions:


• Pedestrian safety and crosswalks are key priorities for the 
community, with a desire for longer pedestrian crossing 
signals at various intersections.


• A more connected active transportation and trail network is 
a strong desire for St. Thomas community members. 


• Coordination with neighbouring municipalities and 
alignment with planned construction will accelerate active 
transportation network improvements.


• Transit schedules should better reflect riders’ travel 
patterns, such as earlier start times for shift workers and 
higher midday service levels for those without traditional 
9-to-5 commuting schedules.


• Accessibility must be considered when undertaking all 
planning studies. 


• High speeds are a concern along Kains Road.
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2.5 COLLISION REVIEW
One of the concerns identified through public consultation 
was roadway safety.  To this end, it is important to consider 
existing collisions and their associated rates in relation to 
forecasted traffic volumes to assess whether existing issues 
will be exacerbated, or whether new issues will arise as a 
result of increased volume on the network.


A review of 5-year historical collision data for the top 20 
intersections provided by St. Thomas Police Service was 
conducted.  A review of the quarterly collision reports were 
also reviewed which provided data associated with pedestrian 
collisions.  The data was obtained through the Police Service’s 
Collision Reporting and Occurrence Management System 
(CROMS) which provided collision data for top intersections 
between January 1, 2016 and November 23, 2020 including:


• Number of Collisions;
• Impact Type;
• Injury Type;
• Driver Condition; and
• Location of Collisions.


2.5.1 ANNUAL COLLISIONS
Since 2016 collisions have been trending downwards, resulting 
in an average of 61 collisions per year as shown in Figure 
2.20.  The year with the lowest collisions was 2020, but it is 
important to acknowledge that the 2020 data is only until 
November 23, and the impacts of Covid-19 have generally led 
to lower roadway volumes, which typically correlate with 
reduced roadway collisions.


Table 2.15 on the following page summarizes the annual 
collisions by nearest intersection, as well as the average 


collision rate per million vehicles based on average annual 
daily traffic (AADT) volumes passing through each 
intersection.  The collision rate per million vehicles was 
calculated using the equation below which is derived from the 
AASHTO Highway Safety Manual (HSM).  The purpose of 
assessing collisions per million vehicles is to put into 
perspective the rate at which collisions occur in relation to the 
number of vehicles operating through an intersection.  The 
underlying assumption is that higher volumes of traffic are 
typically associated with more collisions, but they may not be 
occurring as frequently as a lower volume intersection, for 
instance.


A collision rate below 1.00 is typical based on the roadway 
volumes, however rates above this may indicate a need to 
consider safety through the development of master plan 
solutions in subsequent stages of this study.  According to our 
assessment most intersections experience acceptable 
collision rates below 1.00, however the Centre Street corridor, 
despite only experiencing a total of 30 collisions experiences 
significantly more collisions per million vehicles than all other 
intersections.


The street is a low-volume corridor that had previously had 
several conflict points with track and pathway crossings 


80


48


71
62


42


0
10
20
30
40
50
60
70
80
90


2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021


An
nu


al
 C


ol
lis


io
ns


Year


Top 20 Intersection Annual Collisions | 2016-2020


Annual Collisions


Linear Trend


Figure 2.20: Total Annual 
Vehicular Collisions for Top 
Intersections | 2016-2020


Source: St. Thomas Police Service – CROMS, January 1, 2016 – November 23, 2020 
(Accident Support Services International Ltd., 2020)
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coupled with no stop signs or signals between Princess 
Avenue and Elgin Street providing unimpeded travel without 
needing to stop or slow down.  In fact the intersection with the 
worst collision rate was mid-way between Elgin and Princess.  
We understand that this roadway was recently re-built and 
widened to provide a two-lane cross-section with parking on 
one side and note that since 2018 there have been a reduction 
in collisions.


Figure 2.21 presents a heat map of total collisions across the 
community highlighting the relationship between collisions 
and roadway volumes as most collisions occurred along 
arterial roadways, particularly along First Avenue and Fairview 
Road, with some collisions noted at key intersections on the 
peripheries of the city where arterial cross.  We note that the 
provided collision data was aggregated based on the 20 top 
collision intersections and may not represent all collisions 
within the City over the past five years, but rather gives a trend 
of where the major collision hot spots are.


2.5.2 IMPACT TYPE
Figure 2.22 summarizes the impact types associated with 
collisions at the top 20 intersections within St. Thomas.  The 
majority of collisions were associated with turning movement 
(42%), rear end (28%), or angle collisions (23%).  Turning 
movements and angle collisions often occur when vehicles 
cross the pathway of opposing vehicles, whereas rear-end 
collisions are typically associated with sudden stopping, stop 
& go traffic.


Figure 2.23 summarizes injuries associated with collisions at 
the Top 20 intersections within the city.  This data identified 
that over half of the reported collisions had no injuries, 43% 
had minimal or minor injuries, and only two (2) or 1% of 
accidents involved a major injury. The two intersections that 
were associated with major injuries were Fairview Avenue & 
Talbot Street, and Service Road & Talbot Street.


Intersection 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total Collision 
Rate


1st Ave & Chestnut St 4 3 0 0 0 7 0.18


1st Ave & Talbot St 12 0 0 0 0 12 0.18


Burwell Rd & S Edgeware Rd 5 1 2 3 0 11 0.25


Burwell Rd & Talbot St 4 0 1 1 1 7 0.05


Centre St & Elgin St 2 5 6 1 0 14 2.38


Centre St & Princess Ave 3 1 3 2 0 9 1.60


Centre St & Southwick St 0 0 6 1 0 7 2.41


Edward St & First Ave 4 4 7 6 3 24 0.37


Elm St & Fairview Ave 8 11 4 5 4 32 0.49


Elm St & Wilson Ave 3 1 4 4 1 13 0.71


Fairview Ave & Talbot St 8 4 6 3 2 23 0.52


Fairview Ave & Wellington St 8 4 6 3 3 24 0.23


Fingal Line & Sunset Dr 0 1 3 3 3 10 0.30


First Ave & Redan St 5 1 3 2 2 13 0.21


First Ave & Talbot St 0 7 9 16 10 42 0.63


First Ave & Wellington St 0 1 5 3 2 11 0.12


Highbury Aves & S Edgeware Rd 5 1 3 4 1 14 0.51


Ross St & Wellington St 5 1 1 2 0 9 0.19


Service Rd & Talbot St 1 1 0 1 5 8 0.34


Talbot St & Woodworth Ave 3 1 2 2 5 13 0.44


Annual Total 80 48 71 62 42 303


Table 2.14: Annual Collisions by Top Intersection | 2016-2020


Source: St. Thomas Police Service – CROMS, January 
1, 2016 – November 23, 2020 (Accident Support 
Services International Ltd., 2020)
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Figure 2.21: Top Intersection Total Collision Heatmap | 2016-2020 Source: St. Thomas Police Service – CROMS, January 1, 2016 – November 23, 2020 
(Accident Support Services International Ltd., 2020)


Figure 2.22: Impact Type Distribution for Top 20 Intersections | 2016-2020


Figure 2.23: Injury Type Associated with Collisions for Top 20 Intersections
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2.5.3 PEDESTRIAN COLLISIONS
The provided collision data did not provide collisions 
associated with cyclists but did provide collision data 
associated with pedestrians.  


Figure 2.24  presents a heat map of where collisions 
associated with pedestrians occurred.  We note that this data 
was provided separately due to the low volume of pedestrian 
collisions, many of the collisions noted here do not show up in 
the top 20 intersection collision data.  A look at the location of 
collisions involving pedestrians shows collisions generally 
occurring around pedestrian dense land uses such as the 
commercial uses along Talbot Street, including the 
commercial plaza adjacent to the First Avenue & Talbot Street 
intersection.  There were also pedestrian-related collisions 
reported around the Elgin Mall, St. Thomas Hospital, and the 
medical offices within the vicinity of Elm Street & Wilson 
Avenue.  


Figure 2.25 on the next page summarizes pedestrian actions 
associated with pedestrian-related roadway collisions over the 
past five years. 40 collisions involving pedestrians were 
reported over the past five years.  The majority of pedestrian 
collisions occurred when pedestrians were crossing with the 
right-of-way which indicates that a pedestrian had the legal 
right to cross but was struck by a vehicle who may not have 
noticed or seen a pedestrian.  There could be a variety of 
reasons for these sorts of collisions including the design of 
the intersection or poor pedestrian crossing treatments where 
there may not be suitable sight lines.  We note that there is a 
stark difference between the number of collisions that 
occurred where pedestrians were using a pedestrian 
crossover, which further supports the City’s recent action 
towards implementing high-quality signalized pedestrian 
crossovers across the City.


Figure 2.24: Pedestrian 
Collision Heat Map | 2016-
2020


Source: St. Thomas Police 
Service – CROMS, January 1, 
2016 – November 23, 2020 
(Accident Support Services 
International Ltd., 2020)
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Figure 2.25: Pedestrian Actions During Collision | 2016-2020
Source: St. Thomas Police Service – CROMS, January 1, 2016 – November 23, 2020 (Accident Support Services International Ltd., 2020)
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3. FUTURE 
CONDITIONS
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3. FUTURE 
CONDITIONS
3.1 INTERNAL GROWTH
3.1.1 FORECASTED GROWTH
Population and employment projections for the City of St. 
Thomas were retrieved from the City’s 2020 Development 
Charges Background Study (April 2020) and are shown in 
Table 3.1. 


In terms of population growth, St. Thomas is forecasted to 
undergo an increase in population of nearly 8,000 new 
residents between 2016 and 2031, which would yield an 
annual growth of 1.3%. 


A review of the forecasted residential dwelling growth 
identifies over 3,000 new dwelling units that are anticipated to 
be built until 2031 with 61% built as Singles & Semis, 23% as 
apartments, and 16% as multiple dwelling units as shown in 
Table 3.2.


In 2006, the activity rate (jobs divided by people) was 0.58, but 
after the decline in employment in 2011 following the 
economic downturn, the activity rate is projected to be 
approximately 0.44 between now until 2031. Caveats with 
using activity rate is that people could be employed outside of 
St. Thomas, and it would be impacted by aging populations 
that would also lower the acitivty rate.


Based on this activity rate, nearly 21,000 total jobs (including 
‘no fixed place of work’) are projected for 2031 which would 
reflect an increase of nearly 3,150 new jobs in the community.


3.1.2 GROWTH AREAS
St. Thomas’ projected growth requires expansion of its Urban 
Area boundary to support residential development. A 2010 
settlement area expansion study was conducted to identify 
areas in the northwest, west and southeast that could 
accommodate growth. In 2020, this work was continued by 
way of the City of St. Thomas Positioned for Growth study, 
which identified four areas with potential for residential 
development within the city boundary but outside the urban 
build area. Area 1 (as shown in Figure 3.1) was selected as 
the preferred expansion area and transportation, sanitary, 
water and storm servicing technical reports were conducted. 


In addition to the growth areas established in the Positioned 
for Growth study, a number of growth areas were also 
identified upon the review of the City of St. Thomas 2020 


Development Charges Background Study, which forecasted 
population and employment growth in the following three 
areas: 


• Lands of Dalewood;
• South Block Area; and
• Northwest Area 1.


Figure 3.1 shows all of the growth areas identified and used in 
our traffic forecasts including:


• South Block Subarea 1;
• South Block Subarea 2;
• South Block Subarea 4a;
• South Block Subarea 4b;
• Northwest Area 1;
• Lands of Dalewood;
• Edgeware Line Employment Land;
• South Block UAE 3; and
• South Block UAE 4.


A summary table of the associated population and 
employment growth for each of these zones is provided in 
Section 3.3 of this report. 


2006 2011 2016 2031 Growth
%Annual 
Growth 


(2016-2031)
Population 36,105 37,907 38,909 46,894 +7,984 1.3%
Employment* 20,785 16,708 17,570 20,719 +3,149 1.1%
Activity Rate 0.58 0.44 0.45 0.44 - -


Table 3.1: St. Thomas Forecasted Population & Employment Growth (2016-2031)


*Includes ‘No Fixed Place of Work’ (N.F.P.O.W)
Source: City of St. Thomas 2020 Development Charges Background Study (April 2020)


Singles & 
Semis


Multiple 
Dwelling Apartments Other Total


2016-2020 735 233 154 0 +1,122
2020-2025 876 205 319 0 +1,400
2020-2030 1,635 425 598 0 +2,658
2020-2031 1,863 491 682 0 +3,036


% 61% 16% 23% 0% -


Table 3.2: Forecasted New Residential Housing Units by Dwelling Type (2016-2031)


Source: City of St. Thomas 2020 Development Charges Background Study (April 2020)
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Figure 3.1: Future Growth Areas in St. Thomas


Population Employment


Municipality 2016 2031 Growth % Annual 
Growth 2016 2031 Growth % Annual 


Growth


City of St. Thomas 38,909 46,894 7,984 1.3% 17,570 20,719 3,149 1.1%


City of London 394,300 465,900 71,600 1.1% 197,300 230,400 33,100 1.0%


Township of Southwold 4,450 5,080 630 0.9% 1,520 1,680 160 0.7%


Village of Port Stanley 2,148 2,732 584 1.6% 1,045 1,087 42 0.3%


Municipality of Central Elgin* 10,459 11,557 1,098 0.7% 5,810 6,488 678 0.7%


TOTAL 450,266 532,163 81,897 1.1% 223,245 260,374 37,129 1.0%


Elgin Census Division
(excluding St. Thomas) 52,491 54,706 2,216 0.3% Recent Division totals unavailable


Table 3.3: External Forecasted Population & Employment Growth, 2016-2031


Sources: 1. Development Charges Background Study, April 2020 2. City of London Population, Housing and Employment Growth Forecast, February 2018* Excluding Port Stanley
3. Municipality of Central Elgin Official Plan, February 2015 4. Township of Southwold Official Plan Review, August 2019
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3.2 EXTERNAL GROWTH
3.2.1 POPULATION
Historically, between 2006 and 2016, the population of St. 
Thomas grew by almost 3,000 residents, which represents an 
annual growth rate of 0.7%; a similar rate to neighbouring 
jurisdictions such as Malahide, Aylmer and Bayham. Other 
jurisdictions such as Central Elgin, West Elgin, Southwold and 
Dutton/Dunwich experienced either a decrease in population 
or no change during the same period. 


Growth projections for nearby external municipalities and St. 
Thomas to 2031 are shown in Table 3.3. While the City is not 
part of Elgin County, it forms part of the Elgin census division 
that is anticipated to grow by approximatly 10,000 new 
residents by 2031. 80% of this growth is projected to be in St. 
Thomas with the remaining 20% primarily split between the 
Township of Southwold, Village of Port Stanley, and the 
Municipality of Central Elgin.


Outside of the Elgin census division the City of London is 
forecasted to grow by over 71,000 new residents by 2031 
creating the single largest external population growth within 
the surrounding area. The combined increase in population in 
the region inclusive of St. Thomas is forecasted be nearly 
82,000 by 2031.


3.2.2 EMPLOYMENT
Employment in St. Thomas grew at a slower rate between 
2006 and 2016 (0.1% annual growth) than the population 
(0.7% annual growth). The City has not seen continuous 
employment growth as a decrease was observed in 2011 
following the 2008 financial crisis. This trend is observed 
across many neighbouring jurisdictions with declining 
employment in 2011 and growth in 2016.


The Official Plan of the County of Elgin (2015) and the City of 
London Employment Growth Forecast (2018) project 
employment growth in the areas surrounding St. Thomas to 
create 33,980 jobs by 2031 as shown in Table 3.3. The City of 
London is anticipated to account for the bulk of this growth 
accounting for over 97%.


While St. Thomas will create significantly fewer jobs than the 
City of London, it will be the employment centre with the 
second largest growth in the surrounding areas. Geography is 
likely to continue to influence existing external travel demands 
that see a dominant flow between St. Thomas and London, 
and a secondary external flow with St. Thomas being an 
economic hub to smaller Elgin County Municipalities.


3.3 APPLIED GROWTH
Using the internal and external growth projections,  2016 and 
2031 population and employment were disseminated across 
the study traffic assessment zones (TAZ). Figure 3.2 


illustrates the distribution of TAZs within the City of St. 
Thomas boundary, and neighbouring analysis zones.


For both population and employment, the Fall 2019 weekday 
origin-destination trip volumes from Streetlight Data 
constituted the main source for distributing existing city-wide 
totals to the TAZs within St. Thomas. The volume and 
distribution of trips were used as proxies, as they reflect where 
population and employment are currently located within the 
municipality.


Under existing conditions, the population in St. Thomas was 
disseminated to the zones using the average of the following 
two distributions:


• Number of trips originated from each zone during the 
weekday AM peak period (6-9 a.m.); and


• Number of trips destined in each zone during the weekday 
PM peak period (3-6 p.m.).


Trips that originated or destined in the industrial area zones in 
the northeast part of the City (TAZ 7 and 8) were excluded 
from the distribution, as they were assumed to be entirely 
non-residential.


Similarly, under existing conditions, the employment in St. 
Thomas was disseminated to the zones using the average of 
the following two distributions:


• Number of trips destined in each zone during the weekday 
AM peak period (6-9 a.m.); and


• Number of trips originated in each zone during the weekday 
PM peak period (3-6 p.m.)


The population and employment growth in St. Thomas were 
informed by multiple sources, including but not limited to the 
following documents:


• City of St. Thomas 2020 Development Charges Background 
Study (Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., April 2020);


• City of St. Thomas Positioned for Growth – Planning 
Justification Report (Dillon Consulting, February 2020);


• City of St. Thomas Employment Lands Review (Dillon 
Consulting, April 2018);


• Edgeware Line Employment Lands – Servicing Study (R.V. 
Anderson Associates Ltd., August 2020);


These documents provide the basis for distributing growth 
estimates to the respective zones. The resulting distribution of 
projected population and employment growth is summarized 
in Table 3.4. The employment growth on existing lands are 
distributed in the same proportions as existing employment.


All population growth between 2016 and 2031 is projected to 
be generated by the identified growth areas. For employment, 
83% of future growth is projected to be generated by the 
identified growth areas, with the remaining 17% of future 
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Figure 3.2: Traffic Area Zones (TAZ) used for existing and future forecasting and distribution


TAZ Growth Areas Population Growth % of Pop. Growth Employment Growth % of Emp Growth


3 South Block Subarea 4b 230 3% - -


4 Northwest Area 1 2,240 28% - -
7 Dalewood, Edgeware - - 2,611 83%
9 South Block Subarea 2 2,191 27% - -


10 South Block Subarea 1, 
South Block UAE 3 1,717 22% - -


11 South Block Subarea 
4a, South Block UAE 4 1,608 20% - -


Total – Growth Areas 7,985 100% 2,611 83%
Total – Non-Growth Areas - - 538 17%


TOTAL 7,895 100% 3,149 100.0%


Table 3.4: Distribution of Population and Employment Growth by TAZ







36 Stantec


growth projected to be generated by other areas. The 
employment growth in non-growth areas is allocated to St. 
Thomas TAZs in the same proportions as existing 
employment.


External to St. Thomas, Ontario Population Projections, 
2018-2046 (Summer 2019) were used to identify the 
estimated population growth in Elgin County, which revealed a 
0.7% annual growth rate across the County.  The City of 
London Population, Housing and Employment Growth 
Forecast, 2016 to 2044 (February 2018) and the Township of 
Southwold Official Plan Review (August 2019) were used to 
determine population and employment projections for London 
and Southwold, respectively. The study area also includes Port 
Stanley Harbour, an active commercial fishing village that is 
currently being studied to plan future land use and 
transportation options. The population and employment 
estimates, generated using 20-year estimates from the 2020 
Secondary Plan study and assuming linear growth, are 
included in Table 3.4. In the absence of available population 
and employment projections for the municipality of Central 
Elgin (excluding Port Stanley), a 0.7% annual growth rate was 
applied to both population and employment values from 2016 
to 2031 based on Elgin County projections.


Residential and employment growth estimates for each TAZ 
are provided in Table 3.5. The results of this distribution show 
that within St. Thomas the western and southern parts of the 
City along the municipal boundary (i.e. TAZ 4, 9-11) will 


experience the greatest population growth, whereas most of 
the employment growth will occur in the industrial area in the 
northeast part of the City (TAZ 7), anchored by the anticipated 
development of the Dalewood and Edgeware Line 
Employment Lands. The area outside of St. Thomas with the 
greatest population growth is London with an additional 
71,600 people (+18%) in 2031; however, the greatest 
population growth percentage is observed in Port Stanley 
(+27%). Employment growth is also anticipated to be high in 
London with 33,100 new jobs (+17%) added in 2031. 


3.4 FUTURE NETWORK 
OPERATIONS


3.4.1 FUTURE TRIP DISTRIBUTION
The distribution of travel demand growth to the traffic analysis 
zones are estimated using a doubly-constrained growth factor 
method, also known as the Fratar growth model. The model 
uses the existing baseline origin-destination travel pattern, for 
each of the following trip purposes, as a basis for forecasting 
future travel pattern as a result of the increased population 
and employment projections:


• Home-Based Work (HBW): Travel between home and work 
in either direction.


• Home-Based Other (HBO): Travel to or from home, to 
anywhere other than work.


TAZ
Population Employment


2016 2031 Growth (%) 2016 2031 Growth (%)
1: Downtown 1,969 1,969 0 (0%) 2,640 2,721 +81 (+3%)
2: Downtown 1,299 1,299 0 (0%) 528 545 +16 (+3%)


3: Elgin Centre 6,872 7,102 +230 (+3%) 1,585 1,633 +49 (+3%)
4: West 2,923 5,163 +2,240 (+77%) 516 532 +16 (+3%)
5: North 3,426 3,426 0 (0%) 822 847 +25 (+3%)
6: North 5,624 5,624 0 (0%) 2,004 2,065 +61 (+3%)


7: Industrial 0 0 0 (0%) 1,113 3,758 +2,645 (+238%)
8: Industrial 0 0 0 (0%) 3,940 4,061 +121 (+3%)


9: West 662 2,853 +2,191 (+331%) 164 169 +5 (+3%)
10: South 6,576 8,292 +1,717 (+26%) 1,667 1,718 +51 (+3%)
11: South 4,040 5,648 +1,608 (+40%) 913 941 +28 (+3%)


12: Downtown 5,518 5,518 0 (0%) 1,677 1,729 +51 (+3%)
St. Thomas 38,909 46,894 +7,985 (+21%) 17,570 20,719 +3,149 (18%)


London 394,300 465,900 +71,600 (+18%) 197,300 230,400 +33,100 (+17%)


Southwold 4,450 5,080 +630 (+14%) 1,520 1,680 +160 (+11%)


Port Stanley 2,148 2,732 +584 (+27%) 1,045 1,087 +42 (+7%)
Central Elgin 


(excluding Port 
Stanley)*


10,459 11,557 +1,098 (+11%) 5,810 6,420 +610 (+11%)


*Central Elgin projections based on County of Elgin annual population and employment growth rate of 0.7% from 2016 to 2031


Table 3.5: Future Population and Employment Projections | 2016-2031
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• Non-Home Based (NHB): All travel not to or from home (i.e. 
all travel other than the two purposes above)


The methodology for developing the future origin-destination 
trip matrices for this analysis can be described as follows:


1. Determine the growth factors for the origin and destination 
trip totals. The basis of growth factors for the St. Thomas 
projection model is listed in Table 3.6. For example, for 
home-based work (HBW) trips in the weekday morning peak 
period, the population growth rate is used to generate the 
growth factor at the origin zone and the employment 
growth rate is used to generate the growth factor at the 
destination zone;


2. The generated growth factors are applied to the origin and 
destination trips totals;


3. Estimate the future trip matrices in an iterative process that 
alternates between balancing the origin totals and 
balancing the destination totals to the respective growth 
factors for each zone, using the equation on the right.


The estimated origin-destination trips and growth percentage 
matrices were developed for the following travel periods:


• Weekday AM Peak Period (6am - 9am) (3hrs)


• Weekend Mid Day Period (9am - 3pm) (6hrs)


• Weekend PM Peak Period (3pm - 6pm) (3hrs)


The estimated 2031 origin-destination trip matrices are 
summarized by area and exhibited in Table 3.7 (Weekday AM 
peak), Table 3.8 (Weekend Mid Day) and Table 3.9 (Weekend 
PM Peak).


Trip End Origin Zone Destination Zone


Periods / Purpose HBW HBO NHB HBW HBO NHB


Weekday AM Peak Pop Growth Average of Pop/Emp Growth Emp Growth Average of Pop/Emp Growth


Weekend Mid Day Average of Pop/Emp Growth Average of Pop/Emp Growth


Weekend PM Peak Average of Pop/Emp Growth Average of Pop/Emp Growth


Table 3.6: Basis of Zonal Trip Growth Factor
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Downtown 1,385 457 1,303 522 673 410 1,894 6,644 


Elgin Centre 793 312 625 193 507 33 1,300 3,762 


Industrial Area 677 274 834 553 415 292 3,589 6,634 


North St. Thomas 1,177 166 1,220 884 297 145 1,206 5,095 


South St. Thomas 1,305 525 1,102 508 1,373 203 1,757 6,773 


West St. Thomas 632 75 438 107 199 396 1,048 2,895 


External 1,420 2,303 1,634 2,476 3,218 1,123 211,792 223,966 


Total 7,390 4,111 7,156 5,244 6,680 2,601 222,585 255,768 


Table 3.7: Estimated 2031 Origin-Destination Trips - Weekday AM Peak Period (6am - 9am)
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Downtown  4,617  1,931  1,926  1,808  2,471  1,215  3,289  17,256 


Elgin Centre  1,965  1,100  1,001  898  1,277  329  1,466  8,035 


Industrial Area  1,765  1,108  302  2,137  1,633  497  1,408  8,850 


North St. Thomas  2,169  607  1,444  1,607  691  329  2,642  9,489 


South St. Thomas  2,293  1,193  1,313  576  2,615  302  4,760  13,051 


West St. Thomas  784  338  442  292  543  552  2,373  5,323 


External  4,055  1,709  3,037  1,608  2,710  1,684 483,296  498,099 


Total  17,647  7,986  9,466  8,925  11,939  4,907 499,234  560,104 


Table 3.9: Estimated 2031 Origin-Destination Trips - Weekend PM Peak Period (3pm - 6pm)


Important Note: The volumes presented above for the Mid Day are for 6 hours compared to 3 hours for AM and PM.  When converted to an hourly 
volume the PM Peak hour has a higher hourly volume than the Mid Day peak hour which is presented in subsequent volume-to-capacity analysis.
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Downtown  8,858  3,402  4,925  3,833  5,803  2,615  5,539  34,975 


Elgin Centre  3,568  2,558  2,289  1,308  2,937  595  2,638  15,893 


Industrial Area  4,303  2,133  1,040  3,273  3,042  788  4,718  19,298 


North St. Thomas  3,738  1,349  3,548  2,571  1,693  751  3,247  16,897 


South St. Thomas  5,221  2,561  3,171  1,445  4,148  1,382  4,805  22,733 


West St. Thomas  2,273  438  537  935  509  687  3,659  9,038 


External  8,451  4,304  2,865  4,322  5,868  2,354 863,561  891,723 


Total  36,412  16,746  18,374  17,687  24,001  9,171 888,168  1,010,558 


Table 3.8: Estimated 2031 Origin-Destination Trips - Weekend Midday Peak Period (9am - 3pm)
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3.4.2 FUTURE TRAFFIC VOLUMES
A future network operations analysis was completed to 
understand the capacity impacts if St. Thomas continues to 
grow with no changes to the network or a “Do Nothing” 
scenario.


The primary metric with which we assess network capacity 
constraints is through evaluating the volume-to-capacity (v/c) 
ratio which represents the amount of volume that travels 
along a roadway within the peak hour divided by the capacity 
of the roadway.  The following lane capacities by road 
classification were assumed:


• Local: 300 vehicles per lane per hour
• Collector: 500 vehicles per lane per hour
• Arterial: 800 vehicles per lane per hour
• County: 800 vehicles per lane per hour
• Highway: 1,800 vehicles per lane per hour


Table 3.10 summarizes and compares the average v/c ratios 
for major roadways in St. Thomas between 2019 and 
forecasted 2031 volumes if no additional capacity was added.


The analysis reveals that overall, the network will continue to 
operate within capacity during the 2031 AM Peak hour with 
none of the major roadways anticipated to exceed 85% of their 
capacity, apart from Burwell Road. Interestingly Burwell Road 
has the highest v/c ratio during the morning peak, likely 
associated with the employment lands that the roadway 
services. 


During the weekend Midday and PM Peak hours there are 
several constraints anticipated along the Arterial and Collector 
roadways that are already congested. The v/c network 
analysis for each peak hour is visualized in Figure 3.3 to 
Figure 3.5. Notably, Talbot Street is anticipated to continue to 
be the most congested corridor in the City during these time 
periods.


Table 3.10: Existing and Forecasted Peak Hour Volume-to-Capacity on Major Corridors
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Weekday AM Peak Hour: Under future “Do Nothing” 
conditions, the network will operate within capacity, however 
the Fairview Avenue-Burwell Road corridor is anticipated to be 
approaching capacity, likely as a result of the growing 
industrial demand that is anticipated with the lands adjacent 
to the corridor in the north, and the growing population land 
uses in south St. Thomas.


North-south arterials including First Avenue, and Sunset Drive 
will continue to serve a higher volume of trips during the 
morning peak particularly as connectors to regional roadways, 
including the St. Thomas Expressway and Wellington Road, to 
access the significant employment opportunities anticipated 
to be created in the City of London by 2031.


Weekday AM Peak Hour (2031)


Project Location


Client/Project


Figure No.


Title


Talbot Street


Southdale Line


Ron McNeil Line


Elm Street


Sunset Drive


Wellington Street


Edward Street


Fi
rs


t A
ve


nu
e


Bu
rw


el
l R


oa
d


C
en


te
nn


ia
l L


in
e


Fa
irv


ie
w


 A
ve


nu
e


South Edgeware  Road


Fingal Line


H
ig


hb
ur


y 
Av


en
ue


Major Line


Ba
la


cl
av


a 
St


re
et


C
en


te
nn


ia
l A


ve
nu


e


Scott Street


El
gi


n 
St


re
et


Kains Street


Talbot Road


Redan Street


W
ils


on
 A


ve
nu


e


El
m


in
a 


St
re


et


St
. C


at
ha


rin
es


 S
tre


et


Ron McNeil Line


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


-81


43 43


43 43


43 43


43 43


43 43


43 43


43 43


43 43


43 43


43 43


1


Notes


0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000
Metres


C
:\


Us
er


s\
bc


ha
nn


ar
ed


dy
\D


es
kt


op
\T


M
PS


\S
tT


ho
m


a
s\


8_
SL


_F
ut


ur
e\


M
ap


s\
M


ap
.m


xd
   


   
Re


vi
se


d:
 2


02
0-


12
-1


4 
By


: b
ch


an
na


re
dd


y


($$¯


1:40,000 (At original document size of 11x17)


Disclaimer: Stantec assumes no responsibility for data supplied in electronic format. The recipient accepts full responsibility for verifying the accuracy and completeness of the data. The recipient releases Stantec, its officers, employees, consultants and agents, from any and all claims arising in any way from the content or provision of the data.


Prepared by B Channa Reddy


V/C AM Peak Hour 2031


1. Coordinate System:  GCS WGS 1984
2. Base features produced under license with the Ontario Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry © Queen's Printer for Ontario, 2016.
3. Orthoimagery © First Base Solutions, 2016. Imagery Date, 20XX.


City of St. Thomas Transportation Master Plan


City of St Thomas


Legend
City Boundary 


V/C AM Peak Hour 2031


0.00-0.25


0.25-0.50


0.50-0.75


0.75-0.95


>0.95


Figure 3.3: Forcasted growth operational analysis | Weekday AM Peak period
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Weekend Mid-Day Peak Hour: During the future 2031 “Do 
Nothing” weekend mid-day scenario the same north-south 
arterial roadways are anticipated to operate above capacity 
particularly around four corridors:


• Fairview Avenue - Burwell Road:  This corridor will continue 
to become congested as a result of a variety of factors 
including its proximity to major commercial centres such as 
the Elgin Mall and the SmartCentres plaza, as well as its 
span as the only corridor within the city that goes from the 
north border to the south border uninterrupted.  Land use 
also plays a role, the corridor is divided into three general 
typologies starting from the north which is a mix or 
residential and industrial, followed by the middle portion 
that is characterize as industrial/commercial, and the 
southern extent that is almost exclusively residential and 
institutional.  This encourages long cross-town trips to 
choose the corridor.


• Talbot & Wellington Streets:  These corridors are most 
congested in proximity to First Avenue and Fairview Avenue.  
This is a result of the natural barriers including the Pinafore 
Lake, and the various rivers and tributaries south of 
Wellington Street. These cause a natural funnel of traffic 
through local streets towards Wellington Street to connect 
to the SmartCentre Plaza and connect to the St. Thomas 
Expressway.  Talbot Street assumes a significant portion of 


traffic as a result of an ‘S’ route that traffic exiting the St. 
Thomas Expressway takes to access the residential areas 
in south St. Thomas.  This route goes down First Avenue, 
proceeds east along Talbot Street and south along Fairview 
Avenue. This is because Burwell Road does not have ramps 
that connect to the St. Thomas Expressway.


• Sunset Drive:  This corridor is somewhat different than the 
others due to its regional nature that sees it servicing a 
significant portion of pass-through traffic by-passing St. 
Thomas to go south to Port Stanley or north towards 
Highway 401 and London.  Sunset Drive is anticipated to be 
the most congested between Elm Street and Southdale 
Line.  Once again this is a result of the natural geography 
that funnels some local St. Thomas traffic from emerging 
neighbourhoods on the west that need to use the roadway 
to connect to Elm Street or Southdale Line.


Weekend Mid-Day Peak (2031)
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Figure 3.4: Forcasted growth operational analysis | Weekday Midday period
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Weekday AM Peak Hour: Under future “Do Nothing” 
conditions, the network will operate within capacity, however 
the Fairview Avenue-Burwell Road corridor is anticipated to be 
approaching capacity, likely as a result of the growing 
industrial demand that is anticipated with the lands adjacent 
to the corridor in the north, and the growing population land 
uses in south St. Thomas.


North-south arterials including First Avenue, and Sunset Drive 
will continue to serve a higher volume of trips during the 
morning peak particularly as connectors to regional roadways, 
including the St. Thomas Expressway and Wellington Road, to 
access the significant employment opportunities anticipated 
to be created in the City of London by 2031.


Weekday PM Peak Hour (2031)
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Figure 3.5: Forcasted growth operational analysis | Weekday PM Peak period
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3.4.3 FOCUS CORRIDORS
Based on the forecasted constraints, four 
focus corridors were identified including 
Fairview Avenue (including Burwell Road), 
Sunset Drive, First Avenue, and Talbot Street.  
This section takes a closer look at these four 
corridors to identify opportunities. By 
focusing improvements to these arterial 
corridors, congestion observed on other 
collector and local roadways can also be 
mitigated by redistributing traffic to parallel 
routes.


Fairview Avenue: conducting an analysis of 
trips that are anticipated to use the corridor, 
nearly 1 out of 3 trips (29%) during the future 
PM Peak Hour will be starting or ending their 
trip close to the corridor and traveling 
distances of 5Km or less.  This distance of 
trip could competitively be served by transit, 
and experienced cyclists.  


The corridor is currently four-lanes wide with 
limited possibility to widen it due to property 
constraints, which both presents a constraint 
and an opportunity to re-think how the 
corridor could serve a broader spectrum of 
mobility options to shift demand away from 
private automobiles and open up capacity for 
long-distance travellers who can only use an 
automobile.


Sunset Drive: it is anticipated that by 
2031 a little over 1 in 10 trips (12%) 
traveling on Sunset Drive will be starting 
or ending their trip close to the corridor 
and travelling distances of 3km or less.  
This distance of trip could competitively 
be served by both transit and active 
transportation.


37% of trips anticipated to operate on the 
corridor are attributed to pass-through 
trips that not start or end in St. Thomas 
which may require a regional solution 
such as external transit or roadway 
connections to mitigate the volume of 
traffic being distributed along the corridor.


37%
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Sunset Drive | Weekend PM Peak Hour
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29%


Figure 3.6: Focus corridors analysis- Fairview Ave | Weekend PM Peak period


Figure 3.7: Focus corridors analysis- Sunset Dr | Weekend PM Peak period
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First Avenue: nearly 1 in 3 trips (31%) 
anticipated to travel along First Avenue are 
expected to start or end their trip in proximity 
to the corridor and traveling distances of 
3-5km or less.  This mixture of trips could be 
served by transit, active transportation, or 
both depending on trips purposes.  What is 
interesting is that despite the corridor being 
the primary highway connection to the St. 
Thomas Expressway, it still serves a 
significant local demand.


This presents an opportunity to consider 
whether the ramp inhibits or serves the 
needs along the corridor as it currently 
serves as a convergence point for transit and 
active transportation facilities.  


It will be important to consider solutions for 
First Avenue in relation to Burwell Road 
which, despite providing city-wide 
connections, does not have direct access to 
the St. Thomas Expressway.


Talbot Street: nearly 1 in 4 trips (22%) 
operating on the street are starting or ending 
close to the corridor within distances of 3-5km 
or less.  As discussed under the previous 
section, the corridor assumes a significant 
volume of traffic going to and from  Fairview 
Avenue and the commercial plazas around 
First & Talbot.  


The corridor is characterized by different 
urban typologies including a denser mixed-use 
urban environment west of Balaclava Street 
where the cross-section is two-lanes wide.  
The portions of Talbot Street that are the most 
congested are already four-lanes wide and 
major intersections have channelized right-
turns and dedicated left-turn phases.


One of the concerns raised during the 
development of the City’s transit strategic plan 
was the delays that transit vehicles experience 
getting into and out of the terminal at the 
SmartCentres plaza.  There may be 
opportunities to consider priority measures for 
transit to enhance transit’s attractiveness to 
mitigate vehicular demand.


First Avenue | Weekend PM Peak Hour
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Figure 3.8: Focus coridors analysis- First Ave | Weekend PM Peak period


Figure 3.9: Focus coridors analysis- Talbot St | Weekend PM Peak period
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3.4.4 POTENTIAL MODE SPLITS
Although much of our work is technical in nature, and often 
requires looking at historical trends for an explanation of the 
present; there are also qualitative and human factors among 
several other considerations that represent the proverbial 
‘tomorrow’ we are heading toward.  Within this vein, although 
the future is a continually moving target, it is also one that we 
must attempt to account for through our analysis; and one 
which is intimately connected to St. Thomas’ local context and 
existing mode splits.  


With the advent of autonomous vehicles and smart mobility 
solutions ‘tomorrow’ has never had a more nebulous definition 
– a tomorrow that St. Thomas is endeavouring to address as 
the ways in which people interact with transportation change.  
New ridesharing solutions such as Uber and Lyft are being 
introduced around North America, and locally in St. Thomas 
and across Elgin County to service gaps in the transportation 
network. New and emerging smart mobility solutions such as 
autonomous vehicles, micro-transit, e-scooters, and bike-
shares are presenting new and creative ways to accommodate 
growth in ways that mitigate the need for continual roadway 
expansion.  


The future is a continually moving target that is difficult to 
predict entirely.  As a result, it is important to compare a few 
scenarios so that the transportation network can be planned 
in a flexible manner that can pivot with changing demands 
over time.  For this reason, we have identified three mode split 
scenarios that range from the status quo to more aggressive 
changes that would shift a considerable amount of people 
away from their vehicles and onto alternative modes of 
transportation.  These scenarios were developed based on 
existing travel demand information that considers existing 
mode share, trip purposes, trip distance, and the planned 
future land uses and vision that are identified in the City’s 
Official Plan.
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Scenario Description Potential Mode Split


This scenario maintains the existing mode splits as 
they are, likely requiring minor adjustments to the 
already planned roadway improvements.  The 
status quo would maintain a highly car-dependent 
transportation network with pockets of urban areas 
that have higher walking mode splits, particularly in 
Downtown and along Talbot Street.


The status quo mode split is generated using the 
average mode share percentages obtained from (a) 
2016 Census, main mode of commute of residents, 
and (b) online survey response from 183 
respondents, conducted as part of this TMP.


1 – Status Quo


2 – Partial Change


3 – Aggressive Change


This scenario partially shifts auto drivers onto 
active transportation and micro-mobility for trips 
under 3 km, and transit for trips under 6 km at a 
rate of 0.5% per year until 2031 resulting in a mode 
split of 89% for automobile, 4% for transit, 6% for 
active, and 1% for other emerging solutions as 
visualized in the figure to the right.  This scenario 
would likely involve several roadway improvements 
to enhance auto movement throughout the city, 
along with filling in key active transportation gaps in 
the existing network with connections to transit 
stops and facilities.  This may involve micro-
mobility or bikeshare solutions in specific areas of 
the city such as Downtown or in other densely 
populated areas.


This scenario is more aggressive and shifts auto 
drivers onto active transportation and micro-
mobility for trips under 3 km, and transit for trips 
under 6 km at a rate of 1% per year until 2031 
resulting in a mode split of 87% for automobile, 6% 
for transit, 6% for active, and 1% for other emerging 
solutions as visualized in the figure to the right. This 
scenario would involve minor roadway 
improvements, likely at key intersections, 
accompanied by an aggressive implementation of 
planned active transportation facilities along with 
some additional pieces that integrate with an 
enhanced transit network and other emerging 
mobility options throughout the city such as bike 
sharing, micro-mobility, ridesharing, and 
autonomous vehicles.


Figure 3.10: Potential Mode Split Scenarios







47The City of St. Thomas // Transportation Master Plan 


3.4.5 RECOMMENDED MODE SPLIT TARGETS
A multi-scenario analysis was conducted along the four (4) 
focus corridors - Fairview Avenue, Sunset Drive, First Avenue, 
and Talbot Street. The auto mode share was shifted onto 
active transportation and micro-mobility for trips under 3 km, 
and transit for trips under 6 km, at a rate of 0.5% per annum 
for scenario 2, and at a rate of 1% per annum for scenario 3, 
respectively, to the future horizon year of 2031. The 
assumption is that investments and enhancements in active 
transportation, transit, and emerging technology will be the 
catalysts for mode shifts. It is important to note that only trips 
that fit into the distance-based ranges identified above were 
shifted. The rationale behind this scenario-based process is to 
first identify what target mode split we need to achieve to 
mitigate operational concerns while also being feasible, and 
then develop recommended facilities and solutions that will 
help achieve the target mode split. The potential operational 
improvements that could be achieved if the described mode 
shift were applied for each scenario is illustrated in Figure 
3.10, which compares the change in volume-to-capacity ratios 
of each potential mode split scenarios in 2031 with the 
existing (2019) values at the 4 focus corridors.


The comparison reveals that the  status quo (scenario 1) is 
associated with the highest increase in traffic volume 
compared to the existing conditions along all focus corridors 
for all time periods. In the AM Peak on Fairview Avenue, traffic 
volumes in the status quo, partial, and aggressive scenarios 
are higher by 16%, 13%, and 09%, respectively, compared to 
the existing conditions. In the Midday and PM Peak on 
Fairview Avenue, the aggressive change scenario (scenario 3) 
triggered reductions in the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio of 
approximately 4% and 2%, respectively, compared to existing 
conditions. The Sunset Drive corridor, in the AM Peak, is 
associated with the highest increase in V/C ratio of around 
19%, 17%, and 15% in the case of status quo (scenario 1), 
partial change (scenario 2), and aggressive change (scenario 
3) scenarios, respectively, when compared to the existing 
conditions. The First Avenue corridor, in the AM Peak, is 
associated with a difference in V/C ratio of approximately 9%, 
6%, and -2% in the case of status quo (scenario 1), partial 
change (scenario 2), and aggressive change (scenario 3) 
scenarios, respectively, when compared to the existing 
conditions. On First Avenue, the difference in V/C during the 
Midday and PM Peak is similar for each of the three scenarios 
when compared to the existing conditions. The Talbot Street 
corridor, in the AM Peak, has an associated difference in V/C 
ratio of around 5%, 1%, and -3% in the case of the status quo 
(scenario 1), partial change (scenario 2), and aggressive 
change (scenario 3) scenarios, respectively, when compared 
to the existing conditions.


The partial change (scenario 2) is able to encourage a 
considerable portion of auto users to reduce their vehicle use, 
in a realistic manner, resulting in a sizable reduction of traffic 


along all four corridors. In particular, it is observed that Talbot 
Street has achieved traffic levels below 2019 levels across all 
the midday and PM periods. This can be attributed to the 
central location of the Talbot Street corridor, being within a 
relatively short distance of most built areas of the City. The 
mode shift should be easier to implement for destinations 
along this corridor, given the frequent transit service that is 
planned for this roadway and the recommended cycling 
infrastructure along nearby Centre Street and Wellington 
Street. First Avenue is also anticipated to benefit considerably 
from the mode shift, estimated to experience traffic volume 
change that ranges from -1% to -6% compared to 2019 levels. 
Fairview Avenue, due to its role as the roadway network 
backbone that spans the entire City – from the northern limits 
at Ron McNeil Line to the southern limits at Southdale Line 
– results in longer trip distances compared to the Talbot Street 
and First Avenue transit corridors. Nonetheless, the mode shift 
under partial change is still anticipated to result in traffic 
volume change that ranges from 0% to +13%, when compared 
to 2019 conditions. Sunset Drive, between today and the 2031 
future horizon, is anticipated to experience significant traffic 
growth due to the concentrated residential developments 
along the corridor – notably in the North West Areas and 
South Block Sub Areas. The resulting travel demand generated 
is likely more difficult for mode shift measures to be effective, 
due to the longer travel distances between these 
developments and major employment and retail destinations 
in the City. This is reflected in the impact of the mode shift 
analysis, which estimates traffic volume change that ranges 
from +4% to +17% compared to 2019 levels. Therefore, we 
anticipate a relatively larger need to provide auto-based 
vehicular network improvements for Sunset Drive and the 
roadways connected to this corridor.


The aggressive change (scenario 3) is able to encourage an 
even larger portion of auto users to shift their transportation 
mode to alternative modes. The trends demonstrated in the 
partial change scenario can be extended to the aggressive 
change scenario. Under the aggressive change scenario, both 
Talbot Street and First Avenue corridor will see significant 
reduction in traffic volumes, ranging from -5% to -1% in the 
Midday and PM Peak periods, compared to existing 
conditions. The impact is less pronounced along the Fairview 
Avenue corridor, with traffic volume reductions ranging from 
-4% to 0%. Even with aggressive change mode shifts, the 
Sunset Drive corridor will still experience traffic increase of 
+15% in the AM Peak period, when compared to 2019 traffic 
levels.


In general, AM Peak trips are observed to be longer, and 
therefore less amendable to mode shift changes under our 
criteria. However, other factors such as transit service and 
infrastructure improvements can contribute to the potential 
mode shift and overcome the negative impact due to distance. 


With the list of recommended roadway capacity 
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improvements implemented, scenario 2 – partial change is 
sufficient to mitigate capacity issues in all four focus 
corridors, with First Avenue still experiencing minor congestion 
during the weekend Midday and PM Peak periods.


The analysis conducted is a high-level evaluation that did not 
evaluate detailed intersection operations and signal-timing 
enhancements, as a result it is expected that while some of 
the roadway corridors may operate at or above capacity in 
terms of vehicular volumes, there are further opportunities to 
mitigate operational concerns through corridor enhancements 
such as dynamic signal coordination, or corridor signal 
optimization that would negate the need to spend on costly 
road widening projects.


Recommended Mode Split Target 


It is recommended that scenario 2 – partial change be the 
target mode split for the City of St. Thomas given the 
reduction in vehicle congestion while still considering freasible 
mode split changes. The recommended future pedestrian, 
cycling, and vehicular networks to support scenario 2 are 
detailed in Section 5.3 Proposed Multi-Modal Network.


3.5 PREVIOUSLY PLANNED 
IMPROVEMENTS


The planned improvements along the roadway, active 
transportation and transit networks have been identified in the 
subsections below. These will all be considered when 
developing network solutions in future tasks.


3.5.1 ROAD IMPROVEMENTS
The 2008 UAE Transportation Master Plan identified several 
road network improvements as summarized in Table 3.11. 
There were 13 recommendations identified to be completed 
by 2028 primarily associated with lane widenings. Notably, 
several projects reccomended have already been completed  
as proposed in the plan or with slight variations.


Location Description Length (m) Proposed Timeline


First Avenue - Talbot Street and Wellington Street Widen from 2 to 5 lanes 300 Completed by 2028


First Avenue Underpass Bridge removal and restoration - Completed by 2028
Talbot Street - Inkerman Street to Ross Street/Flora 
Street Widen from 2 to 4 lanes 600 Completed by 2028


Wellington Street - Fifth Avenue to Ross Street Widen from 2 to 4 lanes 400 Completed by 2028


Highbury Avenue - Edgeware Line to Ron McNeil Line Widen from 2 to 4 lanes 1900 Completed by 2028


Edgeware Line - Burnwell Road to Highbury Avenue Widen from 2 to 4 lanes 1100 Completed by 2028


Southdale Road- West of Highway 4 Reconstruct 2 lanes plus railway 
signal (bell and light) 840 Completed by 2028


Manor Road - Highview Drive to Wellington Street Upgrade to urban section 150 Completed by 2028


Fairview Avenue - Elm Street to Southdale Line Widen from 2 to 3 lanes 1600 Completed by 2021*


Burwell Road - South Edgeware Road to Talbot Street Widen from 2 to 4 lanes 1500 Completed by 2028


Burwell Road Overpass Replace 2 lane overpass of High-
way 3 with 4 lane overpass - Completed by 2028


Sunset Drive - Southdale Line to Glenwood Street Widen from 2 to 4 lanes 1150 Completed by 2028


Sunset Drive - Glenwood Street to Elm Street Widen from 2 to 4 lanes 650 Completed by 2028


Source: 2008 UAE Transportation Master Plan (Paradigm Transportation Solutions, 2008) 
* Construction started for this project in 2021 which deviates slightly from what was proposed in the UAE TMP


Table 3.11: Recommended Improvements from the 2008 UAE Transportation Master Plan
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3.5.2 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENTS
A number of active transportation studies have been 
completed for the City and County including:


• The Elgin-St. Thomas Cycling Master Plan completed 
in 2014;


• The Elgin County Trail Study completed in 2018; and 
• A recently updated Cycling and Trails Master Plan in 


2020. 
These studies guide the development of cycling and trail 
infrastructure throughout the City and County.  A list of 
the major active transportation network component 
recommendations made in the Elgin-St. Thomas Cycling 
Master Plan within St. Thomas are summarised in Table 
3.12. A map of the entire Active Transportation network 
recommended as part of the 2020 Plan is shown in 
Figure 3.11.


Figure 3.11: City of 
St. Thomas Active 
Transportation Plan


Source: St. Thomas Cycling and 
Trails Master Plan (City of St. 
Thomas, 2020)


Project Name Location Jurisdiction Recommendation


Park Avenue, Forest Avenue, 
McIntyre Street, Moore Street St. Thomas St. Thomas Signed bike route 


with sharrow


Sunset Drive (CR 4) from St. 
Thomas Urban Area to Port 
Stanley


St. Thomas and 
Central Elgin County Bike route signage


Talbot Spur Route St. Thomas St. Thomas
Multi-use trail 
beside active low 
volume rail line


Burwell Road from Ron Mc-
Neil Line to South Edgeware 
Road


St. Thomas St. Thomas Bike Lane


Balaclava Street from South 
Edgeware Road to Kains 
Street


St. Thomas St. Thomas


Signed route in 
northern portion of 
route & Signed route 
with sharrow in 
southern section


Table 3.12: Recommended Improvements from the 2014 Elgin - St. Thomas Cycling Master 







50 Stantec


3.5.3 TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS
The City recently completed a Transit Strategic Plan which 
proposed a new optimized transit network with supporting 
policy and service recommendations related to fleet, fares, 
marketing, infrastructure and technology. The plan set service 
objectives to build the long-term vision for St. Thomas Transit. 
The objectives set include:


1. Build ridership. 


2. Value customers’ time. 


3. Consider transit in the context of sustainability and 
economic prosperity.


4. Increase brand and service awareness. 


5. Optimize the return on the investment in transit. 


Supporting evaluation criteria and KPIs were set to measure 
the progress and success of the system. Building from this 
vision, a gaps analysis was completed followed by the 
development of various transit networks. Based on the 
analyses of available data, stakeholder insights and an 
established 


The proposed network is supported by various technology, 
fare, marketing and fleet considerations. To support the 
implementation of the plan, the recommendations made were 
broken down into short-term and long-term actions which are 
detailed in Appendix C.


We acknowledge that the City of St. Thomas has already 
begun implementing recommendations from the Transit 
Strategic Plan including the demand-response transit (DRT) 
service that was launched in 2021.


Figure 3.12: “Two-Way Service” recommended transit network Source: St. Thomas Transit Strategic Plan, 2019
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3.6 NEEDS AND 
OPPORTUNITIES


3.6.1 NEEDS
The key issues have been documented below and acted as 
inputs as network alternatives and solutions were developed.


• Disconnected active transportation network. As illustrated 
in the existing conditions analysis, the existing cycling 
network is limited and scattered. This analysis aligns with 
feedback heard from residents who expressed safety 
concerns cycling on paths that end. Two major gaps 
identified include Fairview Avenue where several residential 
and institutional areas along the roadway have limited 
cycling infrastructure and Balaclava Street where the 
surrounding area north of Talbot Street has few cycling 
connection with facilities stopping short of the multi-use 
trail along Kettle Creek and the railway path ending at Kains 
Street with no additional connectivity.


• Strong driving and car culture. Similar to most cities within 
Canada, St. Thomas maintains a prominent car culture. As 
noted in the online survey findings, 88% of survey 
respondents preferred personal vehicles as their main mode 
of travel which matches what was captured in the 2016 
Statistics Canada census that documents a 90% driving 
mode share in St. Thomas. Furthermore, many residents 
noted travel time, reliability and convenience to be primary 
factors that influence mode choice. Understandably, in St. 
Thomas a personal vehicle will best meet these 
considerations for most trips due to the road network, city 
layout and existing transit and active transportation 
infrastructure. While vehicle trips will be required for certain 
types of trips, the TMP presents an opportunity to better 
plan multi-modal networks to meet the needs of residents 
and reduce the high driving mode split through the growth 
of alternative modes.


• Roadway safety. Residents expressed concerns regarding 
the disconnected active transportation network and the 
need for more separated cycling facilities or paved 
shoulders to avoid vehicle collisions. Furthermore, as 
discussed in the collision review, an investigation of 
pedestrian collisions reveal majority of them take place 
when pedestrians have the right-of-way, with a significant 
difference when pedestrian crossovers are present. This 
suggests a re-examination of infrastructure and/or signage 
and also affirms the city’s initiative to install more high-
quality signalized pedestrian crossings throughout the City. 
Lastly, a significant portion of collisions were categorized as 
angle or turning movement collisions which denotes 
collisions where vehicles cross pathways with opposing 
vehicles. This may suggest investigating how a clearer ROW 
can be established at these various locations and if further 
signage or infrastructure is required. As majority of the 


planned roadway improvements from the 2008 UAE 
Transportation Master Plan are roadway widenings from 2 
to 4 lanes, it will be increasingly important to factor 
pedestrian and driver safety onto these expanding 
roadways.


• Lack of inter-municipal transit connections. Looking at 
historical growth between 2006 and 2016 employment 
(0.1% annually) grew at a slower rate than the population 
(0.7% annually). This suggests that residents may travel 
outside of the City for work. With few inter-municipal transit 
connections, driving is likely the main mode to serve these 
trips. As both population and employment are anticipated to 
grow over the next 20 years, understanding commuting 
patterns and planning for various modes of trips will help to 
mitigate congestion and build greater network resiliency.


3.6.2 OPPORTUNITIES
Opportunities identified through technical analyses and 
stakeholder feedback have been detailed below. These were 
used as inputs into the development of network alternatives.


• Strong desire for enhanced active transportation options. 
Through public feedback and various analyses, a significant 
desire for active transport has been observed which is 
matched with a high feasibility to support cycling trips due 
to the City layout. This positive momentum can be used 
when developing network alternatives to prioritize active 
transportation. Various findings that support this 
opportunity are detailed further in the following bullets:


• TMP priorities: In the online survey conducted, residents 
identified a need for the St. Thomas TMP to focus on active 
and sustainable modes of transportation such as walking 
and cycling with safety a critical design element. 
Furthermore, when asked about TMP visioning, the highest 
voted option was to integrate trails with streets and 
sidewalks to support recreation and active transportation.


• Daily trip lengths: As disseminated from Streetlight Data, 
approximately 67% of weekday daily trips are within 5km 
which are within an acceptable biking distance, illustrating a 
significant potential for modal shifts with the correct 
infrastructure and policies in place.


• Cycling travel time: Similarly, based on a cycling travel time 
evaluation, the city’s compact form allows the entire City to 
reach Downtown within a 15-minute bike ride, will all areas 
of the City accessible within a 30-minute ride. This further 
supports the feasibility of supporting more cycling trips. 


• Recreational cycling: While not many survey respondents 
reported cycling as their primary mode choice, many 
respondents noted they cycle recreationally which presents 
an opportunity for many residents to expand their cycling 
usage beyond recreation and complete a variety of trips if 
these were appropriately accommodated on the network.







52 Stantec


• Population and employment growth. The projected 
increase in population and employment over the next 10 
years offers an opportunity to shift the way residents and 
visitors travel throughout the City. Greater population and 
employment will mean increased congestion on the road 
network, however this can be mitigated by shifting trips to 
non-auto modes including transit and active transportation 
where applicable. The identified growth areas in the City are 
good candidates for future expansion of on-demand transit 
service and adequate sidewalks and cycling connections to 
proactively plan for less car-oriented communities.


• Enhanced transit connectivity. The service changes 
currently being implemented as per the Transit Strategic 
Plan will offer improved service via increased frequency on 
Talbot St (15-minute peak headways), later service hours 
and new service coverage via on-demand service. These 
enhancements will present an opportunity to support 
greater transit trips and shift modal splits. As areas on the 
outer edges of the City continue to be developed, on-
demand transit will present an opportunity to match transit 
service to demand and gradually scale up as transit 
demand grows. Lastly, as many St. Thomas residents travel 
outside the City for employment, there is an opportunity to 
provide inter-municipal transit connections which will only 
increase as population and employment are anticipated to 
increase. The Strategic Transit Plan discussed a potential 
Regional Transit Pilot which would help to evaluate the 
interest for this type of service.


• Build on current pedestrian safety improvements. Can 
build on the current road safety measures the City is already 
taking- ie. the City is installing a number of new button 
activated Pedestrian Crossovers to improve pedestrian 
safety. There is an opportunity to cross check the locations 
found through the collision review to have occurrences of 
pedestrian collisions against the pedestrian crossovers 
being placed throughout the City to identify any gaps and  
what should be prioritized in future upgrades. 


• Consider the cost of the “curb” or parking spaces. This 
re-evaluation can help to balance how the different modes 
of transportation are funded/supported. Examining parking 
supply, cost and location is an effective way to understand 
where opportunities lie to reprioritize other modes.
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4. FOUNDATIONS
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4.1 PLANNING CONTEXT
The TMP is directed by several key provincial, county and local 
municipal policies that set a strong foundation to manage 
growth while building strong, healthy and sustainable 
communities.


4.1.1 PROVINCIAL PLANS
#CycleON Strategy, 2013: #CycleON is Ontario’s 20-year 
vision through the year 2033 to have cycling recognized as a 
respected and valued mode of transportation within Ontario.  
This plan acknowledges cycling’s potential to bringing 
province-wide benefits in terms of personal and public health, 
the environment, tourism and traffic congestion.  The guiding 
principles of this strategy are safety, partnership, accessibility 
and connectivity which culminate in five strategic directions 
including:


• Design healthy, active and prosperous communities;
• Improve cycling infrastructure;
• Make highways and streets safer;
• Promote awareness and behavioural shifts; and
• Increase cycling tourism opportunities


Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), 2014:  These are the 
Province’s policies on land use planning to promote strong 
communities, a strong economy and a clean and healthy 
environment.  It requires transportation systems that are safe, 
energy efficient, facilitate the efficient movement of people 
and goods, and maximize the use of the existing 
infrastructure.  St. Thomas is required to plan and protect for 
future corridors and major goods movement facilities.


Transportation Plan for Southwestern Ontario, 2020:  The 
Southwestern Ontario Transportation Plan aims to support 
mobility and connectivity in and around Southern Ontario. The 
plan outlines a roadmap to address mobility challenges faced 
in Southern Ontario and explore opportunities into the future. 
Some transportation needs identified in the region include 
improved inter-community bus service, more reliable 
passenger train service, more local public transit, a strong 
highway network and reliable local roads. The plan is centered 
about the following goals to achieve the outlined vision for 
Southern Ontario:


• Getting people moving and connecting communities
• Supporting a competitive open for business environment
• Improving safety
• Providing more choice and convenience
• Preparing for the future


With respect to St. Thomas, Highway 401 will be widened with 


a concrete barrier between London and Tilbury. Additionally, 
through the Canada Infrastructure Program, more than $103 
million is committed to fund 10 transit projects in London 
where many residents of St. Thomas work, study or access a 
variety of services. Additionally, enhancing inter-community 
rail through the exploration of joint service from GO Transit 
and Via Rail may offer additional transportation options for St. 
Thomas residents through the London Via Rail Station.


4.1.2 EXTERNAL PLANS
Elgin County Trails Study, 2018:  The Elgin County Trail Study 
offers a framework to build on existing trail development and 
initiatives. This study presents a guideline for design, 
development and implementation of trails to maintain a 
consistent and connected trail system in the County. Creating 
more attractive recreational spaces builds on the County’s 
economic growth strategy of promoting tourism and attracting 
new residents. The outcome of the study offers several 
recommendations to be used to plan, design, maintenance 
and market the trail network. The plan highlights the following:


• A Route Selection Principles tool was developed as part of 
the study to aid in feasibility assessments for new trail 
linkages.


• Establish project-specific public participation approaches 
for all new trail studies.


• Explore opportunities to acquire non-public land for trail 
development. Additionally, priority should be given to 
develop linear trail developments where possible including 
on former rail corridors.


• Apply a consistent wayfinding and signage branding 
throughout the trail network.


• Ensure developers work with municipal staff to establish 
trail networks and connections in new developments.


• Trail Design Guidelines were developed to aid local 
municipalities in the development of new trails.


• Apply the GIS network of trails completed for the study as a 
base network which can be built upon as new trail linkages 
are added.


• Explore alternative funding sources in addition to capital 
planning and identify an annual maintenance budget for the 
trails.


• Explore various outreach opportunities and partnerships to 
further promote the trail network to residents and visitors in 
the County.


Elgin County Official Plan, 2018:  The Elgin County Official 
Plan serves as a planning document that will provide a policy 
framework to manage growth and land use development in 
Elgin County, excluding the City of St. Thomas, until 2031. The 
plan establishes transportation objectives that aim to create 
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safe, integrated and accessible transportation systems 
throughout the County to provide access to employment, 
healthcare, school, recreation and commercial activities. The 
plan identifies protecting transportation corridors to support 
existing and future land uses. Additionally, policies are outlined 
for pedestrian and cycling routes, traffic impact studies, road 
network classifications, right-of-way road widths, road 
construction, road design standards, road closures, traffic 
calming and the St. Thomas Municipal Airport.


Elgin-St. Thomas Active Transportation Initiative, 2013:  The 
Active Transportation Plan responds to emerging community 
trends and increased demand for active transportation in the 
Elgin- St. Thomas area. The plan provides a long-term strategy 
to develop a pedestrian and cycling supportive transportation 
network that promotes both commuting and recreational 
travel for residents and tourists. A series of recommendations 
were made which leverage the active transportation network 
and encourage the exploration of new opportunities to expand 
the network as well as build off of existing or planned 
initiatives. The plan offers a base design guideline for active 
transportation infrastructure and recommends ongoing 
planning at the local and county level to build a connected 
network. A number of on-road and off-road routes are 
proposed within St. Thomas which would build-out a more 
connected grid network that provides connection around the 
city as well as to the surrounding communities in Elgin County.


4.1.3 INTERNAL PLANS
St. Thomas Official Plan, 2018: The St. Thomas Official Plan 
offers a framework for development in the city through the 
provision of policy and zoning requirements for various land 
use designations. As part of a comprehensive review of the 
Official Plan, an Employment Land Review was completed to 
assess the industrial area located in the northeast and 
proactively plan for employment growth to the year 2036. This 
study was in response to a development proposal to convert a 
site in the industrial lands for non-industrial uses. As 
recommended in the Review, the Official Plan notes the 
conversion of industrial lands to employment lands to remain 
consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement, with clear 
designations outlined for various employment lands. Priority 
should be placed on maintaining employment lands near 
goods movement facilities and corridors.


Urban Area Expansion (UAE) Transportation Master Plan, 
2008: The City of St. Thomas completed an integrated 
process to identify and service the proposed Urban Area 
Residential Expansion (UAE).  Phase 1 involved a review of 6 
possible expansion areas from a land use, natural heritage, 
water and sanitary servicing, road and transit access and 
municipal finance perspective. Phase 2 of the report involved 
the identification of infrastructure (water, sewer, 
transportation, transit) needed to service the expansion area 
(Areas 3, 4 and 6) and the preparation of plans to provide that 


service. A new proposed development study, titled “Position 
for Growth” has recently been completed which re-evaluates 
the identified areas for development found in this study. The 
findings of this new study will help to guide the provision of 
transit in emerging areas.


The Transportation Master Plan, which was part of the Phase 
2 report, is a comprehensive, long-range document outlining a 
long-term solution for the City of St. Thomas’ Urban Area 
Residential Expansion over the next 20 years. It is estimated 
that the urban area expansion could generate a total of about 
22,000 vehicle trips daily and significantly impact the existing 
roadway network in the southern part of the city. The analysis 
considered the following possible alternatives to 
accommodate future travel demands:


• Do Nothing
• Improve Existing Roads
• Traffic Diversion to Existing Roadways
• Construct New Roads
• Non-Structural Alternatives


The do-nothing alternative would not address the increased 
north-south travel demands on Fairview Avenue and might 
cause traffic congestion as demand increases and also 
exacerbate neighbourhood short-cut traffic on local streets. 
Traffic diversion is also not an effective solution as it would 
not maintain connectivity between the existing Southgate 
neighbourhood and the new growth areas. Providing new 
arterial roads would lead to substantial social and financial 
impacts and is not anticipated to be a practical solution. 
Based on the evaluation of the alternatives it was 
recommended that the most effective solution would involve 
the widening of Fairview Avenue and Sunset Drive south of 
Elm Street and provide new collectors roads within the growth 
areas. 


Ensuring that arterials and collectors are designed to provide 
direct routes between areas is important to enabling efficient, 
direct transit and active transportation networks. Similarly, 
between arterials, the introduction of a finer-grained network 
of collector streets capable of accommodating transit and 
active transportation infrastructure will help to minimize 
walking distances. Additionally, a UAE Transit Master Plan was 
completed simultaneously which recommended extending 
conventional and parallel transit services into the expansion 
areas.


St. Thomas Transit Strategic Plan, 2019: In efforts to 
reconsider the design and delivery of transit service in St. 
Thomas a Transit Strategic Plan was completed to review all 
components of the existing network and develop a proposed 
system through stakeholder and public feedback as well as 
data analyses. Three proposed networks were designed and 
evaluated with the preferred network selected as it offered the 
greatest potential ridership gains, maintained a similar 
coverage level to the existing network and provided more 
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direct, optimized service. Part of the redesign includes:


• Higher frequency service along Talbot Street which is a 
major employment and commercial corridor;


• the conversion of various low-ridership areas into on-
demand transit areas;


• later evening service via on-demand transit; and
• the reduction of frequency on lower-tier routes to allow for 


the piloting of Sunday service.


This Transportation Master Plan offers a timely opportunity to 
integrate these proposed transit improvements with all 
transportation networks in the city to build a resilient, 
connected and efficient multi-modal transportation network.


Update of the Population Forecast Housing Demand and 
Residential Land Need, 2018: The update was undertaken to 
proactively plan for the City’s long-term housing needs and is 
also an important component of the City’s comprehensive 
review of its official plan. The study forecasted population 
growth and housing demand over a 20-year planning horizon 
for the City of St. Thomas and predicted the residential land 
supply requirement.


Future population and housing growth within St. Thomas was 
largely determined by measuring the competitiveness of the 
export-based economy within the city and its surrounding 
areas. The growth forecast model identified labour force 
growth as a key driver of the population as new job 
opportunities (locally and within the city’s commuter-shed) 
support growth in net migration to the city. Due to the aging of 
the city’s population base, population growth from natural 
increase (i.e. births less deaths) is forecasted to represent a 
declining share of forecasted population growth over the next 
25 years. Consequently, a greater importance is placed on net 
migration to support future population growth within the city 
and the surrounding area. Over the long term, the City of St. 
Thomas’ population is anticipated to reach 50,600 by 2041.


St. Thomas’ existing housing supply comprises a total of 4,475 
potential residential units of which 3,299 units are low density 
(74%), 461 units are medium density (10%), and 715 units are 
high density (16%) . Based on the comparison of forecasted 
housing demand with estimated housing supply, there would 
be a shortfall of 1,048 low and medium dwelling density units. 
This translates to a residential land need for an additional 76 
hectares of residential designated lands. The City has a 
shortfall of greenfield lands to accommodate the demand and 
would have to explore infill sites and intensification strategies, 
or annexing and/or collaborating better with Central Elgin 
neighbourhoods adjacent to the City of St. Thomas urban 
area. Intensification will result in a greater demand on the 
transportation network. Additionally, it builds demand for 
transit and active transportation without needing to increase 
the service area.


Position for Growth, 2019: Given the findings of the 2018 


population and housing study, a need for an additional 
residential land was identified to accommodate the projected 
population growth. A projected 20-year residential forecast of 
50,600 people by 2041 will require an additional 76 gross 
hectares of residential land to accommodate. As such, this 
study builds on the Urban Area Expansion Study (2008), which 
identified potential lands for residential designation. This study 
reassesses the remaining expansion lands. This study will 
complete the required planning and engineering exercises to 
identify the preferred expansion lands to bring into the Urban 
Area boundary. The necessary citywide infrastructure and 
services required to support the projected growth will also be 
identified. This study is anticipated to be released shortly, at 
which time the preferred areas can be considered for inclusion 
into the St. Thomas Transit service area, where applicable. A 
public meeting to outline the proposed Urban Settlement Area 
Expansion was set for April 2020, however it has been 
postponed. 


Complete Streets St. Thomas 2016: The City of St. Thomas 
created a Complete Streets toolkit to create streets that are 
more balanced for all users - cars, pedestrians, cyclists,  and 
transit users. This document sets forth guidelines such as 
completing missing links in the sidewalk network, reallocating 
right-of-way space by reducing vehicle lanes and introducing 
bike lanes, introducing safety features at intersections, and 
enhancing neighbourhoods through trees and street furniture. 
The features identified in this toolkit aim to improve the quality 
of life for all members of the community and encourage active 
and sustainable modes of transportation.


4.2 GUIDING THEMES
Transportation networks are influenced and shaped by the 
communities they serve.  Their role within the context of a 
municipality’s quality of life can vary widely depending on how 
the community would like the network to serve them.  St. 
Thomas is a modern city that elegantly balances its rural 
charm with urban vitality. It is also a diverse city comprised of 
several unique neighbourhoods and communities.  The City’s 
transportation and active transportation systems must reflect 
the City’s vision to foster multi-modal transportation options 
that address the needs of people of all ages and abilities.  


It is important that the planning of multi-modal transportation 
services acknowledge the City’s role in a regional context and 
provides connections to both local and regional facilities.  This 
must all be done with a delicate balance between a focus on 
the people that the multi-modal transportation network serves 
and the City’s fiscal and environmental responsibilities of 
maximizing the network’s efficiency while reducing the 
dependence on private automobiles.  The following section 
outlines some major mobility trends that are influencing (or 
will influence) the development of multi-modal transportation 
solutions for St. Thomas.
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4.2.1 SMART CITIES AND OPEN DATA
Smart cities are a new trend gaining traction across Canada 
and the world, whereby municipalities are starting to leverage 
Big Data to assist in municipal planning.  A smart city is an 
urban area that uses different types of electronic data 
collection sensors to supply information which is used to 
manage assets and resources efficiently.  In terms of mobility, 
traditional methods of data collection use pneumatic tubes or 
manual counting for automatic traffic recording which are 
often costly to implement, prone to high maintenance costs, 
and difficult to leverage for alternative modes of transportation 
like transit, cycling and walking.  As shown schematically in 
Figure 4.1, there are new ways to leverage information and 
communication technology to optimize the cost-effectiveness 
of data collection and the efficiency of city operations, and to 
promote a dialogue between city planners and the public and 
to better inform on travel patterns.


This TMP study is already assisting the City of St. Thomas 
with taking an exciting step toward leveraging big data to 
enhance mobility planning.  By leveraging third-party 
anonymized mobile app data provided by the company 
Streetlight Data, this study is able to provide a more accurate 
picture of travel trends within the community beyond the latest 
iteration of City of London Transportation Master Plan that 
leveraged a household survey to quantify travel trends across 
London and the broader region surrounding it, including St. 
Thomas and Elgin County.  The last iteration of this household 
survey was completed in 2013, since which a variety of 
emerging mobility trends, technologies, and demographic and 
industrial trends have occurred that impact how residents in 
St. Thomas move around.  Leveraging anonymized mobile-app 
data allows this plan to provide a more robust picture of 
existing mobility trends within the community without the 
associated time and costs of developing and disseminating a 
household survey. 


The expansion of open data, combined with advances in big 
data analytics, is freeing information that was once trapped 
inside the dusty pages of overlooked reports, enabling 
improved decision making, new product and service offerings, 
and greater accountability.  This change comes at a time of 
heightened focus on data-driven knowledge and evidence-
based decision making.  Smart City technology and Open Data 
can help improve transportation demand forecasting, prioritize 
transport infrastructure improvements, and synchronize the 
ways different modes of transportation inter-operate.  For 
example, in Toronto the local transit agency, the Toronto 
Transit Commission (TTC), was able to avoid having to build 
their own mobile application to identify next-bus arrival times, 
by making their real-time vehicle GPS data open through an 
application programming interface (API).  This avoided the 
need to procure a developer and handle the continual 
maintenance of a mobile application.  


4.2.2 MOBILITY AS A SERVICE (MAAS)
Mobility as a Service (MaaS) is the integration of various 
forms of transport services into a single mobility service 
accessible on demand. To meet a municipality’s transportation 
demand, MaaS facilitates a diverse menu of transport options, 
be they transportation network companies (TNC), public 
transit, ride-, car-, scooter- or bike-sharing, taxi or private 
automobile, or a combination thereof. For residents this 
approach can offer added value through use of a single 
application or service to provide access to mobility, with a 
single payment channel instead of multiple ticketing and 
payment operations. At its most basic level, MaaS fits within a 
value proposition by helping residents meet their mobility 
needs and solve the inconvenient parts of individual journeys 
as well as the entire system of mobility services. The aim of 
MaaS is to provide a viable alternative to owning a vehicle that 
is as convenient, more sustainable, and cheaper to the user, 
while helping to reduce congestion and other constraints in 
transport capacity.


MaaS is a relatively new concept and approach to 
transportation planning, with elements primarily integrated in a 
piecemeal fashion in many jurisdictions across North 
America. The most abundant form of MaaS is via integrated 
ride-hailing mobility services such as Uber or Lyft and 
bikeshare services integrated into transit planning or maps 
applications such as The Transit App or Google Maps as 
visualized in Figure 4.2. Since 2016, Helsinki residents have 
been able to use an app called Whim to plan and pay for all 
modes of public and private transportation within the city – be 
it by train, taxi, bus, carshare, or bikeshare.  Anyone with the 
app can enter a destination, select his or her preferred mode 
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of getting there-or, in cases where no single mode covers the 
door-to-door journey, a combination thereof-and go.


While there are obvious stark differences between the City of 
St. Thomas and Helsinki, it is important to acknowledge that 
MaaS can be moulded to create a localized and tailored 
solution that works with the available transportation assets 
and is scaled to the City of St. Thomas.


4.2.3 COMPLETE STREETS
Streets are vital places within the City of St. Thomas.  They are 
the common spaces where the city comes together, where 
children learn to ride bicycles, neighbours meet and couples 
stroll.  Understanding how our transportation network can 
equitably be shared between different road users such as 
automobile drivers, transit riders, cyclists, or pedestrians is 
imperative to promoting a multi-modal transportation network 
that provides a range of attractive choices for mobility by 
integrating all modes into a seamless network.


Complete Streets is an approach whereby streets are designed 
to be safe for everyone: people who walk, bicycle, take transit, 


or drive, and people of all ages and abilities.  This ensures that 
transportation is planned and designed for all road users, not 
only motorists.  There is no singular approach to Complete 
Streets, however, it acknowledges that a delicate balance 
needs to be struck between different road users and 
stakeholders regarding how transportation infrastructure is 
disseminated.  The local context determines this based on the 
needs and opportunities that dictate the necessity for different 
infrastructure in different parts of the multi-modal 
transportation network.  The link between Complete Streets 
and public health is well documented as it enhances human 
and environmental health by providing an environment that 
enables and encourages active transportation.


The City of St. Thomas released a Complete Streets toolkit in 
2016 to address the growing need for streets that support all 
modes of transportation for all people. Throughout this 
document there are many examples that show what a street 
can look like before and after implementing Complete Streets 
enhancements (see Chestnut Street in Figure 4.3). To take 
this a step further, this toolkit should be used to develop 
Complete Streets guidelines tied to each road classification 
along with typical cross sections to ensure objective and 
consistent application of Complete Streets principles. The 
TMP will explore this as part of the road classification 
strategies, discussed in Section  5.4.3 Complete 
Streets and Road Classification.


4.2.4 MOBILITY NETWORK RESILIENCY
The Covid-19 pandemic has raised a variety of questions 
around what the future impacts of mobility may be as a result 
of changing employment and travel trends.  This TMP is being 
developed with a focus towards resiliency that considers how 
existing or planned infrastructure could flexibly adapt to 
changing trends.  The residents of St. Thomas are no 
strangers to the annual changes between spring/summer and 
winter/fall seasons as people head through the community to 
access scenic destinations in southern Elgin County.  A lot of 
the same principles that apply to developing flexible mobility 
infrastructure can also be developed within the context of 
emergency planning, preparedness, and resiliency.  


For instance, there may be a high-demand for on-street 
parking in Downtown during the winter months, but during 
off-peak seasons, there may be opportunities to leverage 
underutilized parking spaces for more public realm or patio 
space to further support local businesses.  Alternatively, 
leveraging flexible mobility infrastructure provides new 
opportunities and ways for residents and tourists to interact 
with the community.  Maybe having the ability to dynamically 
reallocate road space, as needed, could also provide future 
safety benefits for pedestrians during a pandemic.  These are 
measures that are currently being developed and implemented 
across the world and can be integrated into broader multi-
modal planning to support community resiliency.


“MaaS is a new concept of service, combining 
services from public and private transport 
providers through a unified gateway that creates 
and manages the trip, which users can pay for 
with a single account..”


- CIVITAS - Initiative co-financed by the European 
Union


Figure 4.2:  Screen of 
the Transit app and the 
integration it has with 
other modes
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4.2.5 TRANSIT ALTERNATIVE SERVICE 
DELIVERY (ASD)
Alternative service delivery is a strategy deployed by various 
transit and municipal agencies across North America. 
Alternative service delivery generally refers to a form of transit 
that does not operate on a fixed route and fixed schedule; 
most commonly, it enables transit riders to pre-book trips at a 
particular time, noting a pickup and drop-off destination, within 
a set service boundary. This service is often enabled through 
dynamic scheduling technology where trips can be grouped 
and optimized, allowing riders to use a mobile application to 
book, track and pay for their trips. This type of service would 
integrate effectively within a MaaS platform where individuals 
can plan all components of their multi-modal trip via one 
resource, leveraging available technology for real-time 
updates. Several transit agencies across Canada have been 
deploying alternative delivery services to provide right-sized 
service in communities that are not adequately served by 
conventional fixed-route services or to expand coverage areas 
of transit service. When establishing this service type in new 
areas it can be used to document travel patterns and build 


transit ridership to the extent where fixed-route service may be 
eventually be introduced.


Within this delivery approach, a continuum of service types 
exist. Two commonly used methods include an on-demand 
service where riders in designated neighbourhoods would be 
offered door-to-door or stop-to-stop trips as well as a home-to-
hub type service where riders in designated service areas may 
book trips from their homes to a nearby transportation hub 
where they may connect to fixed-route service or access other 
transportation services.  


Benefits of alternative service delivery include:


• Flexible routing or scheduling to meet customer demand;
• Use of technology (mobile apps) to correlate supply and 


demand;
• Optimized fleet deployment resulting from the trip grouping.


Many municipalities across Ontario have been deploying some 
form of alternative service delivery. A notable example is 
Belleville Transit which launched a demand-response pilot in 
September 2018 where they replaced two fixed route late night 
services with a demand-response service. The agency utilized 


Figure 4.3: Complete 
Streets principles 
implemented on Chestnut 
Street in St. Thomas, 
which reallocated traffic 
lane space for cycling 
facilities.


Source: Complete Streets 
St. Thomas, 2016
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a mobility app on their existing 40-foot conventional buses to 
provide dynamic routing and scheduling. This service was 
stop-to-stop as opposed to door-to-door, meaning users were 
transported to and from existing bus stops, rather to and from 
their homes. Trips were booked via phone, mobile app, or web 
booking. A significant increase in ridership was observed, with 
the number of monthly trips tripling over the pilot period. This 
resulted in a growth in fleet from 2 to 5 buses with certain trips 
operating at full capacity. An average utilization of 30 people 
per vehicle in the evening (9pm to 12am) was observed where 
there used to be an average utilization of 3 people per vehicle 
during these hours.


The 2019 St. Thomas Transit Strategic Plan made ASD 
recommendations to serve low-demand areas of the 
community to enhance service while mitigating the financial 
impacts, which resulted in an on-demand service that was 
implemented in 2021. There are opportunities to further 
integrate roadway, active transportation, and safety 
recommendations to leverage planned transit improvements 
to further support transit usage.


4.2.6 VISION ZERO
Vision Zero is a multi-national road traffic safety project that 
aims to achieve a transportation network with no fatalities or 
serious injuries involving road traffic.  This approach started in 
Sweden and was approved by their parliament in October 
1997.  A core principle of the vision is that ‘Life and health can 
never be exchanged for other benefits within society’ rather 
than the more conventional comparison between costs and 
benefits, where a monetary value is placed on life and health, 
and then that value is used to decide how much money to 
spend on a road network towards the benefit of decreasing 
how much risk.  Sweden has made tremendous progress in 
road safety.  For example, between 2000-2015 the number of 
traffic fatalities in Sweden decreased by over 50% as 
visualized in Figure 4.4.


Several municipalities across Canada are beginning to 
embrace the Vision Zero approach to road safety by 
implementing road safety plans and actions to reduce 
road-related fatalities and protect vulnerable road users.  In 
2015, Edmonton became the first major Canadian City to 
officially adopt Vision Zero with the City of Toronto soon 
following suit in 2017.  Vision Zero is now a recognized 
approach toward planning for road safety with other cities 
including the City of Ottawa considering the potential for 
implementing Vision Zero.


Figure 4.4: Number of traffic fatalities in Sweden | 2000-2014
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4.3 STRATEGIC PRIORITIES
The City of St. Thomas is committed to the provision of 
municipal services in a sustainable manner to meet the 
present and future needs of the community.  In 2013 a 
Strategic Plan to guide the City through to 2023 was created 
focusing on three strategic pillars including:


Providing a Safe, Healthy and Vibrant Community: 


• Develop, support and promote recreational and leisure 
programs and infrastructure to meet the needs of the 
community;


• Develop and promote healthy options to get around the City;
• Continue to support and encourage active volunteers;
• Continue to support the provision of health and social 


services for the residents of St. Thomas when financially 
feasible;


• Promoting arts and culture programs and services;
• Creating pride and promoting the history and heritage of the 


City; and
• Ensuring the delivery of municipal services to meet the 


needs of the residents.


Developing and Retaining a Diverse and Thriving 
Economy:  


• Promoting and showcasing St. Thomas as a City to live, 
work, play and invest;


• Continuing to provide support to local businesses to 
strengthen the economy of St. Thomas;


• Attracting new business to grow and diversify the economy 
of St. Thomas; and


• Revitalizing the downtown core.


Creating and Maintaining Sustainable Infrastructure 
and Natural Spaces: 


• Promoting and conserving natural spaces;
• Ensuring clean air and reducing greenhouse gas emissions;
• Striving for excellence in sustainability practices;
• Planning and the development of infrastructure for the 


safety of the community; and
• Practicing and promoting sustainable land use planning and 


practices.


While not every aspect of these three strategic pillars fit 
perfectly into the context of this TMP, they provide an over-
arching municipal strategy upon which this document’s vision 
& objectives can link to. These five strategic pillars and their 
relation to the TMP vision & objectives are summarized on the 
following page.


4.4 VISION AND OBJECTIVES
A well-designed multi-modal transportation network can be a 
strong contributor to achieving the local goals that are 
articulated in various plans. Simplicity in design and 
functionality usually means establishing a simple and effective 
multi-modal transportation network that everyone can 
understand and use. Understanding why people may react to 
transportation options in different ways, based on their 
personal needs and circumstances, helps to create a multi-
modal network that is intuitive and that reduces the barrier to 
use - potentially offering new and sustainable ways to travel 
for many. The expectation of the network is captured and 
incorporated in its overall vision and the TMP articulates this 
vision by describing what that might look like in terms of 
service and infrastructure, and then outlines a plan to evolve 
towards that vision. The creation of a vision is necessary to 
inform other plans and create a sense of unity and cohesion 
amongst them.  


Transportation plays an important role in the life of residents 
and visitors to St. Thomas not only as a means to move 
around, but as a tool that enhances the City’s quality of life. 
With this consideration, it’s imperative that transportation 
plays a role in empowering the community’s residents, visitors 
and businesses by delicately balancing a multi-modal 
approach to transportation that addresses all different types 
of needs and users. A strain on the transportation network has 
negative ripple effects in other areas of the community, and 
even beyond to neighbouring communities. Often, improving 
conditions for one user group may create unfavourable 
conditions for another. An example of this may be increasing 
traffic speed limits to improve the throughput of a roadway. It 
may improve traffic flow, but it may diminish the safety of 
other modes of transportation such as cycling and walking. It 
is important to acknowledge the interdependencies of the 
community’s environment and make recommendations that 
balance benefits between all users.  The vision statement of 
this TMP is intended to describe the end state of the 
transportation network (the ideal outcome)—in the future 
when all the objectives have been achieved. By its nature, it is 
inspirational and idealistic. 


Vision Statement: A multi-modal 
transportation network that facilitates 
connectivity for residents to jobs, 
services, and recreation providing 
options for traveling within and beyond 
the City safely and efficiently.  


It is important to note that the emphasis of the vision 
statement is on what the end will be like, and less on what St. 
Thomas needs to do to get there. Statements on how this is 
achieved are secondary and are stated as objectives and 
measures.
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Providing a Safe, 


Healthy and Vibrant 


Community Taking into consideration the various components of this study 
six objectives were developed to achieve the vision statement.  
These objectives are intended to be tailored and adjusted 
throughout the study through consultation & stakeholder 
engagement


Objective 1: Provide Infrastructure for 
Growth:  
Plan for the multi-modal transportation network’s future needs 
over the next 20 years so that it not only addresses existing 
issues, but also accommodates future growth sustainably.


Objective 2: Plan Flexible Infrastructure for 
Seasonal Changes
Plan the multi-modal transportation network in a manner that 
allows a dynamic use of transportation infrastructure that can 
change with seasonal tourism levels to minimize under-utilized 
infrastructure during off-peak seasons and enhance network 
operations during peak seasons.


Objective 3: Prioritize and Encourage 
Active Transportation
Cycling and walking should be options not only as separate 
modes of transportation, but also as a means to address future 
growth and traffic congestion.  Active transportation 
infrastructure should be complementary toward promoting 
transit, tourism, and healthier communities, and support 
combination trips (i.e. transit + active transportation, driving + 
active transportation, etc).


Objective 4: Prioritize and Encourage 
Transit
Transit should be a viable alternative for residents, leveraging 
multi-modal connections and emerging/creative service 
solutions to maximize its investment.


Objective 5: Improve Safety for All Road 
Users
The multi-modal transportation network should be safe, 
comfortable, and reliable for all road users regardless of how 
residents choose to travel throughout St. Thomas.


Objective 6: Enhance Multi-Modal 
Connections
Infrastructure should be planned and coordinated between 
different modes of transportation to create one multi-modal 
transportation system instead of separate siloed networks for 
each mode.  This should promote the idea of using different 
modes for different trips and needs.


Developing and 


Retaining a Diverse and 


Thriving Economy


Creating and 


Maintaining Sustainable 


Infrastructure and 


Natural Spaces
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5. A PLAN FOR 
THE FUTURE
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5.1 NETWORK EVALUATION 
PRINCIPLES


As a precursor to developing transportation network 
recommendations, evaluation criteria for the transportation 
network were developed.  Criteria include the following: 


• Safety: What degree will the improvement enhance safety? 
Consideration of whether improvement is in a collision hot 
spot, or there are significant conflicting multi-modal 
movements. 


• Mobility: How much does the proposed improvement 
enhance multi-modal operations? Consideration of parking 
demand, roadway congestion mitigation; and, for active 
transportation/transit improvements, consideration of 
spatial measures such as connectivity. 


• Livability: Does the improvement respect the cultural/
natural heritage of the community, and does it balance 
business/resident needs? Consideration of qualitative 
measures linked to public feedback. 


• Connectivity: How much does the proposed improvement 
enhance connectivity to various modes and regional 
connections? Consideration as to the improvement’s ability 
to adapt between high and low seasons. 


• Cost: How feasible is the improvement given the current 
financial availability? While cost is not the primary factor, to 
ensure the recommendations developed are implementable, 
the associated costs of improvements will be weighted in 
the evaluation.


Each of these five criteria were considered when developing 
transportation network recommendations for St. Thomas.  It 
was important to consider these criteria in appreciation that a 


community’s transportation is more than just the sum of the 
traffic, cyclist, pedestrian, and transit rider counts. Rather, the 
pulse of the community itself needs consideration to ensure 
that the recommendations developed are well-aligned with the 
community’s unique attributes and are a good fit for the 
community overall.


As the recommendations included in this TMP are more 
strategic in nature, so too these criteria were considered from 
a strategic perspective. Safety is a central tenet behind many 
of the active transportation and policy recommendations.  
Mobility and connectivity were considered from both an intra- 
and multi-modal standpoint in the development of the 
recommended transportation networks. Livability was 
considered most notably in this TMP’s policy and strategy 
recommendations. And finally, cost was considered from the 
perspective of optimizing the return on investment for all 
recommendations.


As the City seeks to implement this TMP’s recommendations 
and conducts more detailed implementation planning 
accordingly, it will be prudent to revisit these criteria as policy 
decisions, design details, and cost estimates are fleshed out, 
to ensure the projects remain in alignment with the network 
evaluation principles. At the appropriate time, it is suggested 
that the City develop an evaluation framework using these 
criteria and assign a score to each project for each of safety, 
mobility, livability, connectivity, and cost. Based on preliminary 
analyses as well as stakeholder engagement findings, 
suggested criteria weights for use in an evaluation framework 
are summarized in Table 5.1.


5. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE


Evaluation 
Criteria


Proposed 
Weighting


Comments


Safety 15% Very important, especially from an active transportation perspective.


Mobility 25% Operational effectiveness of transportation services, integration of modes, etc. including impacts 
to travel time, reliability and convenience.


Livability 25% Natural/physical impact, heritage/culture/tourism impact, and socio-economic impact all rolled 
into one – they are all interrelated anyway and stronger performance in one area is likely indica-
tive of stronger performance in the other areas.


Connectivity/
Flexibility


15% Effectiveness in enhancing multi-modal connections and choice.  Also consideration for the 
benefit to regional mobility connections.


Cost 20% -


Table 5.1: Evaluation Criteria and Weighting
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5.2 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION 
EVALUATION


The City of St. Thomas currently has a limited disconnected 
network of active transportation facilities, primarily comprised 
of multi-use pathways around the edge of the city and a few 
bike lanes including the Trans Canada Trail that provides an 
east-west connection through the City. This TMP provides an 
opportunity to re-evaluate the previously planned active 
transportation network and update it to consider new active 
transportation best-practices, research, updated growth trends 
and travel demand in St. Thomas, as well as integrate it 
holistically with the broader multi-modal network. Our 
approach is one that considers linkages within the existing 
network, while proposing new connections to places that 
residents want to go. To develop a recommended network the 
following steps were conducted:


• Identify Existing/Future Trip Generators and Network Gaps
• Identify Previously Planned and Candidate corridors through 


consultation with residents 
• Evaluate and refine the candidate corridor network
• Recommended Active Transportation Network


5.2.1 FACILITY SELECTION
Research shows that one of the most effective measures for 
improving overall cyclist safety within a road network is 
increasing the number of cyclists using the system. However, 
in order to encourage cyclists of different ages and abilities, a 
variety of bicycle facilities with different degrees of separation 
between motorists and cyclists must be available. Separation 
of cyclists and motor vehicles becomes increasingly important 
as traffic volumes and operating speeds increase, and on 
corridors with a high propensity for incidents.


The selection of active transportation facility type focuses 
around:


• Vehicular speed; 
• Vehicular volume; 
• Number of accesses onto the roadway; and 
• Availability of on-street parking. 


Bicycle facilities provide various levels of separation between 
cyclists and motorists. These range from shared travel lanes 
with no separation but with the option to provide sharrow 
markings, to bicycle lanes with a painted buffer or physical 
barrier. Other alternatives are in-boulevard bicycle facilities 
within the highway right-of-way, or off-road multi-use 
pathways outside of the highway right-of-way as summarized 
in Table 5.2.


A direct comparison of the relative safety of different types of 
bicycle facilities and degrees of separation is difficult. A 
bicycle facility with greater separation may appear to be 
‘safer’ but may result in more conflicts at intersections and 
driveways, especially if the separation makes the cyclist less 
visible to the motorist. The overarching cycling facility 
selection follows a 3-step process:


• Step 1- Facility pre-selection: Pre-select an appropriate 
facility type based on vehicular volume and speed using the 
Ontario Traffic Manual Book 18 Nomograph as shown in 
Figure 5.1. 


• Step 2- Consider corridor specific characteristics: 
Consider design characteristics such as visibility of cyclists, 
number of driveway accesses and whether on-street 
parking is provided. 


• Step 3- Justify decision and identify design 
enhancements: Document the rationale.


Table 5.2: Types of cycling facilities and their desired and minimum widths according to OTM Book 18


Facility Type Desired Width Suggested Minimum Width


Separated 
Bike Lane


Bike Lanes


• 2.0m lane
• 1.2m buffer


• 1.5m lane
• 0.5m buffer


Painted Bike 
Lane


• 1.8m lane
• 1.2m buffer (if on-street parking)


• 1.5m lane
• 0.5m buffer (if on-street parking)


Signed 
Route


Shared 


Roadways
• 4.0-4.5m shared lane • 3.0-4.0m shared lane


Paved 
Shoulder • 1.5-2.0m shoulder • 1.2m shoulder


Raised Cycle Tracks • 2.0m lane
• up to 1.0m curb


• 1.5m lane
• up to 1.0m curb


Multi-Use 
Path


In-Boulevard 
Facilities


• 4.0m two-way operation
• up to 1.0m curb


• 3.0m two-way operations
• up to 1.0m curb
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Figure 5.1: Desirable Bicycle Facility Pre-Selection Nomograph


Generally, there are four types of cycling facilities that are 
distinguished based on their degree of separation from traffic 
and placement within the roadway right-of-way. These four 
facility types and their associated geometric requirements are 
summarized in Table 5.2 and are further described below.


Separated Bike Lanes: 


Bike lanes with flex bollards are meant for roadways with a 
large number of trip generators, high volumes of traffic and 
on-street parking to provide an additional layer of safety for 
cyclists separating them from motorized vehicles using flex 
bollards or planters. This mitigates the chances of getting hit 
by a door from a parked car or from vehicles stopped at the 
curb. According to the Ontario Traffic Manual, Book 18, for 
cycling facilities, it is recommended that this type of facility 
have between 1.5-2.0m of lane width and 0.5-1.2m buffer.


Painted Bike Lanes: 


Painted bike lanes serve many of the same functions as 
separated bike lanes to service areas with high trip generation, 
but do not need the same degree of protection due to lower 
traffic volumes and fewer roadway conflicts such 
as parked vehicles or pick-up and drop-off 
locations. Painted bike lanes often consist of 
painted lanes on the roadway with associated 
signage. According to the Ontario Traffic Manual, 
Book 18, for cycling facilities, it is recommended 
that this type of facility have between 1.5-1.8m of 
lane width and 0.5-1.2m buffer where bike lanes 
are adjacent to on-street parking between the 
parking lane and a general purpose lane. 


Signed Routes: 


Signed routes are shared roadway facilities recommended on 
low-volume roadways meant to connect to higher-order 
cycling facilities. Sharrows comprise primarily of road painting 
and signage that is intended to alert motorists to share the 
lane.


Paved Shoulders: 


Paved Shoulders are meant for rural areas with low cycling 
volumes. The shoulder is paved to allow for cyclists to travel 
separated from traffic when the shoulder is not being used for 
other purposes.


Multi-Use Paths: 


Multi-use paths are shared pathways that can be used by 
pedestrians and cyclists that are separated from traffic and 
provide a much safer environment, particularly on roadways 
with high motor vehicle speeds and volumes. Multi-use paths 
are often 3m to 4m wide to allow for two-way movement and 
are often used as mid-block connections within and between 


ID Proposed Corridor Limits
1 Fairview Ave Talbot Street to Southdale Line
2 Elm Street First Avenue to Manor Road
3 Sunset Drive Major Line to Elm Street
4 Centre Street King Street to Elgin Street
5 Scott Street/ Kains Street Hiawatha Street to Alma Street


6 Hiawatha Street Scott Street to Multi-Use Path Connection 
(Athlete Park)


7 Sinclair Avenue/ Ripley Lane Fairview Avenue to Highview Drive
8 First Avenue South Edgeware Road to Elm Street
9 Edward Street Balaclava Street to First Avenue


10 Wellington Street Fifth Ave to Eastern City Boundary
11 Fifth Ave Wellington Street to Elm Street


Table 5.3: Proposed cycling corridors
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parks and other recreational areas, but can also be used in 
boulevards to provide pedestrian and cyclist access to 
neighbourhoods.


This TMP recommends specific cycling facilities for specific 
locations throughout the City further down in Section 5.3.  
Generally, separated bike lanes are the safest, but more 
challenging to implement (and requiring more maintenance) 
than conventional bike lanes.  Signed routes are the easiest to 
implement.  While this TMP’s recommendations are presented 
taking into consideration the anticipated future conditions, it 
will be important to closely monitor the safety and traffic flow 
impacts brought by cycling infrastructure, to assess whether 
any proposed signed routes should be upgraded to a 
conventional bike lane, or whether any proposed conventional 
bike lanes should be upgraded to a separated bike lane.  The 
signed route along Balaclava Street, for example, should be 
monitored for potential upgrade to a conventional bike lane to 
more seamlessly interface with the proposed conventional 
bike lane along Kains Street, and to provide a safer north/
south trail connection from the L&PS Rail Corridor Trail to 
Waterworks Park, if deemed necessary.


5.2.2 PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
Based on the previously planned network identified in the 2020 
St. Thomas Cycling and Trails Master Plan map as well as 
input from stakeholders and an assessment of existing and 
future travel trends, the corridors presented in Table 5.3 and 
Figure 5.2 were considered for active transportation facilities 
(cycling corridors). 


5.2.3 NETWORK EVALUATION CRITERIA
The evaluation criteria for active transportation improvements 
are focused around five (5) criteria including: 


• Population Density; 
• Incline; 
• Crossing Barriers; 
• Access to Major Destinations; and 
• Network Connectivity


These evaluation criteria and rationale are described on the 
following pages.


Figure 5.2: Proposed cycling corridors
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Population Density


Criteria Points
< 15 people/Km2 0


 15 - 50  people/Km2 10
 >50 people/Km2 15
Maximum Points: 15


Rationale: Active transportation facilities are more likely to be used 
where they are connected to more people or jobs. The higher the 
density, the higher the likelihood that active transportation facilities 
will encourage and shift people to use them.


Analysis Approach: The 2016 census population data was used to 
determine population density by dissemination area. A buffer of 500 
meters was developed around each candidate corridor and the 
population density in the buffer area was determined as a weighted 
average of the density within each dissemination zone it stretched 
across. 


Evaluation: The criteria points that were assigned based on 
population density thresholds are summarised in Table 5.4.


Table 5.4: Evaluation Criteria for Population Density


Percent 
Incline Description Points


<1% A flat road 15


1-3% Slightly uphill but not particularly challenging 10


4-6%
A manageable gradient that can cause fatigue over 
long periods


5


7-9%
Starting to become uncomfortable for seasoned 
riders, and very challenging for casual riders


1


10%+ Difficult for all riders 0


Incline
Rationale: Roadway incline can present a significant challenge and 
deterrent for cyclists using available facilities. If a route is too 
challenging, cyclists will choose to use an alternate route to access 
their destination. A flat route provides the most comfortable ride, 
while inclines of 1-3% present a slight impact on cycling effort, but are 
mostly manageable for casual riders. A 4-6% incline presents some 
challenge over extended lengths for casual users and inclines greater 
than 7% present a challenge for all riders. 


Analysis Approach:  An average incline percentage was calculated for 
each segment of active transportation improvements leveraging GIS 
data and validating it with Google Maps data. 


Evaluation: The criteria points that were assigned based on incline 
percentage thresholds are summarize in Table 5.5.


Table 5.5: Evaluation Criteria for Incline


Zone 1


Zone 2


Criteria Points
St. Thomas Expressway 15


Railway 15
Maximum Points: 30


Crossing Barriers
Rationale: The St. Thomas Expressway and the railway have been 
identified as barriers between East-West and North-South travel. 
Providing linkages across these barriers can present vital connections 
to areas of the City that may feel isolated. For instance, there are 
currently limited crossing opportunities over the St. Thomas 
Expressway between Burwell Road and the eastern limits of the City. 
The presence of the railway further reduces connectivity in this area. 
Additionally, there are limited connections, between the residential 
communities located just north and south of the St. Thomas 
Expressway between the western limits of the City and First Avenue. 


Analysis Approach: Any links crossing one of the two barriers 
identified were assigned 15 points per barrier crossed.


Evaluation: The criteria points that were assigned based on each 
candidate corridors ability to provide a connection across barriers are 
summarized in Table 5.6.


Table 5.6: Evaluation Criteria for Crossing Barriers
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Criteria Points
Community Destinations 2


Supporting Active School Travel 5
Key Commercial Areas 2
Last mile connections to Transit 2
Maximum Points: 25


Access to Major Destinations
Rationale: Major destinations such as community centres, employment 
centres, and schools are all places that people typically travel to. 
Providing an active transportation network is as much about providing an 
available, and connected option, as well as creating a network that takes 
people where they want to go


Analysis Approach: 500m buffer was assigned around each candidate 
corridor and the number of trip generators within the buffer was used to 
determine its score for the criteria, up to a maximum of 25 points. The 
common points of interest were obtained through data available on St. 
Thomas’s open data platform were used to determine the trip 
generators. Community destinations were classified as community 
centres, parks, libraries, hospitals, grocery stores and arenas. 
Additionally, business parks, commercial core areas and commercial 
service providers were classified as key commercial destinations. 
Location of current transit routes were used to determine last mile transit 
connections, where each connecting route was assigned 2 points. 
Connections to schools was given a higher weighting as school trips 
represent a significant opportunity to enhance active transportation 
given the length, time period and nature of the trips, particularly for older 
students.


Evaluation: The criteria points that were assigned for each major 
destination type within a candidate route’s buffer area are summarized in 
Table 5.7.


Table 5.7: Evaluation Criteria for Major Destinations 


+2 pts


+5 pts


+2 pts


Network Connectivity
Rationale: It is important that active transportation corridors create a 
connected network that doesn’t leave users isolated or stranded. Greater 
connections improve the usability of active transportation infrastructure. 
This factor evaluates which candidate corridors will provide the best 
network connections between existing and future corridors.


Analysis Approach: The number of network connections for each 
candidate corridor were evaluated based on whether they are existing 
connections, thus requiring no additional investment and providing an 
immediate benefit once built, or whether it would connect to future 
corridors that would require varying degrees of investment to make a 
useful connection. Each of the different connection types were assigned 
points.


Evaluation: The criteria points that were assigned based on network 
connectivity attributes are summarized in Table 5.8.


Table 5.8: Evaluation Criteria for Network Connectivity


Criteria Description Points


Existing Facility
Connects to an existing active 
transportation facility.


10


Minor Additions
A future candidate corridor that 
would require minor cost/effort to 
implement.


10


Rehab Additions


A future candidate corridor that 
would be able to be implemented as 
part of a regular rehab or 
maintenance work, which would 
typically be more long-term.


5


Capital Investments


A future candidate corridor that 
would require specific capital 
investment to implement, thus 
potentially being much longer-term.


2


Maximum Points: 25
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5.2.4 NETWORK EVALUATION 
The network options were evaluated using the developed 
criteria in order to identify the feasibility and prioritization of 
each identified corridor. Overall, the active transportation 
corridor on First Avenue scored the highest largely due to the 
connection it provides over both identified barriers, the St. 
Thomas Expressway and the railway. Furthermore, 
connections along major roadways scored high as well due to 
the destinations that can be accessed, connection to existing 
facilities and surrounding population densities. All the 
candidate routes are proposed on relatively flat ground, falling 
between a 1-3% incline, resulting in all corridors being suitable 


for cycling. Furthermore, with respect to crossing barriers, 
apart from First Avenue, none of the proposed corridors offer 
additional connections over the identified barriers. Additionally, 
with respect to network connectivity, all proposed corridors 
will offer connections to several destinations with major 
corridors including First Avenue, Fairview Avenue, Elm Street 
and Centre Street providing access to many destinations. 
Lastly, with respect to population density, nearly all the 
candidate corridors will serve areas with moderate densities.


 


ID
Proposed     
Network      


Modifications
Limits Incline


Access 
to Major        


Destinations


Crossing 
Barriers


Network    
Connectivity


Population 
Density Total


1 Fairview Ave Talbot Street to 
Southdale Line 10 25 0 22 10 67


2 Elm Street First Avenue to 
Manor Road 10 23 0 22 10 65


3 Sunset Drive Major Line to Elm 
Street 10 25 0 22 0 57


4 Centre Street King Street to Elgin 
Street 10 19 0 25 10 64


5 Scott Street/ 
Kains Street


Hiawatha Street to 
Alma Street 10 9 0 25 10 54


6 Hiawatha Street 


Scott Street to 
Multi-Use Path 


Connection (Athlete 
Park)


10 4 0 20 10 44


7 Sinclair Avenue/ 
Ripley Lane


Fairview Avenue to 
Highview Drive 10 11 0 15 10 46


8 First Avenue South Edgeware 
Road to Elm Street 10 25 30 25 10 100


9 Edward Street Balaclava Street to 
First Avenue 10 19 0 25 10 64


10 Wellington St
Fifth Avenue to 


Eastern City Bound-
ary


10 25 0 25 10 70


11 Fifth Ave Wellington Street to 
Elm Street 10 24 0 25 10 69


Table 5.9:  
Cycling 
network 
evaluation







71The City of St. Thomas // Transportation Master Plan 


5.3 PROPOSED MULTI-MODAL 
NETWORK


During the development of this TMP, the public comments 
received have demonstrated a strong desire to improve the 
active and sustainable modes of transportation, as described 
in the participant comments review. This is consistent with our 
vision to improve the integration of all modes of transportation 
that allows residents options beyond personal vehicles when 
travelling in the City. Our recommended multi-modal network 
reflects this vision and incorporates improvements that 
encourage the  use of active transportation and transit modes, 
including recommendations to expand the cycling network 
and to adopt transit priority measures along key transit 
corridors within the vehicular network.


5.3.1 PEDESTRIAN NETWORK
The recommended pedestrian network focuses on providing a 
connected network of walking routes that address residents’ 
most important needs and underline this TMP’s guiding 
themes. All of these objectives can be distilled into the 
following broad criteria that include: 


• Improving safety, 


• Improving accessibility; 


• Creating connections to places people want to go to; and 


• Integrating the pedestrian network with other modes of 
transportation such as transit and cycling.


Pedestrian connections are vital to supporting and 
encouraging transit usage by providing safe access to transit 
stops. With the recent improvements to transit service, it will 
be critical to ensure that these stops are supported with 
adequate pedestrian infrastructure, including sidewalks and 
crosswalks. Similarly, sidewalks support local retail and 
neighbourhood trips, even when automobiles are used to 
make final endpoint connections to destinations. Nowhere is 
this more prevalent than along Talbot Street where the 
sidewalks support and provide a connection to retail.


The existing conditions assessment revealed a well-connected 
pedestrian network in St. Thomas, with most major roadways 
providing sidewalks on multi-use paths. The following focus 
areas have been identified for new pedestrian improvements:


• New development areas: several new development areas 
are marked throughout the City, located along the edges of 
the urban boundary. Similar to the transit recommendations, 
sidewalks should be built proactively with new development 
to encourage and support walking and transit. 


• Industrial lands: These lands have limited connectivity to 
the rest of the city due to the railway and the St. Thomas 
Expressway. While it is not anticipated that there will be 


many pedestrians within this area, the new on-demand 
transit service will likely spark an increase in pedestrian 
activity. Good candidate corridors to monitor and consider 
for sidewalks include Burwell Road and Edward Street 
which will add north-south and east-west connectivity, 
respectively.  


Other pedestrian network recommendations related to the 
courtesy crosswalks on Talbot St. are provided later in this 
report under the Provincial Pedestrian Crossing Guidelines 
subheading.


5.3.2 CYCLING NETWORK
The recommended cycling network has been developed based 
on the evaluation results, with facility types recommended 
based on the facility selection criteria. While these quantitative 
tools were used to guide recommendations, deviations were 
made to suite the local context including stakeholder feedback 
and feasibility of implementation.  Based on these factors, the 
proposed facility types and recommended implementation are 
detailed in Table 5.10. Furthermore, the proposed 
improvements are illustrated in Figure 5.3. 


The short-term recommendations focus on adding critical 
connections to fill in gaps in the network or significantly 
increase accessibility on the network. Additionally, most of 
these recommendations can be easily implemented without 
requiring significant road works. The long-term 
recommendations focus on building out the network and 
providing separated facilities along major corridors throughout 
the City. A more detailed implementation plan with exact 
facility types will is included in Section 5.5 Implementation 
and Costs.


First Avenue was flagged as a short-term recommendation 
because it scored high in the evaluation due to the significant 
connectivity it provides within the City. Additionally, due to the 
existing volumes, which will only increase into the future, 
separated bike lanes are recommended. Furthermore, the 
connecting links proposed on several local roads are 
recommended to be signed routes given the traffic speed and 
lower vehicle volumes currently observed. These are also 
recommended for short-term implementation since they 
address gaps on the network and are also highly feasible. 
Lastly, these proposed links will support more active 
transportation trips, working to achieve the modal split targets 
set under the partial and aggressive scenarios.







72 Stantec


ID Proposed Network 
Modifications Limits Recommended Facilities Implementation Period


1 Scott Street / Kains 
Street Hiawatha Street to Alma Street Conventional Bike Lane Short Term


2 Hiawatha Street Scott Street to Multi-Use Path Connec-
tion (Athlete Park) Signed Route Short Term


3 Sinclair Avenue / 
Ripley Lane Fairview Avenue to Highview Drive Signed Route Short Term


4 Edward Street Balaclava Street to First Avenue Signed Route Short Term
5 Fifth Avenue Wellington Street to Elm Street Signed Route Short Term
6 Centre Street King Street to Elgin Street Protected Bike Lane Short Term
7 First Avenue South Edgeware Road to Elm Street Multi-Use Trail Medium Term
8 Wellington Street Fifth Avenue to Eastern City Boundary Conventional Bike Lane Medium Term
9 Fairview Avenue Talbot Street to Elm Street Conventional Bike Lane Medium Term


10 Elm Street First Avenue to Manor Road Conventional Bike Lane Medium Term
11 Sunset Drive Major Line to Elm Street Protected Bike Lane Long Term


Table 5.10:  
Cycling network 
recommendations


Figure 5.3:  
Proposed 
cycling network
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5.3.3 VEHICULAR NETWORK
The recommended vehicular network comprises mainly road 
widenings and transit priority measures to accommodate the 
growing travel demand of the City. The recommended 
improvements are summarized in Table 5.11 along with their 
recommended phasing, as well as the volume-to-capacity ratio 
of the associated roadway segments in the existing condition, 
2031, pre-improvement and post-improvement, under the 
partial change mode split scenario.


It should be noted that major road projects recommended 
within this section would require an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) study which would allow the solution to be 
further refined through public consultation to develop a 
preferred design that balances the needs of all road users 
compared to the benefits, cost, and environmental impacts of 
the proposed solution. 


Short Term


In the short-term – defined as the period less than 5 years 
from 2021 – one previously planned improvement is needed 
to accommodate the residential growth along the South 
Edgeware Road The improved traffic conditions will help 
attract further investments and developments to the planned 
employment areas in the lands of Dalewood and Edgeware 
Line. The corridors for which short-term improvements are 
envisioned is as follows.  More details on the envisioned 
improvements are provided in Table 5.11. 


(1) South Edgeware Road – Highbury Avenue to Burwell Road


Medium Term


Improvements recommended for the medium term – defined 
as the period between 5 and 10 years from existing – 
continues the trend of enhancing the capacity enhancements 
on roadways that were initiated in the short-term, but extended 
to include more segments as the planned residential, retail and 
industrial developments in the City progress further towards 
build out. This includes the extension of road widening along 
Sunset Drive to accommodate the continued subdivision 
development of the South Block Sub Area. 


The improvements recently implemented or recommended to 
be implemented along major transit corridors such as Talbot 
Street, and First Avenue present opportunities to incorporate 
transit-priority measures such as transit signal priority and 
queue-jump lanes (one of the common layouts is visualized in 
Figure 5.4) to improve transit on-time performance on these 
corridors – where parts of these roadways are identified as 
congested in future conditions. In particular, the congested 
intersections of Talbot Street and First Avenue as well as the 
Talbot Street and SmartCentres Access are anticipated to 
become bottlenecks on the transit network that affects 
performance. Fairview Avenue between Talbot Street and 
Wellington Street is another key transit corridor that can be 
impacted by the high volumes of vehicular traffic expected on 
this road segment. It is therefore recommended that transit 
priority measures be provided to encourage the mode shift.


Corridors for which medium-term improvements are 
envisioned are summarized as follows.  More details on the 


Figure 5.4:  
Example of 
a Transit 
Queue Jump 
Lane
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envisioned improvements are provided in Table 5.11.


(2) Sunset Drive - Wilson Avenue to the St. Thomas southern 
jurisdiction boundary  


(3) Sunset Drive – Wilson Avenue to Elm Street


(4) Wellington Street – Fifth Avenue to Ross Street


(5) Transit Priority Measures along Talbot Street – First 
Avenue to Elgin Street


(6)  Transit Priority Measures along First Avenue – Elm Street 
to Wellington Street


(7)  Transit Priority Measures along Elm Street – First Avenue 
to Parkside Drive


(8) Transit Priority Measures along Talbot Street – Fairview 
Avenue to First Avenue


(9) Transit Priority Measures along Fairview Avenue – 
Wellington Street to Talbot Street


(10) Transit Priority Measures along First Avenue – Wellington 
Street to Redan Street


Notably, the Talbot Street corridor (Inkerman Street to Flora 
Street/Ross Street) was identified for widening from 2 to 4 
lanes in the 2008 UAE Transportation Master Plan for this 
planning horizon. However, the analysis showed the projected 
conditions to be less congested than other study corridors, 
and in order to support the continued developments of 
commercial and retail plazas along Talbot Street by 
maintaining the public realm, road widening is no longer 
recommended along this corridor.  Improvements along 
parallel routes such as Wellington are expected to mitigate any 
traffic congestion experienced along Talbot Street.


Long Term


The recommended long-term improvements – defined as the 
period more than 10 years from existing – focus on 
monitoring and evaluating the need to further accommodate 
the increased travel demand generated by the build-out 
residential developments along Sunset Drive, Northwest Area 
and South Block Sub Area.


The ongoing widening of Burwell Road from South Edgeware 
Road to Talbot Street as well as widening Sunset Drive from 
Elm Street to Wellington Road 25/Talbot Hill will provide 
additional road capacity to this important transportation 
corridor that connects major employment and retail centres 
along and north of Talbot Street with the residential areas 
south of Talbot Street. The improved traffic conditions will help 
attract further investments and developments to the planned 
employment areas in the lands of Dalewood and Edgeware 
Line. The widening of Sunset Drive, north of Elm Street, will 


reduce the congested conditions that will be generated by 
travel demand between the significant working population in 
the residential growth areas and the anticipated employment 
growth in the City of London. 


The widening of Sunset Drive, north of Elm Street, will reduce 
the congested conditions that will be generated by travel 
demand between the significant working population in the 
residential growth areas and the anticipated employment 
growth in the City of London. 


Intersection improvements are expected to be required at 
existing and future intersections along Sunset Drive, Southdale 
Line, Centennial Avenue and Burwell Road, pending 
developments timelines. The detailed analysis of intersection 
traffic control should be conducted as part of the traffic 
impact studies of individual or secondary plan-level 
developments, with roundabouts considered as part of the 
analyses. Generally, roundabouts are safer for motorists as 
they expose drivers to fewer conflict points, as well as 
exposing motorists to conflict points that result in less severe 
collision types such as angled or rear-end collisions as 
opposed to the head-on or T-bone collisions that are possible 
at a signalized intersection. There are also situations where 
roundabouts are typically more suitable such as intersections 
where approaches are offset (e.g. the intersection of 
Centennial Avenue and Elm Street), and where higher-order 
traffic controls such as signalization are not warranted. 
Provisions for transit, commercial vehicles and active 
transportation modes should be made as part of the 
roundabout design.


Note that the improvements considered long-term are 
contingent on the progression of planned developments and 
might need to be implemented in the medium-term if 
development timelines accelerate.  Corridors for which 
long-term improvements are envisioned are summarized as 
follows. More details on the envisioned improvements are 
provided in Table 5.11.


(11) Burwell Road - South Edgeware Road to Talbot Street


(12) Sunset Drive - Elm Street to Wellington Road 25/Talbot 
Hill
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ID Location Description Govern 
Period


Volume-to-Capacity (2031 Partial Change)


Existing Status Quo Partial          Pre-Im-
provement


Partial            Post-Im-
provement


Short Term (0-5 years)


1
South Edgeware Road - 


Burwell Road to Highbury 
Avenue 


Widen from 2 to 4 lanes 
(Potential roundabout at 
South Edgeware Road & 


Highbury Ave)


PM 0.22 0.24 0.23 0.12


Medium Term (5-10 years)


2


Sunset Drive - Wilson 
Avenue to the St. Thomas 


southern jurisdiction 
boundary 


Widen from 2 to 4 lanes 
(Modify corridor inter-


sections1)
PM 1.99 2.16 2.14 1.06


3 Sunset Drive - Wilson 
Avenue to Elm Street


Widen from 2 to 4 lanes 
(Modify corridor inter-


sections1)
PM 1.40 1.58 1.57 0.78


4 Wellington Street - Fifth 
Avenue to Ross Street


Widen from 2 to 4 lanes 
(Modify corridor inter-


sections1)
PM 0.89 0.94 0.90 0.43


5 Talbot Street – First 
Avenue to Elgin Street Transit-Priority Measures - - - - -


6 First Avenue – Elm Street 
to Wellington Street Transit-Priority Measures - - - - -


7 Elm Street – Parkside 
Drive to First Avenue Transit-Priority Measures - - - - -


8 Talbot Street – Fairview 
Avenue to First Avenue Transit-Priority Measures - - - - -


9
Fairview Avenue – Wel-
lington Street to Talbot 


Street
Transit-Priority Measures - - - - -


10 First Avenue – Wellington 
Street to Redan Street Transit-Priority Measures - - - - -


Long Term (10+ years)


11
Burwell Road - South 


Edgeware Road to Talbot 
Street


Widen from 2 to 4 lanes 
(Modify corridor inter-


sections1)
PM 1.29 1.20 1.16 0.56


12
Sunset Drive - Elm Street 
to Wellington Road 25/


Talbot Hill


Widen from 2 to 4 lanes 
(Modify corridor inter-


sections1)
PM 1.31 1.46 1.46 0.73


Table 5.11:  Recommended Roadway Improvements Through 2031 and Beyond


1 A detailed intersection treatment analysis that considers potential roundabouts or signalization should be conducted as corridor design concepts are developed for at-grade intersections. Roundabouts are the 
preferred intersection treatment but may not be feasible where right-of-way limitations exist.
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5.3.4 TRANSIT NETWORK
Expanding on the Strategic Plan


The City of St. Thomas recently completed a Transit Strategic 
Plan which presents a new optimized transit network that will 
better serve the residents of St. Thomas. Notably, the 
Strategic Plan details expanding transit access via on-
demand transit. On-demand service will be offered in the 
Industrial Area in the northeast, the residential community 
located off of Burwell Road in the north end of the City, and 
the Miller’s Pond residential development just south of the 
current urban area boundary. These areas are noted as the 
Lands of Dalewood and UAE 3 on the figure below. 


This improved transit service presents an opportune time to 
leverage the multi-modal networks to support non-auto trips 
through out the City. On-demand transit is commonly cited as 
an effective way to provide the right-sized service in areas that 
have lower-densities and are not efficiently serviced via fixed 
route service. The use of on-demand transit in areas of 
growth can be strategic as this will encourage and facilitate 
transit use in the area with the potential to eventually convert 
the service to fixed route in the future if demand warrants it. 


However, it is important to consider various factors when 
determining a switch between on-demand and fixed-route 
transit. It is challenging to set a definitive ridership number, as 
ridership can change during the day and at different points 
along the route. Generally, it will come down to a tipping point 
for when the costs for on-demand transit exceed the costs for 
fixed-route transit, or from a service perspective when the 
number of trip denials becomes unacceptable. Furthermore, 
in addition to ridership the selected origins and destinations 
should be investigated. If these locations do not follow a 
clear/direct route, a particular area may be better served by 
on-demand transit.


Moreover, by providing transit service in areas of growth early 
on, this aids in establishing transit-focused travel habits 
before the new residents establish other habits that rely more 
on driving (these habits can be hard to break once 
established). After collecting ridership data and rider feedback 
on the newly introduced on-demand service, consideration for 
expanding the service into new developing areas in the City 
can be investigated. Based on earlier analyses of projected 
growth areas in the City, the highlighted areas are shown in 
Figure 5.5 and outlined in more detail on the next page.


UAE 4a


UAE 4b


UAE 3


South Block Sub 
Area 1


South Block 
Sub Area 4


Northwest 
Area 1


Edgeware
Line Employment
Land


Lands of
Dalewood


Northwest 
Area 2


Northwest 
Area 3


Northwest 
Area 4


St Thomas


South Block Sub 
Area 3


South Block Sub 
Area 2


4


3
1


2


Figure 5.5:  
Proposed 
transit 
growth 
areas
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1.South Block Sub Area 1: which was identified as the 
preferred expansion area in the Positioning for Growth Study 
completed by the City in 2020.


2. Northwest Area 1/2/3/4 &South Block Sub Area 2/3: 
Several expansion areas identified just west of Sunset Drive. 
Given that Sunset Drive currently sees a significant amount of 
vehicle traffic with congestion projected to increase into the 
future, proactively planning these communities with strong 
access to transit will help to reduce the constraint along the 
corridor.


3. UAE 4a/b: This segment along the southwest area outside 
the urban area boundary is a new residential community 
consisting of single detached homes, townhomes and 
condominiums. 


4. Edgeware Line Employment Land: These lands are 
currently largely vacant, however development should be 
monitored here and as employment grows in the area, a 
targeted on-demand service may be applicable in this area to 
meet employee working hours. Results from the on-demand 
service in the Industrial Lands should be monitored to 
measure the success and uptake of the service among 
employees. In the long term, employee transit-pass programs 
with employers in the area may potentially be warranted.


Multi-Modal Connections


Ensuring connectivity between multi-modal networks will help 
to build network resiliency and flexibility on the transportation 
network to support a variety of trips. For instance, when 
implementing the new transit network, connections to active 
transportation infrastructure will be important to ensure first 
and last mile links to transit can be made by via walking or 
cycling. Therefore, when considering the expansion of transit 
into new development areas, the provision of sidewalks and 
cycling network connections should be prioritized during 
development. Similarly, accommodating active transportation 
infrastructure at key transit hubs will further incentivize 
multi-modal trips. For instance, safe and convenient bike 
parking should be prioritized near transit stops at the 
SmartCentres St. Thomas which serves as a key transit hub 
on the new network. As noted in the St. Thomas Transit 
Strategic Plan, bicycle racks on buses might be evaluated for 
their cost-benefit as well.


5.4 POLICIES AND STRATEGIES
A successful multi-modal transportation network relies on a 
mixture of physical infrastructure and policies that regulate 
and guide the city toward a vision for the future. The City’s 
Official Plan provides a blueprint for how the community will 
grow into the future, while the zoning by-laws dictate the 
operational and physical specifications for the land uses 
prescribed within the Official Plan. This is done so that the 
vision identified in the Official Plan can be implemented. 


In a similar regard, the transportation network needs policies 
and zoning by-laws to enhance transportation holistically over 
time. There are several recommended infrastructure 
improvements identified in this TMP that have a deeply 
connected relationship with land-use that requires a lock-step 
approach to addressing the City’s multi-modal mobility needs. 


For instance, as new cycling routes are built across the city, it 
will be important to ensure that new developments are built in 
a way that strategically connects to these facilities so that 
their benefits can be fully realized. This not only involves 
identifying potential on-site design measures that are 
amenable to walking and cycling (called Transportation 
Demand Management), but also parking policies to promote 
alternative modes of transportation. 


Beyond new developments, as more residents are 
encouraged to use active transportation, there will be an 
increase in interactions between vehicles, cyclists, and 
pedestrians. Leveraging the City’s existing traffic calming 
policy will be important so that the City can appropriately and 
equitably address concerns relating to roadway safety. 


Many safety considerations are intrinsically connected to 
municipal design standards for roadways that will need to be 
updated to equitably accommodate different roads users 
through design in a way that is amenable to encouraging safe 
movements of all modes of transportation through Complete 
Streets. 


All of this is impacted by the environmental reality that faces 
St. Thomas each year in terms of rain and snow that impact 
how residents use the transportation system. Despite these 
weather events, residents still need to have a maintained 
network of roads, bicycle lanes, and sidewalks in the winter. 


This section summarizes and outlines policy-driven 
recommendations for: 


• Transportation Demand Management; 
• Traffic Calming;
• Complete Streets and Road Classification; 
• Active Transportation Winter Maintenance; 
• Commercial Vehicle Movement; 
• Pedestrian Safety and Crosswalks; and 
• Smart Mobility. 
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5.4.1 TRAVEL DEMAND MANAGEMENT
Currently the City of St. Thomas does not have a defined 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) process for new 
developments. As a result, it is difficult to develop a 
coordinated integration of development with active 
transportation investment. This section outlines a summary 
and recommendations for how the City of St. Thomas can 
incorporate TDM to leverage development in a way that 
supports and encourages alternative modes of transportation.


What is TDM and Why is it Important?


TDM focuses on understanding how people make their 
transportation decisions to help manage the demand placed 
on the transportation network. At its most basic level, TDM is a 
program of information, incentives and policies to help inform 
people about the available transportation options, as well as 
guide land use development to promote the use of sustainable 
transportation options to mitigate development impacts on 
the network. 


There is also a deeper dimension of TDM that guides the 
design of transportation and physical infrastructure that 
underlies major objectives of this TMP such as providing 
infrastructure for growth, prioritizing and encouraging active 
modes and transit, and enhancing multi-modal connections.


TDM provides tools to help maximize recommended 
investments for active transportation, transit, and roadway 
infrastructure identified in this TMP to encourage sustainable 
travel choices by supporting alternative options over the 
convention of frequently driving alone. Achieving these 
objectives encompasses a wide range of strategies including:


• Shifting travel modes (e.g. walking, cycling, taking transit or 
carpooling instead of driving alone); 


• Reducing the number of trips people must make (e.g. 
destinations and activities such as work and shopping 
combined into multi-purpose trips); and  


• Travelling more efficiently (e.g. making trips outside of peak 
hours) 


TDM plays a vital role in the design of urban environments and 
its influence on travel choices. Some of the outcomes that the 
City should aim to achieve by integrating TDM and 
development are:


• More attractive streetscapes that are inclusive and inviting 
for all road users (motorists, pedestrians, cyclists, transit 
riders); 


• Preserving streets and public space for a more balanced 
transportation system with more and better active 
transportation infrastructure and better integration with 
transit; and  


• Promoting public health and active lifestyles. 


The development community has an important role and 
influence over the urban environment. There is a growing 
understanding that TDM can be more effectively pursued and 
implemented when it is incorporated into new developments 
during the initial planning and design stage, as well as during 
construction. By integrating TDM into development 
applications, both the development community and City can 
influence travel behaviour for all residents, employees and 
visitors.


Development-Based Measures


There are several TDM measures that can be leveraged 
through the development application process that have 
varying levels of effectiveness depending on the proposed 
land use and urban context. For instance, due to the nature of 
industrial land uses, and the associated shift work, there are 
fewer incentives that will be effective in shifting employees 
onto alternate modes of transportation. A factory may be 
difficult to serve during overnight shifts with transit fare 
incentives, however a measure such as promoting ridesharing 
or carpool spaces may provide opportunities for a 
development to mitigate their spatial impact on the natural 
environment while also mitigating their impact on the 
transportation network. Table 5.12 provides a matrix of TDM 
measures and their appropriate contexts that could be 
considered by developments. This is not an exhaustive list; 
however, it provides a toolbox of measures that can be used 
for inspiration during development site plan, or secondary 
planning applications to encourage development to consider 
integrating multi-modal transportation into their designs to 
enhance and leverage available or planned transportation 
improvements.
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Measure
Land Uses Urban Context


Residential Commercial Industrial Urban Suburban Rural
Multi-Modal Information Packages: New residents and 
employees to a site should be given transit, cycling, and 
pedestrian maps when they move in or start to work on 
a site to help identify alternative transportation options 
and routes. There is also the option of utilizing an app or 
website-based interface to make trip planning convenient, 
especially for students and youth.


. . . .
Transit Fare Incentives: Subsidized transit fares to encour-
age residents or employees to try transit. Or, pre-arranging 
with St. Thomas Transit, or the City on a bulk purchase 
agreement for new residents or employees, and entering 
into reciprocal discount agreements with interested local 
businesses. The interest in this on the part of developers 
and businesses would depend on the quality and reliability 
of transit service to their locations.


. . . .
Alternative Transportation Amenities: Provide on-site 
amenities such as safe, attractive, and direct walkways for 
pedestrians, or bicycle repair stations, or employee showers 
to encourage cycling. If a site is adjacent to transit, there 
may opportunities to incorporate weather protected areas 
into the building design or display transit arrival information 
in the building lobby.


. . . . . .
Private Transit Service: Although perhaps of limited rele-
vance now given the recent launch of the new On-Demand 
transit system, an employer can initiate private shuttle 
services to create a last-mile connection to transit to be 
more feasible and attractive. The appetite for private transit 
would likely depend on economic development objectives 
as well as the supply-demand relationship of On-Demand 
transit, particularly at times of higher demand such as 
around a shift change.


. . . . .
Carsharing/Bikesharing: Further promote the Regional 
Rideshare program to residents making inter-city trips. 
Employers can have a dedicated portal for employees 
seeking and offering rideshare services. Discounted parking 
fees for carpools can be an extra incentive to rideshare. 
Ridesharing opportunities are greatest in situations where 
transit ridership is low, parking costs are high, and and 
where larger numbers of car commuters live reasonably far 
from the workplace.


. . . . .
Ridesharing: Greatest in situations where transit rider-
ship is low and, parking costs are high, and where larger 
numbers of car commuters live reasonably far from the 
workplace. Possible partnerships with Personal Transporta-
tion Providers such as Uber or Lyft to subsidize these trips 
can increase connectivity for people with limited mobility. 
Employers can have a dedicated portal for employees seek-
ing and offering rideshare services. Discounted parking fees 
for carpools can be an extra incentive to rideshare. 


. . . . . .


Table 5.12:  Transportation Demand Management Measure Matrix by Land Use and Urban Context
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Parking-Based Measures


Parking is a key component of transportation demand 
management that has a direct correlation with automobile 
use. Historically, parking rates were developed to satisfy 
forecasted future parking demand, itself extrapolated from 
historical parking trends. This tends to create a self-fulfilling 
prophecy, since parking supply increases vehicle use and 
urban sprawl, causing parking demand and parking supply to 
ratchet further upward as illustrated in Figure 5.7.


This brings to light the question of the optimal parking supply 
for a given development. Conventional planning determines 
how much parking to provide at a particular site based on 
recommended minimum parking standards published by 
professional organizations and codified in municipal zoning 
by-laws. These standards are often excessive and can usually 
be significantly reduced. Most parking standards have 
historically erred toward oversupply as a way of mitigating 
externalities – reducing on-street parking. Applying such 
historical parking rates provides far more parking supply than 
is usually needed, reinforcing automobile dependency. This is 
particularly the case at mixed-use destinations, serviced with 
good travel options, and where parking can be efficiently 
priced or managed. 


Oversupply of on-site parking has additional externalities: the 
high costs of the parking structures themselves, along with 
the societal costs of the upkeep and maintenance of 
underutilized structures, and high water and energy usage.


Contextual Parking By-Laws 


Currently, the City of St. Thomas applies blanket parking rates 
across most of the city based on land use. The one exception 
is within the Downtown where commercially zoned properties 
can reduce their parking requirements by 50%. There are 
opportunities to expand upon this and create specific zones 
where reduced parking requirements are applicable for 
residential, and other land uses to encourage higher-density 
housing and transit-oriented development. 


Many municipalities create specific zones or secondary plan 
areas where parking rates are adjusted to reflect the local 
context. This can be achieved through zoning by-law 
amendments as appropriate. For instance, a high-density 
development adjacent to transit or active transportation may 
require less parking by the nature of having additional mobility 
options. The average underground parking space costs 
approximately $50,000 per space to construct underground. 


Reducing parking requirements in areas that are capable of 
shifting drivers onto alternative modes of transportation can 
enhance not only the built form, but also support transit and 
active transportation to make those modes viable. While doing 
so in already-developed areas may be counterproductive to 
existing residents’ quality of life, it is worth considering in the 
context of designing new developments to be amenable to a 
variety of modes of transportation rather than just driving 
(more on this below under Parking Maximums).  
Developments that are near to high-quality transit are more 
likely to attract transit trips, and developments that are in 
areas of mixed land use and in close proximity to amenities 
are more likely to attract active mode trips.


Parking Maximums 


Traditionally, the supply of parking is regulated through zoning 
codes that prescribe minimum parking requirements 
calculated as a ratio of the number of parking spaces required 
per square foot, dwelling area or other measure of intensity. 
The methodology often results in oversupply of parking 
leading to vast expanses of parking which in turn separate 
land uses, reduce densities, impair walkability, and create 
obstacles to providing transit and pedestrian friendly 
communities. 


Maximum parking requirements on the other hand limit the 
number of parking spaces that may be built and prevent the 
developer from building additional spaces than required. This 
will guide developers toward developments that are more 
transit-oriented in nature. Importantly, maximum parking 
requirements that are established must go beyond a simple 
look at dwelling units and square feet and take into 
consideration the findings from travel forecasts and traffic 
impact studies that have been completed.


Shared Parking 


Best-practices for parking utilize shared parking strategies to 
minimize a building’s parking footprint while simultaneously 
maximizing parking utilization. Shared parking serves multiple 
land uses that have different peak demand periods with one 
set of parking spaces that are shared as visualized in Figure 
5.8. 


Considering the City’s Official Plan, Community Improvement 
Plan, and this TMP’s objectives, it is important that 
development parking requirements do not result in an 


Figure 5.7: Cycle 
of Automobile 
Dependency
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oversupply of spaces. An oversupply of parking represents 
underutilized infrastructure that will continually need to be 
maintained and paid for with little operational benefit and can 
even work against other municipal investments in transit and 
active transportation.


Parking Spaces and Carpooling


Carpooling is the sharing of car journeys so that more than 
one person travels in a car and prevents the need for others to 
have to drive to a location themselves. In addition to alleviating 
the demand for driving, carpooling reduces personal travel 
costs such as fuel, tolls, maintenance and driving stress. 


The Regional Rideshare program, if it resumes operation and 
is redeployed in a way that attracts additional user interest, 
may be the solution here and could perhaps be leveraged for 
further value for St. Thomas residents in providing an interface 
for people to share their trips and available spaces, helping to 
connect potential commuters travelling in the same direction.  
Although this program has involved many participating 
jurisdictions across Elgin, Middlesex, Lambton, Oxford, Perth, 
and Huron Counties, so St. Thomas’ ability to influence the 
future direction of this program may be somewhat limited.  A 
complementary St. Thomas-oriented program may be worth 
exploring. While square footage may be constrained for 
implementation of dedicated carpooling spaces, it may be 
more feasible for carpool spaces to double as guest parking 
and carshare spaces (discussed in the following paragraph).


Carshare Spaces 


Carshare programs provide access to short-term car rentals 
and are operated by private transportation network 
companies. Language can be included into the zoning bylaws 
which encourage or require developers to provided dedicated 
carshare spaces and partnerships with private companies. In 
turn, developers could be provided incentives for providing car 
share vehicle spaces through reduced parking requirements. 
Carshare spaces might also serve dual use as guest parking. 
Even if this is not applicable in St. Thomas today, planning for 
carsharing now can also help encourage the adoption of local 
carshare program(s) in the future.


Priced Parking- Increased Parking Fees 


Setting the price of parking involves much more than just 
revenue generation because it can address a number of 
transportation objectives. It can be implemented as a 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategy to 
reduce vehicle traffic in an area by encouraging use of 
alternative modes of travel. The price of parking also forms 
part of a parking management strategy to reduce parking 
problems in a particular location such as a downtown. Also, to 
make transit a financially competitive option compared to 
driving, tying the pricing of monthly parking passes to monthly 
adult transit passes is strongly advised. 


Increased parking revenue could be invested back into the 
neighbourhoods where it originated in smarter ways rather 
than going into the City’s general fund. Additional revenue 
could be used to pay for services such as: additional street 
patrols, transit, streetscaping, advanced parking management 
systems, additional parking lots/ garages, etc. It is 
recommended that parking fee increases occur regularly, 
every 2-3 years, and be generally in line with inflation to ensure 
the City’s revenues are growing in proportion with its costs, 
and to ensure we are not unwittingly creating additional 
incentives for driving as time goes on.


In St. Thomas, metered parking might be explored along 
Talbot Street, provided this is palatable to internal stakeholders 
at the City as well as to the business-owners along Talbot 
Street. If metered parking is explored, the fees should be 
relatively low to start. Free parking can remain along Centre 
Street, which is a short walk to Talbot Street, and where 
parking demand is not currently in excess of parking capacity.


Priced Parking - Demand-priced Parking 


A system could be developed whereby the city compares the 
actual parking occupancy with the desired parking occupancy 
and every few weeks nudge prices up or down accordingly 
based on demand. Prices can be set by block and time of day 
to produce one or two open spaces on every block and thus 
reduce demand. 


School Travel Planning (STP)


A study by York University and the Hospital for Sick Children in 
2016 found that the most dangerous part of a child’s day may 
be during the morning school drop-off. Researchers observed 
at least two instances of dangerous driving during the 
morning rush at 88% of the Toronto public elementary schools 
that were monitored as part of the study. In relation to this, 
they also observed that each dangerous driving behaviour 
during school drop-off periods were associated with a 45% 
greater risk of collisions. 


The study looked at collisions, injury rates as well as parents’ 
driving habits during a typical day. Some of the observed 
issues included parents doing U-turns in front of a school 
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during rush hour, blocking wheelchair loading zones, and not 
stopping or putting their car in the park while their children 
exit. Over a 12-year period this study identified that 411 
children in Toronto were hit by a car within 200 metres of a 
school. 


Schools have become hot spots for vehicle/pedestrian 
conflicts as fewer students walk or bike to school which has 
led to the increase in parents driving their children to a school 
and inadvertently putting other children at risk in doing so. A 
tool that has been gaining traction in reducing school-related 
traffic injuries is implementing a School Travel Planning (STP) 
program. 


STP is a process that involves school staff, parents and 
students working with transportation/traffic staff, police and 
public health to develop a plan to address parental concerns 
and challenges about school routes, and get more students 
walking and cycling for the school journey. The focus of this is 
to apply context-sensitive TDM measures in collaboration with 
schools to reduce the number of private automobile student 
drop-offs in favour of active transportation options. 


The organization Green Communities Canada currently 
delivers the Ontario Active School Travel program which is an 
Ontario-wide program dedicated to children’s mobility, health 
and happiness. The organization leverages a six-phase 
process over an initial period of two to three years, guided by a 
facilitator whose role is to bring everyone together, coordinate 
activities and compile the STP. The six phases of this 
framework include:


• Phase 1- Set-up the project: Getting STP started involves 
appointing a Facilitator, identifying the schools and 
stakeholders to participate, and establishing STP 
committees to support and oversee the process. 


• Phase 2- Assess conditions: The second phase of STP 
involves collecting the information needed to identify and 
understand local school travel issues. The data collected in 
this phase also provides a baseline against which progress 
can be measured over the course of the STP process. 


• Phase 3- Develop Action Plan: The third phase of STP is to 
develop a plan of action based on the issues and barriers to 
active school travel that have been identified in Phase 2. 
Action items should be realistic and measurable, and it’s 
important to identify responsibilities and deadlines. 


• Phase 4- Implement Action Plan: The fourth phase of STP 
is all about making the Action Plan happen! This requires 
ongoing communication with the school community and 
STP committees and requires updating the Action Plan at 
regular intervals to track progress. 


• Phase 5- Evaluate progress: The fifth phase is the 
evaluation of the STP project and involves collecting 
follow-up data to compare to the baseline data collected in 


Phase 2 and updating the School Travel Plan to document 
Action Plan progress. Phase 5 also involves celebrating 
successes and planning resources for the continuation of 
the project. 


• Phase 6- Keep it going: The sixth phase involves 
transitioning the STP Committees to continue working on 
STP once the Facilitator reduces their involvement. The STP 
Committee will keep the STP process going through Phases 
3 to 6 on a cyclical basis to implement the Action Plan, 
reassess conditions, and update the Action Plan.


While St. Thomas has been engaged in STP processes in the 
past, in the spirit of the ongoing efforts described in Phase 6 
there is an opportunity for the City of St. Thomas to foster 
additional communication channels with local school boards 
to continue addressing roadway safety gaps around schools 
where and when they arise, and to encourage a better 
utilization of planned active transportation improvements 
identified in this TMP. Notably, active transportation 
contributes to safety because fewer vehicles during the daily 
drop-off and pick-up times means reduced anxiety on the 
drivers’ part, and the process of a caregiver stopping a vehicle 
for the child(ren) to alight brings higher collision risk (both 
vehicle-vehicle and vehicle-pedestrian) compared to the risks 
posed by active modes.


TDM Recommendations


The City of St. Thomas should develop context specific TDM 
policies, including associated zoning by-law updates for 
parking policies. This will provide a mechanism by which the 
City can use to collaborate with developers to encourage 
active transportation and transit, while also presenting 
opportunities for developers to mitigate their impact on the 
vehicular network as well as mitigating the spatial needs of 
parking on a site.


Recommended Policy Documents:


• Develop a Transportation Demand Management Checklist 
of applicable TDM measures for new developments based 
on land use; 


• Context-sensitive amendments to zoning and parking 
by-laws including developing maximum and reduced 
vehicular parking rates for new developments based on the 
implementation of TDM measures; and 


• Coordinate with local school boards to develop a School 
Travel Planning program.


5.4.2 TRAFFIC CALMING
The City of St. Thomas’ traffic calming policy have been 
reviewed as part of this TMP as a result of the identified need 
to establish a more robust traffic calming policy that is 
appropriately scaled and tailored for St. Thomas. 
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Traffic calming policies and guidelines are important tools 
within a municipality’s repertoire in terms of implementing 
safety improvements or addressing safety concerns form 
residents. As part of the City of St. Thomas’ mandate to build 
and maintain a safe and efficient road system for all road 
users, it is necessary that St. Thomas has updated policies 
that reflect best-practices for effective safety measures.


St. Thomas’ Traffic Calming Policy provides a framework to 
assign points, summing up to 100, according to various 
warranting criteria for traffic calming measures. This measure 
is used to prioritize ongoing traffic calming projects. The 
following warrant criteria are included in the policy:


• Speed (30 points): 3 points for each km/h the 85th 
percentile measured speed is over the posted/default speed 
limit.


• Volume (30 points): 2 points for each 100 vehicles of daily 
traffic volume observed on the road.


• Pedestrians/Cyclists (15 points): 5 points for each active 
transportation generator such as schools, churches, 
playgrounds, recreation centers, senior centres, etc.


• Collisions (25 points): 5 points for each reported 
preventable collision in the past 36 months on the road.


In our review it was noted that St. Thomas’ existing traffic 
calming measures work well in prioritizing and encouraging 
active transportation, improving safety for all road users, and 
enhancing multi-modal connections.


Identified Areas for Further Safety Evaluation


The nature of this TMP is focused on high-level city-wide 
transportation needs and opportunities. While we have 
identified opportunities to enhance roadway safety at a policy 
and framework level throughout this plan, the detailed safety 
evaluation of specific intersections or roadway links were not 
within the scope of this study. However, St. Thomas Police 
Service data indicates intersections which have experienced 
the highest collision rates. These areas are illustrated in Table 
5.13 and Figure 5.9. 


Intersection Collision Rate (per 
million vehicles)


Centre St. & Southwick St. 2.41
Centre St. & Elgin St. 2.38
Centre St. & Princess Ave. 1.60
Elm St. & Wilson Ave. 0.71
First Ave. & Talbot St. 0.63
Fairview Ave. & Talbot St. 0.52
Highbury Ave. & South Edge-
ware Rd. 0.51


Elm St. & Fairview Ave. 0.49


Talbot St. & Woodworth Ave. 0.44


Edward St. & First Ave. 0.37


Table 5.13: Historic intersection collision rates


Figure 5.9: Historic intersection collision heat map
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Traffic Calming Recommendations


The advent of future traffic growth on St. Thomas’s roadways 
in conjunction with future active transportation improvements 
will require the City to be vigilant in addressing safety 
concerns in a way that is effective and collaborative with the 
local community. 


Although there are no pressing concerns and no changes to 
traffic calming measures are required today, it is 
recommended that the City of St. Thomas continue to 
evaluate traffic and road safety concerns in case updates to 
the traffic calming policy are warranted in the future.  Some 
additional considerations which may be worth considering in a 
future iteration of the traffic calming policy include: road 
grades and curvature, near miss reporting, emergency 
response impact, transit impact, and maintenance and snow 
removal needs.  Furthermore, project prioritization and linking 
traffic calming criteria and specific calming measures may 
also be considered in future iterations.  Finally, the traffic 
calming policy might be adjusted to allow town staff to initiate 
a traffic calming study, rather than requiring a member of the 
public to initiate the process. 


Recommended Policy Documents: 


• Maintain the City’s current Traffic Calming Policy as is; 


• Continue monitoring traffic and road safety concerns to 
proactively identify any gaps that may arise, and consider 
updating the Traffic Calming Policy in the future if 
appropriate


5.4.3 COMPLETE STREETS AND ROAD 
CLASSIFICATION
What are Complete Streets?


Complete Streets are streets that are safe for everyone 
including people who walk, bike, take transit, or drive, and 
people of all ages and abilities. A Complete Street policy 
ensures that transportation planners and engineers 
consistently design and operate the entire street network for 
all road users, not only motorists. 


Smaller communities face unique transportation challenges. 
Major roads that bring traffic through the City can present 
significant safety barriers for residents on foot or on bike, and 
in St. Thomas’ case key roadways are controlled by a higher 
tier government. These major roads are not only strategic 
transportation routes but are also important to the economic 
vitality of the community. With a Complete Streets approach, 
St. Thomas is empowered to coordinate with outside agencies 
on new project designs to ensure that it will serve residents as 
well as visitors.


What does a Complete Street look like?


There is no singular design prescription for Complete Streets; 
each one is unique and responds to the community context. A 


complete street may include sidewalks, bike lanes (or wide 
paved shoulders), special bus lanes, comfortable and 
accessible public transportation stops, frequent and safe 
crossing opportunities, median islands, accessible pedestrian 
signals, curb extensions, narrower travel lanes, roundabouts, 
and more. 


The over-arching philosophy is that Complete Streets takes a 
holistic approach to equally sharing the roadway for all 
road-users based on the contextual needs.


Recommended Road Classification


The City of St. Thomas is served by a mix of municipal and 
provincial roadways. While the existing road classification has 
a robust definition of motor vehicle requirements, there are 
opportunities to re-define the road network in a way that 
incorporates appropriate design parameters and 
considerations for active transportation and transit, as well as 
integrate the road classification to reflect work completed as 
part of the Complete Streets Toolkit. 


The Classification Framework 


A framework has been developed to define the function of the 
street network to inform the planning outcomes and 
investment decisions for the City. The framework defines the 
future function of the street network on the basis of overall 
land use and transportation objectives. 


The roads within St. Thomas provide two primary functions: 


• Movement: the ability to travel between places; and 


• Place: the ability to access origins and destinations of 
travel. 


An understanding of these two functions is especially 
important when the two functions compete, such as through 
increased movement requirements or improved place 
amenities. The movement/place function of the street 
environment informs planning for the level of access across 
each mode of transportation. The different road classifications 
based on the function they serve within the transportation 
network are as follows:


• Arterial Roadways: Dedicated to the quick and efficient 
movement of goods and people over long distances with 
Arterials playing a strategically significant function within 
the road network. 


• Collector Roadways: Provide safe, reliable and efficient 
movement between neighbourhoods and strategic centres. 


• Local Streets: Facilitates local access to communities. 


The recommended road classification changes are 
summarized in Table 5.14 and a comparison of current and 
recommended design standard for complete street cross-
sections is also included in Figure 5.10.
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Roadway Description Recommended 
Classification Justification


Wellington Street Between Stanley Street and Elgin 
Street Major Collector Accommodate future growth in 


the area


Peachtree Boulevard Between Carolina Crescent and 
Southdale Line Major Collector  Accommodate future growth in 


the area


McGregor Court Between Burwell Road and Avon 
Road Minor Collector Consistency for future transit 


service


Avon Road Between McGregor Court and 
Confederation Drive Minor Collector Consistency for future transit 


service


Table 5.14:  Recommended Road Classification Changes 


Figure 5.10: Examples of Complete Streets Road Cross-Sections
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A collision rate above 1.00 may indicate a need to consider 
safety improvements to the intersection or roadway. It should 
be noted that the high collision rates seen along Centre St. are 
averaged over five years, and have decreased considerably 
after a road reconstruction in 2018. Thus, none of the 
identified intersections are recommended for specific safety 
improvements, based on collision data, at this time.


The recommended changes to roadway classification are 
intimately connected with land use planning. As a result, the 
proposed changes to roadway classification should be 
amended in the next Official Plan Update. This should be done 
in coordination with specific parameters to account for transit, 
active transportation, and roadway safety for each road 
classification category so that municipal geometric design 
standards support the over-arching policy. 


Recommended Policy Documents: 


• Official Plan Amendments to account for the updated road 
classifications and changes.


5.4.4 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION WINTER 
MAINTENANCE
In snowy cities across Canada, cycling volumes drastically 
decrease in the winter months. For instance, in the City of 
Ottawa, it was estimated that approximately 17% of yearly bike 
trip volumes along major routes occur during the period 
between December and March.


Previous public engagement in the Transportation Master Plan 
identified reliability as being one of the top three factors 
influencing mode choice in St. Thomas. Walking and cycling 
are mode choices that can be year-round options for getting 
around St. Thomas, particularly for short-distance trips to 
community centres, schools, or nearby commercial areas. 


In the early implementation of cycling facilities across North 
America design practices ignored winter operations and many 
agencies were unsure how to shift their roadway-focused 
maintenance experience to maintaining new infrastructure 
that has different considerations. All-seasons maintenance is 
critically important to provide people with a viable and safe 
travel option throughout the year. In colder climates, several 
communities have shown the ability to retain people walking 
and cycling through the winter if winter operational 
considerations are part of the design process and if they have 
predictable and consistent maintenance practices.


St. Thomas’ Current Winter Maintenance Standards 


St. Thomas’ Snow and Ice Control Plan was developed in an 
effort to achieve:


• Compliance, with Minimum Maintenance Standard (MMS) 
Classification described in Municipal Act Regulation 
239/02.


• Safety, for motorists and for school and public transit 
routes, and to facilitate effective emergency response.


• Economic sustainability, ensuring workers can continue to 
access their jobs.


Sidewalks along arterial roads and in designated school areas 
receive priority with respect to snow clearing, which occurs 
once snow has accumulated to 15 centimetres.  Roads are 
typically salted throughout a storm, particularly in critical areas 
such as hills, intersections, and curves.  The expected 
standard is for snow to be cleared from all roads within 24 
hours of being aware of 10 centimetres of accumulation, and 
sooner than that for arterial and collector roads.


Sand is applied instead of salt for streets classified as MMS 5 
or 6.  Leftover sand, once the snow melts, can present a safety 
concern for active transportation and transit riders walking to/
from bus stops, though it is also noted that MMS 5 and 6 
streets are typically not major active transportation corridors.  
There are no explicit standards for the winter maintenance of 
bike lanes.


Design and Operation Considerations 


Maintenance techniques for active transportation facilities are 
different than those of roadways, the design treatments used 
for active transportation infrastructure must be sensitive to 
and enable good maintenance techniques so walking and 
bicycle riding in the winter months can occur with minimal 
impedance. 


Key considerations for winter maintenance and operations 
include: 


• Coordination of street/sidewalk/bikeway clearing to 
minimize the transfer of snow and debris between the 
various facilities and to reduce the level of effort required to 
perform maintenance operations; 


• Snow clearance, storage, and removal practices to ensure 
clear travel paths are provided to all users; 


• Facility dimensions consider equipment dimensions to 
allow for maneuverability around design elements and 
efficient clearing of streets; and 


• Snow clearing, and ice-control practices are appropriate for 
pedestrians and cyclists, taking into account their unique 
movement weight, narrow tires, and lack of radiating heat 


The buffer space between the travel lane and the protected 
bike lane can be used for snow storage and its width must 
consider the sufficient linear space to store the snow plowed 
from the sidewalk, bikeway, and/or vehicle travel lanes as 
shown in Figure 5.11. 


In the absence of a buffer between the bike lane and the travel 
lane, the buffer between the sidewalk and the vehicular/bike 
lanes can be used to store snow allowing the bike lanes to be 
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cleared in conjunction with vehicular lanes. Notably, St. 
Thomas has taken some important steps in recent years to 
create such buffers to facilitate effective winter maintenance 
while improving active transportation safety and creating 
spaces for landscaping. One example is illustrated in Figure 
5.12.


Complete Streets St. Thomas (2016) identifies a minimum 
1.5-metre boulevard and no obstructions in or adjacent to the 
sidewalk. Along many corridors, however, there is limited 
buffer space between the sidewalk and travel lanes. In these 
instances an organized snow removal method between the 
roadway and sidewalks can be implemented to gradually shift 
the snow from vehicular, cycling, and pedestrian facilities. This 
can become challenging in larger storms when multiple 
clearings are needed, as the sidewalks are typically cleared 
after the roads and snow blowers travel slower than the road 
snow plows, and may warrant investment in additional 
prioritization of sidewalks or investment in sidewalk snow 
blowers.


Provincial Minimum Maintenance Standards 


As of May 3, 2018, substantive changes were made to the 
Minimum Maintenance Standards for Municipal Highways, O 
Reg 239/02 including: 


• The introduction of winter maintenance standards for 
bicycle lanes; 


• The introduction of winter maintenance standards, 
including patrol obligations, for sidewalks; 


• The ability for municipalities to declare a “significant 
weather event” with implications for winter maintenance on 
roadways, bicycle lanes and sidewalks during the duration 
of the event; and 


• Inspection standards for areas “adjacent to sidewalks”. 


Bicycle Lanes 


The Minimum Maintenance Standards (MMS) now provide a 
definition for a bicycle lane which includes a portion of the 
roadway with marked or buffered lanes, whether for the 
exclusive or preferential use of cyclists. 


The MMS now also includes specific sections outlining winter 
maintenance standards for snow accumulation in bicycle 
lanes. Table 5.15 compares the new snow accumulation 
depth standards for bicycle lanes as compared to the existing 
standards for roadways.


The snow accumulation standards for bicycle lanes are lower 


Figure 5.11:  
Example of 
buffer areas 
between active 
transportation 
and roadway 
facilities being 
used for snow


Figure 5.12:  Complete Streets St. Thomas (2016) 
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than for the adjacent roadways in which they are contained, 
with the implication that where maintenance is performed on 
the roadway and bicycle lane in unison, both standards should 
be satisfied. 


Similar to the sections dealing with roadways, the MMS 
provide that where the depth of snow accumulation on a 
bicycle lane is less than or equal to the depth set out in the 
table, the bicycle lane is deemed to be in a state of repair in 
respect of snow accumulation.


While there is no separate section dealing with ice formation 
on bicycle lanes, the section which sets out the standards for 
ice formation on roadways does note in section 5(5) that “this 
section applies in respect of ice formation on bicycle lanes on 
a roadway, but does not apply to other types of bicycle 
facilities.” 


Sidewalks 


The MMS now contains specific sections dealing with 
sidewalk winter maintenance. Section 16.3 provides that snow 
accumulation on sidewalks shall be reduced to less than or 
equal to eight centimetres within 48 hours of the end of a 
snow event. The section further provides a standard of a 
minimum maintained width of one metre. This section 
appears to mirror the standards which many municipalities on 
their own initiative have had in place for some time. Notably, 
the section does not require clearing to bare pavement; rather, 
simply reducing the depth to less than or equal to eight 
centimetres (cm). 


Sidewalks are deemed to be in a state of repair with respect to 
snow accumulation (a) where snow depth is less than or equal 
to eight centimetres; and (b) during ongoing snow 
accumulation, even where it exceeds eight cm, until 48 hours 
after the snow accumulation ends. 


Section 16.5 sets out standards with respect to ice formation 
on sidewalks. It requires that municipalities monitor weather in 
accordance with section 3.1, and to “treat the sidewalk if 
practicable to prevent ice formation or improve traction within 
48 hours if the municipality determines that there is a 


substantial probability of ice forming on a sidewalk, starting 
from the time that the municipality determines the appropriate 
time to deploy resources for that purpose”. This appears to be 
an effort to impose standards for sidewalk maintenance 
during ice formation events. Necessarily, this standard still 
leaves the municipality with considerable discretion in terms 
of the deployment of resources during such events. 


Similar to the other “deeming” provisions found in the MMS, 
where ice forms on a sidewalk despite complying with the 
standard in subsection (1), the sidewalk is deemed to be in a 
state of repair in respect of ice until 48 hours after the 
municipality first becomes aware of the fact that the sidewalk 
is icy. Pursuant to subsection (3), an icy sidewalk is deemed to 
be in a state of repair for 48 hours after it has been treated. 


The deeming provisions with respect to snow accumulation 
and ice ought to provide municipalities with more objective 
arguments in defending sidewalk slip-and-fall claims together 
with the gross negligence defence provided in section 44(9) of 
the Municipal Act, 2001.


Section 16.7 for the first time introduces standards for winter 
sidewalk patrols, which are to be conducted by the 
municipality where “the weather monitoring referred to in 
Section 3.1 indicates that there is a substantial probability of 
snow accumulation on sidewalks in excess of eight cm, ice 
formation on sidewalks or icy sidewalks.” The patrols are to be 
conducted on sidewalks that the municipality selects “as 
representative of its sidewalks at intervals deemed necessary 
by the municipality.” Accordingly, there is no expectation that 
all sidewalks are to be patrolled; rather, this section appears to 
reflect the practice already in place in many municipalities to 
inspect “representative” sidewalks for winter maintenance 
conditions.


Multi-Use Trails 


There are no provincial minimum maintenance standards for 
multi-use trails. Multi-use trails are maintained by staff as per 
municipal standards. The absence of provincial standards 
presents a potential gap in winter maintenance requirements 
for communities such as St. Thomas where a significant 
portion of cycling infrastructure is provided as a multi-use trail, 
however, if no safety deficiencies have been observed or 
reported, and if there are no significant inconveniences to 
urban mobility, this suggests the municipal standards are 
appropriate for St. Thomas. 


Maintenance Service Best Practices 


Setting maintenance policies, priorities, and service standards 
is important so agencies can avoid inconsistent levels of 
service across the active transportation network, 
fragmentation of the network, and/or uncoordinated efforts 
between off-street and on-street facility maintenance. To have 
a coherent, continuous winter active transportation network, 


Class of 
Highway or 
Adjacent 
Highway 


Snow 
Depth 


Time for 
bicycle 
lanes 


Time for 
roadways 


1 2.5 cm 8 hours 4 hours 
2 5 cm 12 hours 6 hours 
3 8 cm 24 hours 12 hours 
4 8 cm 24 hours 16 hours 
5 10 cm 24 hours 24 hours 


Table 5.15: Provincial winter minimum maintenance standards for bicycle lanes and roadways
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the maintenance priority for facilities should be based on 
contiguous routes, independent of road maintenance priority.


Each municipality has its own needs and standards that are 
set to reflect changing priorities. Table 5.16 summarizes 
some of the best-practices for active transportation snow 
clearing standards across Canada and Europe. 


Generally, municipalities will create a priority or classification 
system for cycling facilities to distinguish varying levels of 
snow clearing priority (similar to what is currently done in St. 
Thomas for roadways and sidewalks). 


Active Transportation Winter Maintenance 
Recommendations 


Winter is an inevitable part of yearly life in St. Thomas. While 
active transportation certainly tends to drop during winter 
months, there are still residents who will need to walk to/from 
bus stops, retail stores, and other areas around the City. 
Furthermore, as more cycling facilities are implemented, there 
may be a winter demand for better maintenance of these 
facilities to allow cyclists to ride around the City safely. 


The City of St. Thomas should identify a classification system 
for cycling facilities and clarify in its operating procedures 
manual an associated winter maintenance standard for each 
to continue to maintain the high-quality of life and safety that 
residents currently enjoy. Notably, in St. Thomas there are 
cycling lanes, signed routes, and multi-use trails, which will 
likely warrant similar standards with some subtle differences 
in terms of priorities.  In the case of multi-use trails, snow 
plowing may not be feasible on non-asphalt surfaces. It is 
further recommended that regulatory signage be posted on all 
bike lanes at minimum, and that lanes are required by bylaw to 
be maintained in the winter as appropriate.


A re-evaluation of fleet requirements may be appropriate to 
determine if there are other needs beyond what the current 
fleet can provide to service the additional recommended 
infrastructure. Furthermore, while snow is typically the primary 
focus of winter maintenance, the City should consider and 
make recommendations with regards to sand clearing in 
instances where sand is used, as the leftover sand that 
remains once snow melts also presents a safety concern. 


Recommended Policy Documents: 


• Develop snow maintenance standards for the cycling 
network that include both snow and sand clearing and 
amend the changes to the existing Snow and Ice Control 
Plan;


• Re-evaluate the fleet requirements for maintaining 
additional active transportation infrastructure.


Municipality Standards 


Ottawa, ON


Plowing: started after 2.5 to 5.0 
cm of snow accumulation; 


Snow Removal: 50% windrow 
encroachment into cycling facility. 


Montreal, QC


Sweeping: 3.0 to 5.0 cm of snow 
accumulation; 


Plowing: more than 5.0 cm of 
snow accumulation. 


Calgary, AB


Priority 1 facilities: snow cleared 
within 24 hours of the start of 
snowfall; 


Priority 2 facilities: snow cleared 
within 72 hours of the start of 
snowfall


Oulu, Finland


Priority 1 facilities: snow clearing 
started after 3.0 cm snowfall, 
completed before 7 am the follow-
ing day; 


Priority 2 facilities: snow cleared 
after the Priority 1 network main-
tenance is completed, only after 
5.0 cm snowfall 


Table 5.16:  Best Practices for Active Transportation Snow Clearing in Canada 
and Abroad
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5.4.5 COMMERCIAL VEHICLE MOVEMENT
As new businesses are created and existing businesses grow, 
it is important to consider goods movement needs to support 
St. Thomas’ economic activity. The transportation of goods 
movement impacts municipal transportation networks in a 
variety of ways ranging from the high-level distribution of truck 
traffic along St. Thomas’ roadways via truck routes, all the way 
down to the detailed design and configuration of roadways to 
accommodate truck traffic. All of these not only have impacts 
on automobile drivers, but active transportation, and transit 
riders as well.


Ministry of Transportation Freight-Supportive 
Guidelines


As communities grow and change it has become increasingly 
important to understand, plan and design for the movement of 
freight in order to maintain goods movement efficiency and 
the economic competitiveness of communities. The freight 
transportation system relies on the same infrastructure that is 
used for moving people, and it is important to balance these 
competing interests when planning communities and 
transportation systems. Ontario’s Freight-Supportive 
Guidelines help municipalities better understand and plan for 
the vehicles that transport goods through their communities. 
The guidelines have been developed to support recent 
provincial initiatives aimed at managing growth, curbing urban 
sprawl, and supporting goods movement. 


The guidelines are intended to: 


• Provide direction for land use planning, site design practices 
and operational procedures that help with the movement of 
freight; 


• Assist municipalities in understanding and planning for the 
various modes and types of vehicles used in the movement 
of freight; and 


• Support the overall economic health and competitiveness 
of Ontario’s municipalities. 


The guidelines address how municipalities can become more 
freight-supportive through these planning processes and 
balance the needs of freight movement with other municipal 
objectives. They describe good practices for incorporating 
goods movement into policy documents such as official plans 
and zoning by-laws, as well as site-development needs. In 
specific, the following elements are addressed: 


• Land use and transportation planning, with strategies for 
incorporating goods movement considerations into the 
municipal planning process in balance with other objectives. 
The guidelines also describe the “freight audit,” a process to 
inform planning decisions to enable the safe and efficient 
movement of goods; 


• Site design, with a range of general measures that can be 


applied to site plans and specific initiatives that are tailored 
to different land uses. The approach addresses how site 
design for goods movement can be coordinated with the 
design for active transportation and transit; and 


• Road design and operations, which incorporates goods 
movement into the design and operation of municipal 
roads. 


An efficient and effective freight movement network, 
integrated with developments that are supportive of freight, 
will help ensure economic prosperity and that the residents of 
St. Thomas have access to the goods and services that they 
rely on, further helping to support the community’s economy. 
Efficient freight movement with appropriate facilities and 
infrastructure is also a critical factor for St. Thomas to help 
attract new development and compete effectively with other 
jurisdictions.


Oversize Load Permits 


As identified in Phase 1 of this Transportation Master Plan, the 
City of St. Thomas has an informal truck route network by way 
of the network of corridors that are exempt from load limits of 
7,500 kilograms per axle, as detailed in Traffic and Parking 
By-Law No. 45-89.  In addition, the City currently implements 
an oversize load and oversize move permit system for the 
movement and transportation of oversized loads.  The fees 
are currently $113 ($100 + HST) for both the oversize/
overweight load and move permits.  Oversize load permit fees 
are consistent with best practice to recoup the additional 
costs caused by the additional strain put on roadway 
infrastructure.  In other jurisdictions, oversize load permits can 
be within a range of fees depending on the number of 
kilograms per axle, the dimensions of the load, the route, and/
or how quickly the permit is needed.  Oversize load permits 
tend to vary widely in fees across the industry, with many 
jurisdictions charging no fees, or very low fees (for example 
$25 for some City of London oversize load permits), and 
others charging higher fees (for example $1,000 for some 
Elgin County oversize load permits).


Commercial Goods Movement Recommendations 


While this Transportation Master Plan considered the City of 
St. Thomas’ truck routes in relation to the development of 
active transportation solutions, it did not include a 
comprehensive review of goods movement within and beyond 
the City. There is an opportunity to further develop a goods 
movement strategy that is integrated with the City’s Official 
Plan to integrate both the commercial goods movement 
network with on-site measures. This goods movement 
strategy should also consider possible tweaks to the oversize 
load permit system, for instance whether a range of fees 
depending on different criteria would be appropriate. Notably, 
the corridors with load limit exceptions in St. Thomas are 
non-existent in the area of the City to the southeast of Elm St. 
and Wilson Ave. While the current network is likely appropriate 
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today, as developments to the south of the city continue, 
consideration may be given in the future to extending the load 
limit exceptions further down Fairview Ave., south of Elm St.


Online shopping has increased significantly over the past 
decade, resulting in more delivery vehicles and goods 
movement vehicles on Ontario roads. It will be important to 
consider both the broader regional goods movement 
connections to/from St. Thomas, as well as more detailed 
considerations for curbside management and on-site loading 
requirements for developments. This will also support the 
build-out and development of future business parks on the 
periphery of the city.


Recommended Policy Documents: 


• Develop a Goods Movement Strategy and integrate it with 
this Transportation Master Plan and the City’s Official Plan. 
Furthermore, the development of a truck routing map that 
integrates with the recommendations in this TMP should be 
completed.


5.4.6 PEDESTRIAN SAFETY AND 
CROSSWALKS
Pedestrian safety presents challenges for municipal 
authorities and traffic engineering communities across North 
America. The challenge is created by the inherent vulnerability 
of pedestrians in relation to all other modes of mobility on the 
transportation network, particularly where conflicting 
movements between modes exist. Since pedestrians involved 
in traffic accidents are much more likely to be injured, safety 
must be a high priority in analyzing pedestrian facilities. 


During public consultation through this TMP, several safety-
related comments about improving walking and cycling paths 
and as well as comments such as “educate motorists about 
sharing roads” point to the need for an improved pedestrian 
travel experience. This can be accomplished, in part, through 
additional pedestrian safety and crosswalk infrastructure.


St. Thomas has jurisdiction over most roads within City 
boundaries. While pedestrian facilities, including crosswalks, 
are under the jurisdiction of the City of St. Thomas there are 
potential safety and liability impacts to Elgin County and the 
Province when municipal roadways direct pedestrians across 
County and Provincial roads. When deciding on appropriate 
pedestrian traffic control, it is important to consider governing 
provincial legislation and guidelines such as the Ontario Traffic 
Manual (OTM) series which provides information and 
guidance to transportation practitioners to promote uniform 
traffic control devices and systems across the province. 


Provincial Pedestrian Crossing Guidelines 


The Ontario Traffic Manual (OTM) provides a set of guidelines 
consistent with the intent of the Highway Traffic Act (HTA) to 
provide a basis for road authorities to generate or update their 


own guidelines and standards. OTM Book 15 – Pedestrian 
Crossing Treatments provides practical guidance and 
application information on the planning, design, and operation 
of pedestrian roadway crossing treatments for transportation 
practitioners. Notably, Figure 2 in OTM Book 2 illustrates a 
Decision Support Tool that can be used to identify locations 
for potential pedestrian crossovers, and Table 7 in OTM Book 
15 describes the type of pedestrian crossover that may be 
appropriate given different traffic volumes, posted speed 
limits, and roadway cross-sections.


The OTM guidelines are best suited for high volume provincial 
roads and the volume warrants might not always trigger the 
need for a pedestrian crossing on local municipal roads, 
particularly where pedestrian crossings might be triggered by 
other factors such as proximity to schools, medical facilities, 
or seniors homes. Though OTM Book 15 is quite 
comprehensive in describing where, how, and why to provide 
pedestrian crossing controls, it provides little guidance when 
vehicular volumes do not warrant a crosswalk such as when a 
pedestrian facility is required to address concerns with system 
connectivity, pedestrian safety, or pedestrian desire lines. It is 
predominantly a volume-based approach, which presents a 
challenge for local municipalities with lower vehicular volumes 
to justify pedestrian crossing facilities through the OTM. For 
this reason, many smaller municipalities across Ontario often 
implement courtesy crosswalks. However, courtesy 
crosswalks do not provide any legal protection and right-of-
way for pedestrians under the Highway Traffic Act (HTA) and 
are often a band-aid solution for a larger safety concern. 


St. Thomas has a significant number of courtesy crosswalks, 
notably along Talbot St. west of Balaclava St. Although they 
appear to function well and little feedback was received in 
public engagement that was specific to the courtesy 
crosswalks, given the broader comments related to the active 
transportation network, and in the interest of further improving 
safety, St. Thomas might consider converting some of these 
courtesy crosswalks into stop-signed intersections. 
Alternatively, and perhaps more appropriately such as not to 
impede traffic along Talbot St. unnecessarily, St. Thomas 
might consider installing flashing amber lights that can be 
activated by the push of a button, to improve the visibility of 
these courtesy crosswalks. Such measures are recommended 
to be given priority by the City in the short-term.


Guiding Principles 


The following four (4) guiding principles were developed to 
help with the development and identification of initiatives to 
enhance pedestrian safety: 


• Reduce collision risk and severity: This is the key objective 
in providing pedestrian crossing control and other 
supporting facilities and devices. It is fundamental that the 
road system protects pedestrians and other vulnerable road 
users by achieving a high level of compliance from drivers, 
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bicyclists, and pedestrians and by minimizing pedestrian 
exposure to traffic. 


• Enhance connectivity: Effective crossing opportunities 
should be provided to ensure system connectivity for 
pedestrians while considering driver workload and 
expectation, proximity to other crossings, and the safety of 
pedestrians. Facilitating connectivity between crosswalks 
and sidewalks, and/or trail networks involves understanding 
and monitoring pedestrian desire lines, which evolve as a 
function of land use, the location of pedestrian generators 
and attractors, and proximity to existing crossing facilities. 
When alternatives to pedestrian desire lines are required 
due to other factors, these facilities should be simple, 
convenient, and clearly marked, and should effectively 
channel pedestrians so that they modify their natural choice 
with the shortest possible deviation. 


• Enhance accessibility: The demographics of the pedestrian 
population, as well as the mix of road users at different time 
periods, should be considered and crossing treatment 
systems should be designed accordingly. As the population 
changes, a “design pedestrian” should be considered to 
ensure the accessibility of all road users and not only those 
with good visual, mental, and physical capabilities. 


• Enhance system maintenance: Ongoing rehabilitation and 
maintenance of pedestrian infrastructure should be equally 
as important as its implementation. A safe transportation 
system must not only be properly planned and designed but 
should also be properly maintained through an annual 
maintenance program. Maintenance-related issues such as 
irregular surfaces, debris on sidewalks, inadequate snow 
removal, water accumulation due to drainage problems, and 
others, can pose safety hazards for pedestrians, particularly 
the elderly and those with disabilities. 


Candidate Site Prioritization Methodology 


A methodology for objectively evaluating pedestrian crossing 
implementation sites that do not satisfy volume warrants was 
developed with criteria that focus on evaluating based on 


increased pedestrian network connectivity, pedestrian 
demand, and safety. There is no scientific methodology to 
select the criteria to use when evaluating candidate sites. 
Rather, the criteria and methodology should balance the 
unique needs of the City and the availability of existing data to 
quantify criteria. 


Three pedestrian prioritization criteria themes were developed 
including: 


• Connectivity-based criteria; 


• Demand-based criteria; and 


• Safety-based criteria. 


Each of these three broad criteria categories have several 
additional specific criteria, levels and scoring, as shown in 
Table 5.17 on the following page, that were developed based 
on public consultation and analysis throughout this study. The 
scoring system was also developed based on best practices in 
various municipalities across Ontario with the intention of 
providing a framework that will empower residents, 
councillors, and City staff to move beyond OTM Book 15 for 
the implementation of additional pedestrian crosswalks in St. 
Thomas based on the vision and objectives developed within 
this TMP, which may or may not be shared by provincial 
standards that take a broader approach to planning. At the 
same time, it will be important for St. Thomas to have 
procedures in place such that not every single pedestrian 
crosswalk is subject to evaluation against these criteria based 
on a single resident’s request. Depending on the demand for 
crosswalk review, St. Thomas might consider a minimum 
threshold of constructive feedback received before a review in 
the site prioritization methodology is triggered.


Beyond identifying a suitable location for a pedestrian 
crosswalk, additional consideration should be given for what 
type of crosswalk is appropriate. Table 5.18 summarizes 
several different pedestrian crosswalk solutions and their 
applicability based on where a potential crossing is desired. 


Criteria Categories Score
Connectivity


Proximity to senior facilities and 
major medical centres 


Adjacent to senior facility 15 
≤ 100 m from facility 12 
101 – 200 m from facility 8 
201 – 400 m from facility 5 
>400 m from facility 0 


Proximity to elementary and 
middle schools 


Adjacent to School 10 
≤ 100 m from School 8 
101 – 200 m from School 5 
201 – 400 m from School 3 
>400 m from School 0 


Table 5.17: Potential 
Pedestrian Crossing 
Criteria and Points for 
Consideration
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Criteria Categories Score
Connectivity


Proximity to high schools and 
post-secondary institutions 


Adjacent to School 5 
≤ 100 m from School 4 
101 – 200 m from School 3 
201 – 400 m from School 2 
>400 m from School 0 


Proximity to transit stop or transit 
route 


Adjacent to transit stop/route 5 
≤ 100 m from transit stop/ route 4 
101 – 200 m from transit stop/route 3 
201 – 400 m from transit stop/route 2 
>400 m from transit stop/ route 0 


Proximity to a major trip     gen-
erator 


Adjacent to facility 5 
≤ 100 m from facility 4 
101 – 200 m from facility 3 
201 – 400 m from facility 2 
>400 m from facility 0 


Connection to multi-use trail or 
major trail facility crossing 


Yes 5


No 0


Proximity to nearest controlled 
crossing opportunity


>300 m 5
200- 300 m 2
< 200 m 0


Demand


Community Request
Yes 5 
No 0 


Land Use


Low density residential 1 
Medium density residential 2 
High density residential 3 
Core commercial 5 
Other commercial 3 
Institutional 5 
Employment 3 
Growth area 3 


Safety
Pedestrian collision history ≥ 1 pedestrian collisions in the last 5 years 5 


Road Class


Adjacent to School 5 
Major arterial 4 
Minor arterial 3 
Major collector 2 
Minor collector 1 
Local 5 


Posted Speed Limit
60 km/h 3 
50 km/h 1 
40 km/h 0 


Table 5.17 
(continued): Potential 
Pedestrian Crossing 
Criteria and Points for 
Consideration
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Pedestrian Crossing 
Facility Description Purpose


Applicability


ExampleMid-
block


Inter-
section


Round-
about


Right-
Turn 


Channel


Midblock Crossings


Traffic control signal systems that 
are dedicated 
primarily to providing traffic gaps 
for pedestrian 
right-of-way at Midblock locations


Midblock crossings  facilitate protected  crossings 
across midblock desire lines  and decreases 
pedestrian collision risk with vehicles


✔


Pedestrian Crossover


Pedestrian facility that provide 
protected crossing opportunities 
to pedestrians by requiring 
motorists to yield to pedestrians 
over the crosswalks. They may 
employ Illuminated overhead 
lights and/or warning signs and 
pedestrian push buttons.


Pedestrian crosswalks increase predictability of 
pedestrian actions and movements. They help 
direct pedestrians to locations of best sight 
distance


✔ ✔ ✔ ✔


Hybrid Crossing


Hybrid traffic control allows 
protected pedestrian and cyclist 
crossings functioning similar to 
a pedestrian crossover, allowing 
cyclists to avoid having to actuate 
if vehicular volumes are low, but 
provides the option for actuation 
when volumes are high.


Hybrid beacons are specifically used to improve 
non-motorized crossings of major streets in 
locations where side-street volumes do not 
support the installation of a conventional traffic 
signal (or where there are concerns that a 
conventional signal will encourage additional 
motor vehicle traffic on the minor street). Hybrid 
beacons may also be used at mid-block crossing 
locations (e.g., trail crossings).


✔ ✔


Stop or Yield Control


For pedestrian crossing 
treatments at intersections that 
are not warranted for traffic 
signals, stop control and  yield-
control provides an alternative 
opportunity for pedestrians 
to make a safe and convenient 
crossing


Stop and Yield signs improves motorists yielding 
behavior towards pedestrian in a crosswalk ✔ ✔


83
The City of Orillia //  M


ulti-M
odal Transportation M


aster Plan


Pedestrian Crossing 
Facility Description Purpose


Applicability


ExampleMid-
block


Inter-
section


Round-
about


Right-
Turn 


Channel


Improved Crosswalk 
marking


Any portion of a roadway at an 
intersection or 
elsewhere distinctly indicated for 
pedestrian 
crossing by signs or by lines or 
other markings 
on the surface


Crosswalk marking create reasonable 
expectations where pedestrians may cross a 
roadway and help channelization of pedestrians 
to designated crossing locations. The use of a 
patterns like , Continental, Zebra, or a Ladder  
could increase driver awareness


✔ ✔ ✔ ✔


Decorative Crosswalk  
markings


Non-traditional Crosswalk 
marking for improved visibility and 
elevating public spaces. This could 
include textured, colored or paved 
crosswalks that contrast with the 
adjacent roadway


Decorative Crosswalk  provide a unique 
streetscape design treatment to emphasize 
pedestrians’ presence and primacy. 
Marked crosswalks alert drivers to expect crossing 
pedestrians and to direct pedestrians to desirable 
crossing locations


✔ ✔ ✔


Full Traffic Signal


Traffic signals that alternate the 
right-of-way between conflicting 
streams of vehicular traffic, or 
conflicting movements between 
vehicular traffic and pedestrians 
crossing a road for all approaches 
of an intersection


Full traffic signals provide a protected phase 
for pedestrian to cross the roadway when the 
corresponding vehicular flow has a green light


✔


Intersection Pedestrian 
Signal


Traffic control signal systems that 
are dedicated 
primarily to providing traffic gaps 
for pedestrian 
right-of-way at intersections


Intersection pedestrians signal help  pedestrians 
cross the road safely by signally traffic to stop by 
the use of push buttons


✔


Table 5.16 Typical Pedestrian Crossing Measures, their applicability, and examplesTable 5.18:  Typical Pedestrian Crossing Measures, their applicability, and examples
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There is no standard criteria or threshold for most crosswalk 
facilities; as such, recommended solutions often require 
consulting with the local community to determine which 
solution would best serve a location. For instance, if the 
crossing location will also serve cyclists, it may be beneficial 
to incorporate cycling elements into the recommended 
solution. 


Although this evaluation methodology is critical for developing 
an objective and quantifiable score for potential pedestrian 
crosswalks, there are other factors that are important to 
consider with respect to the feasibility or appropriateness of 
locations (e.g., coordination with other planned roadway 
projects, site investigation to select exact crossing location, 
and site-specific installation costs). 


Additionally, it must be recognized that the evaluation scores 
might change in between the planning and implementation 
stages (e.g., implementation of new nearby PXOs, new transit 
routes, changes in roadway characteristics, changes to 
surrounding built environment). It should be noted that 
although this TMP provides broad guidance on specific criteria 
to consider, these criteria should be refined and formalized to 


determine a total evaluation score that must be achieved to 
satisfy the City for implementation. This should be done 
through additional study and consultation between City staff, 
councillors, and the local community.


Pedestrian Safety Recommendations 


Pedestrian crosswalks and traffic control devices play a vital 
role in pedestrian safety and must be implemented to ensure 
that the most troublesome locations receive attention 
commensurate with the problem. It is essential that pedestrian 
traffic control issues be continually monitored to ensure that 
the treatment measures remain effective and the available 
funds derive the best value. 


In addition to the Talbot St. courtesy crossing 
recommendations and the signal rebuild schedule 
recommendations noted earlier, it is recommended that the 
City of St. Thomas develop a pedestrian safety program to 
systematically and proactively address pedestrian safety 
issues. This is an important undertaking, especially given the 
population growth projected for the city and the city’s focus on 
promoting active transportation as an encouraged mode of 
travel. The plan should lay out a vision for improving safety, 
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Pedestrian Crossing 
Facility Description Purpose


Applicability


ExampleMid-
block


Inter-
section


Round-
about


Right-
Turn 


Channel


Crossing Guards


Crossing guards  to direct and 
supervise the movement of 
persons  across a roadway at 
designated school crossing 
locations


Crossing guards help create gaps by stopping 
traffic temporarily to allow enough time for 
children to safely cross the streets


✔ ✔ ✔ ✔


Pedestrian Signal Re-
Timing


Signal timing program that 
provides more time for vulnerable 
pedestrians to cross at signalized 
intersections.


Pedestrian Signal Re-Timings helps safely 
accommodate pedestrian walking at slower 
speeds


✔


Leading Pedestrian 
Interval


An exclusive pedestrian phase 
that  provides an advanced walk 
signal so that pedestrians begin 
to cross the street before the 
corresponding vehicle green 
indication.


Leading pedestrian interval helps in Increases 
pedestrian visibility and 
reinforces Pedestrian right-of-way over turning 
vehicles. It also Provides additional time to older 
pedestrian to clear the crosswalk


✔


Signage


Regulatory and warning 
signing around school zones 
to assist, restrict and prohibit 
selected vehicular or pedestrian 
movements to reduce  potential 
conflicts


Singe Builds awareness among road users and 
students. They help improve pedestrian safety  
and reduce traffic congestion around school zones


✔ ✔


Table 5.18 (continued): Typical Pedestrian Crossing Measures, their applicability, and examples
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examining existing conditions, and using a data-driven 
approach to match safety programs and improvements with 
demonstrated problems. 


In the development of the pedestrian safety plan, it is 
recommended that the City review its existing crossing guard 
policy against the latest OTM School Crossing Guard Guide to 
explore whether opportunities exist to amend the current 
crossing guard deployment strategy by either deploying more 
guards or deploying them differently. It is also recommended 
that the City explore the potential for installing lighting along 
key pedestrian corridors such as the L&PS Rail Corridor Trail.  
LED lighting comes with high upfront costs than traditional 
incandescent lighting but comes with lesser maintenance 
costs.  Given that the Rail Trail is straight, flat, and relatively 
free of trees particularly along the west side of the path, lights 
can be spaced farther apart compared to other trails with 
more hills, curves, and tree cover, helping to limit capital costs.  
The safety benefits of well-lit pedestrian corridors are twofold: 
they help to limit the likelihood of injury, and they help to 
promote a low-crime environment for travel.


Recommended Policy Documents: 


• Develop a pedestrian safety plan that encompasses an 
evaluation scoring system for pedestrian crossings, and a 
procedure for ensuring that the City doesn’t get bombarded 
with crosswalk review requests that are unwarranted.


• Prioritize in the short-term the upgrade of PXOs along 
Talbot St. to include flashing amber lights that can be 
activated by the pedestrian prior to their crossing.


• Accelerate the signal rebuild schedule to the extent possible 
to address any possible issues of AODA non-compliance 
early.


• Seek greater access to crash statistics, including MVCRs, to 
help justify capital works related to road safety 
improvements. 


5.4.7 SMART MOBILITY STRATEGIES
Transportation and mobility are changing every day as new 
technological advances are being made at a rapid pace. New 
technologies have the potential to transform the way that 
people move around, though all come with their own set of 
impacts, which can be positive and negative. 


The adoption of the ‘sharing economy’ has enabled a variety of 
new business models to proliferate. These business models 
have generally been enabled by technology, namely, app-based 
platforms, which have become increasingly accessible as 89% 
of Ontarians now own a smartphone according to the 
Consumer Technology Association (CTA). 


The purpose of this section is to provide an overview of the 
dominant trends in the current mobility landscape to lay the 
groundwork for appropriate actions and provisions for these 
technologies in the future.


Future Mobility Considerations 


Ride-Hailing Services 


Transportation network companies (TNCs) or mobility service 
providers (MSPs) are companies that match passengers with 
drivers through a digital platform, usually a smartphone or a 
website. Drivers are typically registered to drive their own 
vehicles, and as such TNCs do not own vehicle fleets. Users 
use apps to hail their rides to a certain destination, as opposed 
to traditional taxis which can be hailed from the street.


With the rise of the sharing economy, TNCs have gained 
popularity in various jurisdictions around the world. TNCs have 
served as an alternative to traditional taxi services and provide 
coverage in many areas that traditional taxi services have not 
served. TNCs often charge lower rates than traditional taxi 
services and use pre-determined pricing and live location 
tracking which can create appealing value to the user.


In general, TNCs have signaled their intentions to decrease 
fees per trip by operating fleets of autonomous vehicles. At the 
time of writing, several TNCs are still developing autonomous 
vehicle technology, and legislation surrounding autonomous 
vehicles in Canada is pending.


Key considerations surrounding ride hailing services include 
competition with taxi companies and public transit ridership, 
congestion caused by additional curbside pick-up and drop-off 
activity, safety, and the traffic impact of additional vehicles 
circulating around streets. 


Uber is currently present in St. Thomas to a limited extent, 
mostly as an extension of Uber’s launch in the City of London, 
rather than as a purposeful St. Thomas launch. In the future it 
is reasonable to expect that Uber and other TNCs will grow in 
relevance in St. Thomas, pending the resumption of pre-COVID 
travel habits, but in the near term it is anticipated that they will 
remain a solution for larger cities with lower rates of 
automobile ownership.


Car-Sharing 


Car-sharing companies aim to own and operate fleets of 
vehicles for users to locate and drive themselves. Car-sharing 
services became popularized in the early 2010s, in particular 
in urban cores, as a viable supplement for car ownership. 
These car-sharing services typically own fleets of vehicles 
located in dedicated parking spaces in either public or private 
lots. These cars can be booked using an app and located by 
the user. Some car-sharing models require the user to return 
the vehicle to the same spot (i.e. a round-trip booking), while 
some car-sharing models allow the user to park at a different 
location than their origin (i.e. a one-way booking). 


In addition to models where car-sharing companies own fleets 
of vehicles, peer-to-peer (P2P) car sharing has emerged in 
many markets. P2P car sharing allows existing car owners to 
make their vehicles for others to rent for periods of time. 
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Similar to other methods, users can then find available 
vehicles to rent using an app, which they can then pick up or 
have it delivered to them. P2P car sharing is an alternative to 
fleet-based car sharing platforms as well as conventional car 
rental agencies. In some markets, P2P car sharing has 
emerged as a popular way for users to gain short-term access 
to luxury vehicles that are typically not offered by conventional 
car rental agencies. 


Key considerations surrounding fleet-based car-sharing 
generally revolve around the allocation of car-sharing parking 
spaces. Some car-sharing companies operate from private 
parking lots, though in some municipalities car-sharing 
companies also use public parking lots, and on-street parking 
spaces.


Residential buildings and new developments can incorporate 
car-sharing spaces on their properties in order to act as a 
transportation demand management measure, as car-sharing 
can help offset the demand for car ownership and additional 
car trips. 


P2P car sharing services typically do not raise concerns about 
parking spaces as cars are typically kept in the car owner’s 
space, however in situations where cars are being delivered to 
the user, curbside space will be occupied. 


Microtransit 


Microtransit is a form of transit that is intended to be demand-
responsive to schedule and routing demands from end users. 
St. Thomas is already familiar with the concept of microtransit 
and recently engaged Via to launch its new Railway City 
Transit OnDemand service to help provide additional transit 
coverage and a longer service span. Notably, microtransit 
systems are still evolving and companies such as Via continue 
to expand their product and service offerings, so it is 
recommended that St. Thomas continue to stay up to date 
with the latest industry developments.


Additionally, it must be appreciated that it is difficult to 
forecast the true demand for microtransit solutions until they 
are actually piloted. Should demand be greater than 
anticipated, it will be important to ensure that the service 
parameters are tweaked as appropriate to manage demand 
and/or ensure that additional financial resources are 
committed to delivering the service. It is also important to be 
cognizant that there may come a tipping point where latent 
transit demand has been captured to the extent that it 
becomes appropriate to introduce fixed-route service in lieu of 
microtransit, as fixed-route services remain the more effective 
and efficient method of providing transit service in instances 
where there is significant demand.


Mobility-as-a-Service (MaaS) 


Mobility-as-a-Service (MaaS) is the concept of mobility being 
provided in the form of services to be consumed by the user 


as opposed to modes that are owned by the user, which is 
enabled through digital platforms. With MaaS, users can use 
apps to enter a destination, select their preferred mode (or 
multiple modes if necessary) to arrive at the destination, and 
be given directions to complete their journey using their 
selected mode(s). Depending on what services are available to 
the user, these modes can include public transit, carsharing, 
ridesharing, bikesharing, or e-scootering. With MaaS, users 
can either pre-pay for a service or subscribe to a mobility 
service package plan, similar to the pricing method for mobile 
phone plans. 


The goal of MaaS is to integrate various modes of 
transportation and to eliminate the logistics of locating, 
booking and paying for each mode of transportation, with the 
objective of making mobility so convenient that the user does 
not opt to own a car, as the alternatives are more attractive. 
MaaS has the potential to greatly reduce the demand for car 
ownership, particularly in urban areas where costs associated 
with car ownership are high and travel by car is not convenient 
due to congestion and the difficulty and expense of parking is 
high. MaaS also has high potential to help solve the ‘first-mile, 
last-mile’ problem between transit services and user 
destinations, as it aims to make the integration between 
modes much more accessible and flexible. 


MaaS technologies have been piloted in cities such as 
Helsinki, Finland, and Gothenburg, Sweden. Various 
organizations and companies are looking to expand into the 
MaaS market, including public transit operators, roadway 
authorities/municipalities, auto manufacturers, technology 
companies, and transportation network companies. 


Autonomous and Connected Vehicles 


Autonomous vehicle (AV) technology refers to vehicles which 
are capable of operating without human assistance. There are 
several levels of automation which describe the degree of 
autonomy that a vehicle has. There are standard levels that 
are established by SAE International (Society of Automotive 
Engineers). These levels are summarized in Figure 5.13 and 
described in the following section. 


• Level 0: Automated system issues warnings and may 
momentarily intervene but has no sustained vehicle control. 


• Level 1 (“hands on”): The driver and the automated system 
share control of the vehicle. Examples are systems where 
the driver controls steering and the automated system 
controls engine power to maintain a set speed or engine 
and brake power to maintain and vary speed, where steering 
is automated while speed is under manual control. The 
driver must be ready to retake full control at any time. Lake 
Keeping Assistance, Adaptive Cruise Control, and Parking 
Assistance are examples of SAE Level 1 autonomy. 


• Level 2 (“hands off”): The automated system takes full 
control of the vehicle (accelerating, braking, and steering). 
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The driver must monitor the driving and be prepared to 
intervene immediately at any time if the automated system 
fails to respond properly. The shorthand “hands off” is not 
meant to be taken literally. In fact, contact between hand 
and wheel is often mandatory during SAE 2 driving, to 
confirm that the driver is ready to intervene. 


• Level 3 (“eyes off”): The driver can safely turn their 
attention away from the driving tasks, e.g. the driver can 
text or watch a movie. The vehicle will handle situations that 
call for an immediate response, like emergency braking. The 
driver must still be prepared to intervene within some 
limited time, specified by the manufacturer, when called 
upon by the vehicle to do so. 


• Level 4 (“mind off”): As level 3, but no driver attention is 
ever required for safety, e.g. the driver may safely go to 
sleep or leave the driver’s seat. Self-driving is supported only 
in limited spatial areas or under special circumstances, like 
traffic jams. Outside of these areas or circumstances, the 
vehicle must be able to safely abort the trip, e.g. park the 
car, if the driver does not retake control. 


• Level 5 (“steering wheel optional”): No human intervention 
is required at all. An example would be a robotic taxi. 


The Ontario Government has funded the Autonomous Vehicle 
Innovation Network (AVIN) which is intended to advance 
research and development of autonomous vehicle technology 
in the province. At the time of writing, most of the 
commercially available autonomous vehicle technologies are 
at a level 1 or level 2. 


Benefits of autonomous vehicle technology include improved 
safety from a reduction in human error-caused collisions, 
accessibility to users who currently cannot or have difficulty 
operating motor vehicles such as seniors and people with 
disabilities, and easier access to rural areas that require long 
and tiring drives. It is also possible that autonomous vehicles 


can decrease headways between vehicles and as such make 
more efficient usage of existing roadways and increase 
vehicle throughput, reducing the need to build new roadways 
and new road lanes. 


Connected vehicles (CVs) feature different functionalities that 
‘connect’ the vehicle with other vehicles, transportation 
infrastructure such as traffic lights and roadways, central 
networks, its occupants, or any combination of the 
aforementioned. Connected vehicles may have certain 
degrees of autonomy incorporated, but all connected vehicles 
do not necessarily have to operate autonomously. CVs may 
interact with users via smartphone app or other means, such 
as voice detection. Connected vehicles also may be connected 
to other vehicles which allow them to ‘communicate’ with each 
other, for example, if a vehicle brakes in front of them, the 
vehicle can communicate this to the driver or its own internal 
system. CVs can communicate with infrastructure, for 
example, if a vehicle is approaching a traffic light that is about 
to turn red, that can notify the vehicle and/or the driver.


Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) and Smart 
Infrastructure 


Intelligent transportation systems (ITS) technology has existed 
in the field of transportation and traffic management for 
several decades. ITS has traditionally referred to technologies 
such as electronic lane management, vehicle detection (using 
loop detectors, Bluetooth, cameras, etc), signal pre-emption, 
and adaptive signal controllers. 


New advancements such as artificial intelligence (AI) and 
deep learning/machine learning are also being applied to 
transportation infrastructure systems. Much of this 
technology is related to CVs, for example, ‘smart’ traffic 
signals, where cars can ‘speak’ to the signals to for example, 
extend green times to allow for traffic platoons to pass 
through or modify cycle lengths to allow for more cohesive 
traffic signal coordination. Smart traffic signal applications 
also are not necessarily limited to vehicles; smart traffic 
signals also may have functionalities to detect pedestrians 
and bicycles, for example, to extend pedestrian walk times for 
pedestrians moving at slower speeds (i.e. seniors, or children) 
or to coordinate green ‘waves’ for bicycles moving through 
intersections upon detection. They may also enable transit 
signal priority, allowing buses easier navigation through critical 
intersections, thereby helping to make travel times on transit 
competitive with those of driving, and to help foster strong 
transit on-time performance and potentially offer more 
operational flexibility in terms of coverage within a 30-minute 
cycle time.


Other forms of ITS include systems that can perform 
functions such as:


• Automatic detection of inclement weather and roadway 
conditions (allowing for a more effective and streamlined 


Figure 5.13:  
The 5 levels of 
autonomous 
drivings
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approach to roadway winter maintenance)


• Traffic flow measurement (an additional data source for the 
City and can supplement V/C data by providing additional 
clarification surrounding pinch points in the road network 
that occur at a specific time, such as during shift 
changeovers in the industrial area)


• Emergency vehicle notification (to help reroute traffic 
allowing for quicker emergency response times and faster 
travel times for motorists during incidents)


• Automatic speed limit enforcement (although this may not 
be critical need for St. Thomas today, it may be worth 
considering in the future as the urban landscape continues 
to evolve)


Traffic cabinets can act as single multipurpose solutions for 
traffic control at critical intersections.  It is recommended that 
new traffic cabinet implementations follow the Advanced 
Transportation Controller Cabinet (ATCC) Standard, which 
maximizes functionality, optimizes power consumption, 
introduces standardization (manufacturer agnostic), and 
simplifies personnel training.  Equally as critical as traffic 
cabinets is having an appropriate central system that can 
communicate with each of the traffic cabinets, facilitate data 
collection, and allow for dynamic traffic management.


Privacy considerations are currently a significant topic 
surrounding smart infrastructure that contain embedded 
cameras and sensors, and will need to be evaluated in the 
context of any ITS implementations. 


Micromobility 


E-Scooters 


Electric scooters (e-scooters) are scooters that are motorized 
with a small electric motor. Recently, dockless e-scooters have 
grown in popularity as app-based ride share companies have 
introduced them in various cities across North America. The 
scooters are generally unlocked using a smartphone app, and 
users are charged an unlocking fee as well as a usage fee by 
the minute. 


E-scooters have gained popularity in many cities as trips can 
even be faster than car-based trips, the cost of scooters is 
relatively low, and they are perceived by many to be intuitive to 
use. Issues currently surrounding e-scooters include 
placement and space allocation, as without docks, e-scooters 
can be left anywhere on the street, presenting safety and 
accessibility concerns, and concerns regarding the legal use 
of streets, bike lanes and sidewalks. 


In Ontario, e-scooters do not currently comply with the 
requirements for motor vehicles under the Ontario Highway 
Traffic Act and are not captured by the definitions for electric 
bicycles provided under the Act. As such, electric scooters in 
Ontario are currently only permitted on private property that 


does not have public vehicle access, and if allowed by 
municipal bylaws, on sidewalks and pathways. 


Bike-Sharing and E-Bikes 


Bicycle sharing services have been implemented in many 
cities globally in recent decades. Bicycle sharing services, like 
car sharing services, allow for users to rent bicycles for a short 
period of time at a cost per minute. Most bicycle sharing 
services operate with docking stations, where the user can 
either pay to unlock a bike at the station or use a mobile app to 
unlock a bike, but there are also dockless bicycle sharing 
services that are unlocked using mobile apps exclusively. 


Bicycle sharing systems can offer an alternative mode choice 
for both users who do not own bicycles and also for users 
who do own bicycles but find themselves at a location where 
they did not ride their bike, for example, at the grocery store, 
but need a faster or easier way to be transported home. Since 
bicycle sharing systems are generally one-way and do not 
require bicycles to be returned to their original locations, this 
can create convenient connections to and from destinations 
such as transit hubs/stations and workplaces. 


Considerations surrounding the implementation of docked 
bicycle sharing systems generally surround the allocation of 
space, cost of implementing and maintaining docking stations, 
and safety, as most bicycle sharing systems require users to 
bring their own helmets. Distribution of bicycles and 
inadequacy of docking stations can also be an issue at 
locations where demand is one-directional during certain 
times of the way, for example for rush hour commuters. 
Dockless bike sharing systems can also create concerns 
regarding space allocation, as they can be left obstructing 
sidewalks and roadways. 


Electric bikes (e-bikes) are conventional bicycles that have a 
motor assisted pedaling function. E-bikes are currently are 
being offered by bike-sharing services or TNCs and are 
unlocked by a smartphone app. E-bikes require less effort to 
pedal by the user, and as such are especially attractive for 
uphill areas or long-distance journeys. 


Smart Mobility Recommendations 


It is recommended that the City of St. Thomas be proactive 
and prepare for emerging technologies to leverage their 
benefits to the extent appropriate. Often, large cities with large 
budgets are the early adopters of these technologies, so it is 
recommended that St. Thomas monitor smart mobility 
developments across the country and benefit from the 
lessons learned by its larger peers.


At the same time, it should be recognized that the adoption of 
smart mobility typically requires the municipality to do some 
leg-work and enhance their data collection, monitoring, and 
public datasets so solutions can be tailored to the local 
context. As a result it is recommended that the City of St. 
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Thomas take early actions by developing a transportation data 
monitoring framework that links through to an opensource 
data platform to assist and encourage the development of 
emerging solutions. Data collection and monitoring may be 
scaled up appropriately, starting with more static data such as 
various network maps (i.e. roadway, sidewalk, bike, transit and 
truck networks) and traffic counts (i.e. multi-modal turning 
movement counts, AADTs) annually or bi-annually. Then, as 
smart mobility offerings become increasingly right-sized for 
smaller cities, and as there are an increasing number of 
lessons learned from St. Thomas’ larger peers, St. Thomas 
can invest in additional smart mobility strategies at the 
appropriate moments.


Recommended Policy Documents: 


• Develop a comprehensive transportation data monitoring 
plan including intersection counts, downtown curbside 
demand usage, parking utilization, and corridor volumes; 


• Upload and continually maintain transportation data, 
starting with static data such as transportation network 
maps and traffic counts, on the city’s upcoming open data 
portal at regular intervals such as annually or bi-annually. 
This effort may be scaled up appropriately as technology 
and monitoring efforts are feasible for the City to undertake.


5.5 IMPLEMENTATION AND 
COSTS


5.5.1 CATEGORIES
Each of the following implementation categories involved a 
review of each recommended improvement to identify the 
most appropriate method for implementing it. 


Recommended improvements are split into three categories:


• Minor Additions: Several active transportation 
improvements can be added to existing roadways without 
altering the roadway infrastructure or geometry. Examples 
of these types of improvements include painted markings, 
signage, or the addition of flex bollards on existing bike 
lanes. 


• Rehab Additions: The road maintenance plan provides an 
opportunity to provide active transportation facilities as 
roads are reconstructed / rehabilitated. This is a cost-
effective method of implementing active transportation 
facilities with savings realized through dovetailing 
recommended action items with already planned 
reconstructions. Planned Rehab Additions include active 
transportation facilities that would require physical changes 
to the existing roadway infrastructure such as minor 
roadway widening for accommodating bike lanes or adding 
pedestrian sidewalks/multi-use paths within the right-of-
way. 


• Capital Investments: Planned Capital Investments include 
improvements that would require new infrastructure or 
major alterations to existing infrastructure. Examples of 
these types of improvements include road widenings, 
roadway extensions, new roads, or new multi-use paths that 
are standalone from larger road projects. 


Active Transportation


The recommended cycling corridors include the following 
types:


• Signed Route (Sharrow): A signed bike route with sharrow 
lane markings including route signs every 330m and 
sharrow stencil every 75m as per Ministry guidelines. 


• Conventional Bike Lane: An on-road conventional cycling 
lane between 1.5m-1.8m wide on each side of the roadway. 
The lane is identified through pavement markings, including 
a 100mm white edge line, as well as signage every 400-
800m at minimum.


• Protected Bike Lane: Similar to the conventional bike lane 
but with a physical barrier separating it from the rest of the 
roadway such as to offer additional protection to cyclists 
from motor vehicle traffic. The physical barrier can take 
many forms, such as a curb or a narrow median. 


• Two-Way Multi-Use Path: Represents a separated path 
from the roadway where a 3.0m wide hard surface pathway 
(asphalt) is available for active modes (walking or cycling). 
These can be located within or outside of the road right of 
way. 


Roadway Network


The recommended roadway improvements have been staged 
into short term (< 5 years), medium term (5-10 years) and long 
term (> 10 years) horizons. The improvements consist mainly 
of road widenings which are required to improve capacity 
issues along the corridors, and transit priority measures, which 
are recommended to improve transit performance and reduce 
the vehicular demand on the road network by encouraging 
transit usage. 


Roadway projects which were identified to be already in 
development have been added to the short term 
recommendations, including the conversion of both Scott 
Street and Curtis Street to two-way operations.


Roundabouts


The recommended road widening projects will include 
modifications to the intersections along the corridors. When 
these projects advance to the design stage, roundabouts 
should be considered as an alternative to signalization. The 
potential benefits of roundabouts include reductions in 
vehicular delays (and corresponding reductions in emissions), 
reduction in collision frequency and severity (including those 
involving pedestrians), and opportunities for aesthetic 
improvements. Roundabouts are also safe for inexperienced 
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drivers in that they only require the driver to make a right turn, 
regardless of the direction of travel. Roundabouts also have 
their disadvantages, for example, they require more space, 
they treat all traffic flow the same even if one corridor has 
significantly more traffic flow than the intersecting corridor, 
and they can be challenging to implement on sloped terrain. A 
comparative analysis should be completed for each 
intersection in question to determine the preferred treatment. 
Potential criteria for evaluation may include: 


• Intersection/roundabout traffic capacity (in terms of delay/
LOS and queue lengths)


• Traffic flow through the intersection, and traffic counts 
along the intersecting corridors individually


• Accommodation of pedestrians and cyclists 
• Cost (considering both construction & maintenance costs) 
• Constructability 
• Site impacts including additional land requirements and 


utility conflicts
• Environmental impacts (e.g.: emissions, noise, tree impacts)
• Safety (e.g. roadway speed limits, the presence (or lack 


thereof) of other traffic calming measures, historical 
collision counts, and the presence (or lack thereof) of visual 
impediments)


• Percentage grade


An evaluation using these criteria can be completed to identify 
and prioritize appropriate locations for construction of future 
roundabouts. It is recommended that the City consult the 
Ontario Traffic Manual to evaluate the conditions under which 
stop-signed intersections or traffic signals are warranted. For 
roundabouts, while the Ontario Traffic Manual does not get 
into detail regarding roundabout planning, other resources 
exist in the form of the TAC Synthesis of North American 
Roundabout Practice and the NCHRP Report 672 – 
Roundabouts: An Informational Guide. These resources can 
act as reference points when evaluating the potential for 
future roundabouts.


Two potential locations which may be appropriate to consider 
for conversion to roundabouts are Sunset Drive & Shaw Valley 
Drive and Sunset Drive & Parkside Drive. Both of these 
locations appear to have sufficient right-of-way to allow for the 
wider footprint of a roundabout, although existing driveway 
impacts would need to be considered, as well as proximity to 
the rail line on Parkside Drive. Both are T-intersections with 
fairly balanced traffic demand which is well suited to a 
roundabout configuration. Another potential roundabout 
location is South Edgeware Road & Highbury Avenue South, 
which is also a T-intersection with ample right-of-way available 
for a roundabout footprint. As noted above, the Ontario Traffic 
Manual and other resources should be consulted, and the 
roundabout evaluation criteria should be carefully considered 
before proceeding with roundabout implementations.


Importantly, the suggested evaluation criteria described above 
should be treated as a guideline rather than a rigid framework. 
There may be intersections in St. Thomas which score 


relatively low against these evaluation criteria, but which may 
still benefit from roundabout implementation. Factors such as 
development charge contributions, public consultation input, 
and a qualitative assessment of the overall functionality of the 
roundabout and the surrounding road network, may impact 
the minimum score needed to proceed with roundabout 
implementation. Put simply, the evaluation criteria should be a 
tool that is used to assess roundabout potential, not the tool. 
Additional locations which warrant roundabout consideration, 
driven primarily by development charge contributions, include 
the Axford Parkway & Sauvé Avenue and the Sunset Drive & 
Major Line intersections. These locations, plus others, have 
been considered in this TMP’s implementation planning and 
costing, and are included in Table 5.19.


Transit Priority Measures


Transit priority measures can comprise a variety of tools 
including:


• Transit signal priority, whereby traffic signal sensors detect 
approaching buses and adjust the signal phasing to give an 
advantage to buses, for example through extending 
additional green time to ensure the bus can clear the 
intersection. The result is that delays and dwell time for 
buses at intersections are minimized.


• Queue jump lanes, which allow a bus approaching an 
intersection to navigate around the queue of vehicles via a 
bus-only lane (sometimes service dual-purpose as a 
right-turn only lane), and navigate in front of the queue of 
vehicles upon clearing the intersection with appropriate 
signal phasing.


• Dedicated bus lanes, and shared bus lanes with taxis and 
carpoolers. Dedicated bus lanes are sometimes 
accompanied by policy / regulatory decisions, for example 
through enforcement during certain hours of the day only, 
leaving the lanes available to all road users outside of those 
hours.


In many larger cities, these different types of transit priority 
measures are combined for maximum impact. In the case of 
St. Thomas, the recommended transit priority measures within 
this TMP are assumed to refer to transit signal priority 
specifically. That is not to suggest that there will be no place 
for queue jump lanes or dedicated bus lanes in the medium-to-
long term, rather there is insufficient evidence at this time to 
suggest that these additional physical measures will be 
necessary. Given that the updated Railway City Transit 
network was deployed earlier in 2021, it is recommended to 
first observe bus travel times, ridership, schedule adherence, 
and on-time performance, for a period of one year post 
resumption of pre-COVID travel habits, before any decisions 
are made with respect to priority measures that involve fixed 
infrastructure. If over time poor on-time performance is 
identified to be a recurring theme, then additional priority 
measures over and above transit signal priority can be 
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considered at the appropriate moment. However, if buses are 
seen to flow effectively without the need for these additional 
measures, then they may not be necessary to implement.


Unlike queue jump lanes and dedicated bus lanes, transit 
signal priority does not involve changes directly to the road 
infrastructure, and can be effective in itself in helping optimize 
travel times for transit users. It is also easier to make changes 
post-implementation, for example through changing the 
parameters with respect to how buses are identified and how 
much signal priority they are given. Given St. Thomas’ interest 
in pursuing Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), transit 
signal priority is a natural extension that should be considered 
in the context of ITS implementations. Doing so will also allow 
for cost-efficiencies compared to the alternative of 
considering ITS and transit signal priority implementations 
separately.


5.5.2 IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS
Some of the recommended improvement projects will have 
some inherent implementation challenges which will need to 
be considered on a case by case basis. For example, the 
proposed widening of Sunset Drive from two to four lanes 
from Elm Street to Wellington Road 25 / Talbot Hill. This 
corridor is quite limited in right of way and would likely require 
additional land via expropriation and be physically difficult to 
construct due to topography and the adjacent location of the 
St. Thomas Cemetery at West Avenue.


It is also recommended that St. Thomas explore interim 
implementation strategies. For example, while some 
recommendations include widening a corridor from two lanes 
to four lanes, a more appropriate implementation strategy may 
be to first widen the corridor to three lanes, and then re-
evaluate whether a further widening to four lanes remains 
necessary and would yield a favourable cost-benefit. Although 
the analyses conducted in the course of this TMP suggest 
four lanes to be the preferable solutions in some instances, in 
reality we live in an ever-changing world and traffic volumes 
and patterns may evolve somewhat differently from 
expectations. Particularly in the case where there is significant 
turning activity to warrant a two-way left-turn lane (TWLTL), or 
where traffic redistributes following short-term 
implementations in a way is more balanced across the 
network with respect to corridor capacity, the addition of a 
fourth lane (for two through lanes in both directions) may not 
be necessary.


Notably, it is acknowledged that segments of Fairview Avenue 
have already been converted to a three-lane cross-section, 
originally intended as an interim solution prior to expansion to 
four lanes; however, three lanes has proven to be satisfactory 
in addressing the capacity challenges previously posed by a 
two-lane cross-section, and therefore further expansion to four 
lanes is not a pressing need. Correspondingly, in Table 5.19, 
we present the recommendations for project IDs 1 and 15 to 


be “widen from 2 to 3 lanes”, rather than to 4 lanes. For each 
case it is recommended that St. Thomas widen to three lanes 
and then re-evaluate post-implementation to determine if a 
four-lane cross-section is still warranted depending on the 
extent of ongoing capacity constraints. For project IDs 16, 30, 
and 31, the recommendation to widen to four lanes is 
maintained, however, interim strategies of widening to three 
lanes may still be considered.


The feasibility and potential impacts and mitigations of each 
project should be explored at the planning & design stages. All 
of the major roadway improvement projects would require an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) study which would allow the 
solution to be further refined through public consultation to 
develop a preferred design that balances the needs of all road 
users compared to the benefits, costs, and environmental 
impacts of the proposed solution. Depending on the nature of 
the project, one of four different EA schedules will apply – 
schedules A, A+, B, and C – where ‘A’ is the most limited in 
terms of project scope and scale, and ‘C’ is the most 
significant in terms of project scope and scale.


Each of the four Municipal Class EA schedules have different 
sets of EA requirements that must be adhered to. In the 
context of the TMP recommendations, road widenings costlier 
than $2.7M are generally Schedule C, while those less than 
$2.7M are generally Schedule B, though it is possible that cost 
limits will be removed in the future and project schedule 
determination will be solely rooted in each project’s level of 
complexity, level of interest from the community, and extent of 
environmental impacts, etc. In that regard, a new Class EA 
schedule was proposed in late 2019, and although the 
pandemic has resulted in delays to this amendment being 
approved, it is anticipated that it will be approved in the 
coming months (as of the time of writing). In the new Class EA 
schedule, road widenings would no longer fall into Schedule C 
or B depending on their cost, rather projects involving the 
addition of travel lanes would fall into Schedule B while 
projects bringing substantial impacts to the road allowance 
would fall into Schedule C. Bike lane projects are generally 
Schedule A+, both with the current and proposed Class EA 
schedules.


Policies and Strategies


All of the roadways identified for future improvements are City 
roads; therefore, it is expected that the City will have sole 
responsibility in their implementation. Coordination and 
consultation with the Province and/or County may be 
appropriate on the boundary roads or those that connect with 
other jurisdictions, such as Sunset Drive and Talbot Street. 
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5.5.3 COSTS OF THE PLAN
The policies and strategies summarized in 5.4 Policies and 
Strategiesare not reliant on specific timing for 
implementation, rather, they are intended as broader concepts 
that should be considered in the decision-making related to 
transportation planning and engineering activities going 
forward. Through consideration of these policies and 
strategies, and implementation of measures where 
appropriate, St. Thomas will be better positioned to achieve its 
mode split objectives and extract full value from 
implementation of the recommendations summarized in 
Table 5.19. They will also enable St. Thomas to be proactive in 
its management of the transportation network, helping to 
prevent issues before they arise, maximize full use of its 
transportation assets, and therefore potentially defer the need 
for additional capital investments.


The capital cost of the recommended transportation strategy 
over the next 20 years, inclusive of new road construction, 
intersection improvements, sidewalk extensions, pedestrian 
routes, multi-use, and off-road trails, pedestrian crosswalks, 
and cycling facilities and will total approximately $44,491,240.


Of the total capital costs, $6,690,760 is needed for short-term 
improvements (<5 years), $10,834,080 for medium term (5-10 
years), and $26,966,400 for long-term (10+ years). 


Certain transportation improvements will benefit current 
residents and would comprise the non-growth component of 
the Development Charges (non-DC). The improvements 
required to accommodate higher volumes of traffic and 
increased demand on the existing infrastructure directly 
attributable to new developments are eligible for funding 
through Development Charges (DC).


Based on our analysis, the bulk of short and medium-term 
improvements will be triggered by development, particularly 
within the noted urban expansion areas. Generally, 
transportation improvements triggered or required to 
accommodate development are eligible to be paid for through 
development charges (DC). Additionally, some of the short and 
medium term active transportation improvements look to 
connect the existing cycling network through these 
development areas.


Cost Assumptions


High level cost estimates were developed for each of the 
proposed improvements based on presumed unit costs, as 
summarized below: 


• $3.25M per linear kilometre to widen an existing arterial 
roadway from 2 to 4 lanes.


• $1.625M per linear kilometre to widen an existing arterial 
roadway from 2 to 3 lanes.


• $250K for construction/replacement of traffic signals 
($125K for rail crossing signals)


• $1.5M for construction of a two-lane roundabout ($750K for 
construction of a one-lane roundabout, or upgrade from 
existing one-lane roundabout)


• $50K per pedestrian crossover upgrade per interstection/
crossing


• $3.5K per linear kilometre of signed bike route
• $12K per linear kilometre of conventional bike lane 
• $254K per linear kilometre of protected bike lane 
• $380K per linear kilometre of two-way multi-use path
• $150K for Class B EA Study
• $275K for Class C EA Study
• $5.8M for the proposed Burwell Road bridge widening over 


Highway 3 


A detailed line-by-line summary of each improvement is 
provided in Table 5.19.


5.5.4 FUNDING MECHANISMS
Active Transportation


Financing implementation of the active transportation 
improvements could be supported by a variety of provincial 
and federal financing programs. One of the most widely used 
programs is the Gas Tax Fund (New Deal for Cities and 
Communities) initiative which consists of an ongoing transfer 
of funds from the federal government to municipalities. The 
funds are generally allocated to municipalities on a per capita 
basis and are to be used for “environmentally sustainable 
municipal infrastructure.” Eligible expenditures include public 
transit, water, wastewater, solid waste, community energy 
systems, as well as local roads, bridges and tunnels, and 
active transportation infrastructure (e.g. bike lanes) that 
enhance sustainability outcomes. There cannot be any 
reduction in capital funding provided by the municipality and 
the funds must be used within three years of receipt. 


Transit


A similar program to the Federal Gas Tax Fund is offered by 
the province of Ontario. The Ontario Gasoline Tax is an 
ongoing transfer of funds to municipalities exclusively for 
public transit. The existing allocation is based upon each 
municipality’s proportionate share of the province’s population. 
The funds can be used for either operating or capital costs.


While there are no explicit transit recommendations requiring 
funding in this TMP, apart from transit-signal priorities which 
are noted to form a part of the City’s investment in ITS, a 
number of funding opportunities may exist to further the 
implementation of the recently completed St. Thomas Transit 
Strategic Plan. Additionally, this TMP recommends the 
continual monitoring of on-demand service and potential 
expansion of the program into new areas. The provincial and 
federal government have committed a total of 650 million 
dollars to help municipal transit systems address the financial 
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. Funding can be put 
towards initiatives that make it easier and more affordable to 
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Table 5.19: Cost of Recommendations


ID Location Description Limits Improvement 
Type Length (m) Implementation 


Category Class EA - Current Total Cost Assumptions/Inclusions 


Short Term (0-5 years)


1 South Edgeware Road Widen from 2 to 3 lanes Burwell Road to Highbury Avenue Roadway 1220 Capital Investment
Schedule C 


(likely Schedule B in future)
 $3,882,500 Includes single lane roundabout at Highbury Ave and signal upgrades at Burwell Road 


2 Scott Street and Curtis Street Conversion to two-way St. George St to Mondamin St Roadway 700 Capital Investment Schedule A+  - 
Project in development (includes roundabout at Kains/St. Catharine and pedestrian 
crossing improvements/bump outs at major crossings). Cost assumed to be evaluated 
independently of this TMP.


3 Scott Street/ Kains Street Conventional Bike Lane Hiawatha Street to Alma Street Cycling 870 Minor Addition Schedule A+  $10,440 Recommended to be completed alongside conversion to two-way traffic 


4 Hiawatha Street Signed Bike Route
Scott Street to Multi-Use Path Connection 


(Athlete Park)
Cycling 130 Minor Addition Schedule A+  $455 


5 Sinclair Avenue/ Ripley Lane Signed Bike Route Fairview Avenue to Highview Drive Cycling 460 Minor Addition Schedule A+  $1,610 
6 Edward Street Signed Bike Route Balaclava Street to First Avenue Cycling 600 Minor Addition Schedule A+  $2,100 
7 Fifth Ave Signed Bike Route Wellington St to Elm St Cycling 1200 Minor Addition Schedule A+  $4,200 
8 Centre Street Protected Bike Lane King Street to Elgin Street Cycling 775 Minor Addition Schedule A+  $196,850 


9 Talbot Street 
Upgrade courtesy crossings to 


ped crossovers 
Talbot Hill to Balaclava St


Active 
Transportation


Minor Addition Schedule A+  $350,000 Assumes installation of pedestrian-activated flashing lights at each existing courtesy 
crossing


10 Axford Parkway / Sauve Ave Single Lane Roundabout Isolated Roadway - Capital Investment Schedule A+  $750,000 
11 Sunset Drive / Major Line Single Lane Roundabout Isolated Roadway - Capital Investment Schedule A+  $750,000 
12 Wellington Road / NW Area 1 Collector Single Lane Roundabout Isolated Roadway - Capital Investment Schedule A+  $750,000 


Short Term Subtotal $6,698,155 
Medium Term (5-10 years)


13 First Avenue Two-Way Multi-Use Path South Edgeware Road to Elm Street
Active 


Transportation
3200 Capital Investment Schedule A+  $1,216,000 Consider sections of on-street bike lanes where possible for cost savings 


14 Wellington St Conventional Bike Lane Fifth Ave to Eastern City Boundary Cycling 3100 Rehab Addition Schedule A+  $37,200 


15 Sunset Drive Widen from 2 to 3 lanes
Elm Street to the St. Thomas southern 


jurisdiction boundary 
Roadway


1200 Capital Investment Schedule C  
(likely Schedule B in future)


 $3,975,000 Includes 2 single lane roundabouts (Shaw Valley Drive and Parkside Drive), traffic signal 
upgrades at Elm Street, and 1 rail crossing


16 Wellington Street Widen from 2 to 4 lanes Fifth Avenue to Ross Street Roadway
360 Capital Investment Schedule B  


(likely Schedule C in future)
 $1,820,000 Includes traffic signal upgrades at Fifth Ave and Ross Street, may require land 


acquisition
17 Talbot Street Transit-Priority Measures First Avenue to Elgin Street Transit 1870 Minor Addition - - Integrated with ITS investment 
18 First Avenue Transit-Priority Measures Elm Street to Wellington Street Transit 1200 Minor Addition - - Integrated with ITS investment 
19 Elm Street Transit-Priority Measures Parkside Drive to First Avenue Transit 1360 Minor Addition - - Integrated with ITS investment 
20 Talbot Street Transit-Priority Measures Fairview Avenue to First Avenue Transit 780 Minor Addition - - Integrated with ITS investment 
21 Fairview Avenue Transit-Priority Measures Wellington Street to Talbot Street Transit 440 Minor Addition - - Integrated with ITS investment 
22 First Avenue Transit-Priority Measures Wellington Street to Redan Street Transit 830 Minor Addition - - Integrated with ITS investment 
23 Fairview Ave Conventional Bike Lane Talbot Street to Elm Street Cycling 1650 Rehab Addition Schedule A+  $19,800 
24 Elm Street Conventional Bike Lane First Avenue to Manor Road Cycling 1340 Rehab Addition Schedule A+  $16,080 
25 South Edgeware Rd / Balaclava St Single Lane Roundabout Isolated Roadway - Capital Investment Schedule A+  $750,000 
26 South Edgeware Road / First Ave Single Lane Roundabout Isolated Roadway - Capital Investment Schedule A+  $750,000 
27 Manor Road / Chestnut Street Single Lane Roundabout Isolated Roadway - Capital Investment Schedule A+  $750,000 
28 Manor Road / Highview Drive Single Lane Roundabout Isolated Roadway - Capital Investment Schedule A+  $750,000 
29 Highview Drive / Chestnut Street Single Lane Roundabout Isolated Roadway - Capital Investment Schedule A+  $750,000 


Medium Term Subtotal $10,834,080
Long Term (10+ years)


30 Burwell Road Widen from 2 to 4 lanes South Edgeware Road to Talbot Street Roadway 1600 Capital Investment  Schedule C  $12,275,000 Includes bridge widening over Hwy 3, 2 rail crossings, and 3 traffic signal upgrades


31 Sunset Drive Widen from 2 to 4 lanes Elm Street to Wellington Road 25/Talbot Hill Roadway
2500 Capital Investment  Schedule C  $13,650,000 Includes two-lane roundabouts at Elm Street, Bush Line/Stanley St, and Fingal Line; and 


upgrades to existing roundabout at Talbot Hill
32 Sunset Drive Protected Bike Lane Major Line to Elm Street Cycling 4100 Capital Investment Schedule A+  $1,041,400 


Long Term Subtotal $26,966,400
TOTAL $44,498,635
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6. CONCLUSION
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6. CONCLUSION
The purpose of this Transportation Master Plan (TMP) is to 
develop a long-term strategic vision for the future of 
transportation in St. Thomas through the year 2041, evaluating 
all aspects of the transportation network including roads, 
active transportation, and transit. Emphasis was placed on 
sustainable modes of transportation including active modes 
and transit, with the objective of achieving a mode shift away 
from single-occupancy vehicles to the extent feasible, and 
positioning the city to support and accommodate future 
growth.


The TMP process began with a round of engagement and a 
review of current and future transportation conditions in the 
City.  From here, growth forecasts were undertaken, needs and 
opportunities were evaluated, and multimodal transportation 
network recommendations were developed.  Implementation 
considerations were then drafted alongside a series of policies 
and strategies for consideration, intended to support the 
transportation network recommendations and prepare the city 
for emerging trends in transportation solutions.


In the course of this TMP, reference was made to past relevant 
studies such as the St. Thomas Transit Strategic Plan (2019), 
Complete Streets St. Thomas (2016), and the Urban Area 
Expansion (UAE) Transportation Master Plan (2008), and the 
outcomes of this TMP seek to align and integrate with these 
studies as appropriate. When moving forward with 
implementation, it must be appreciated that the suite of 
recommendations, policies, and strategies presented in this 
TMP are best treated as pieces of a larger puzzle rather than 
as standalone action items. That is, all elements of the 
transportation network are interrelated, and the package of 
recommendations together is greater than the sum of the 
parts.  With this integrated focus on implementation, and on 
transportation in St. Thomas more generally speaking, the City 
will be well-positioned for economic prosperity, for community 
building, for preserving established neighbourhoods, and for 
maintaining a high quality of life into the future.
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