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Riverside Drive Trail: Final Review and Recommendation

Recommendations

It is recommended:

That Report No. PWES-2021-29 Riverside Drive Trail: Final Review and Recommendation be

received;

And that the recommendation from the Town’s Consultants, Bezaire Partners and Dillon
Consulting Limited, to proceed with the installation of a recreational multi-use trail on the south
side of Riverside Drive from the Tecumseh-Windsor border to Manning Road be adopted,;

And that the Riverside Drive Trail project proceed to the detailed design stage in accordance

with the recommendations from the Town’s Consultants.

Background

Developing and expanding the Town of Tecumseh’s active transportation facilities has been
supported by Council to achieve a desirable and sustainable community that promotes healthy
lifestyles. The installation of the Riverside Drive Trail, a multi-use recreational trail, from the
Tecumseh-Windsor border to Manning Road has been identified and recommended in a

number of prior Council-adopted or approved plans and studies, which include the:

e 2010 Parks & Recreation Master Plan;

e 2012 County Wide Active Transportation Study (as amended in 2016);

e 2017 Transportation Master Plan; and

e 2021 Town of Tecumseh New Official Plan.
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Project approval and funding allocation for the Riverside Drive Trail was initially approved at
the December 13, 2016 Regular Meeting of Council through the 2017-2021 PWES Capital
Works Plan’ and carried through subsequent Capital Works Plans.

At the April 8, 2021 Special Council Meeting (SCM), the Town’s Consultants, Bezaire Partners
and Dillon Consulting Limited, presented a detailed review and analysis, inclusive of public
consultation, comparative costs, key issues, and an evaluation of trail options. Based on their
comprehensive evaluation, the Consultants recommended proceeding with the detailed design
and construction of a 2.4m - 2.7m wide asphalt, off-road multi-use recreational trail along the
south side of Riverside Drive between the Tecumseh-Windsor border and Manning Road. A
copy of the Administrative report (PWES-2021-04) including the Consultants’ presentation
material from the April 8, 2021 SCM is provided.

The Town had previously held two Public Information Centres in 2017 and 2018 and recently
received comments from many residents and heard from numerous delegations at the April 8,
2021 SCM. As recommended in report PWES-2021-04 (Motion: SCM-05/21), the project
information and video recording of the April 8, 2021 SCM was uploaded on the Town’s
PlaceSpeak platform for a 30-day period to provide an opportunity to receive further public
input on the project.

Comments

Additional 30-day Public Consultation

The 30-day public consultation period ran from April 9 to May 8, 2021. During that time there
were 671 views on PlaceSpeak with 171 comments submitted, as well as 18 additional
emails/correspondence received. The following detail regarding the comments is provided for
further information:

e 171 PlaceSpeak Comments
o 3 comments from Town Administrators
o 168 comments from 63 members of the public
» Of the 63 individuals, 23 had taken part in the April 8" SCM by either
submitting communications or appearing before Council as a delegation.

¢ 18 Emails/Correspondence
o 18 emails from 16 members of the public
= Of the 16 individuals, 9 had also posted comments on PlaceSpeak
» Of the 16 individuals, 8 had taken part in the April 8" SCM by either
submitting communications or appearing before Council as a delegation.

The additional public consultation commentary received during the 30-day period is appended
to this report as Attachment 1.

The public consultation commentary was forwarded to the Town’s Consultants for their review
and consideration during the preparation of their final response and recommendations for the
trail. The commentary was grouped into common themes and discussed within the
Consultant’s recommendation letter (see Attachment 2).
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The common themes arising from the public consultation commentary consisted of:

o Pathway Safety
o Traffic Volume and Speed
o Street and Driveway Crossings
o Manning Road Roundabout Crossing
o Sightlines
e Property Impacts
¢ Alternative Facility Types
o Sidewalks and Bike Lanes
o County Road 2 (Old Tecumseh Road)
o Multi-Use Pathway
e Environmental Impacts

The Consultant’s letter addresses and responds to these themes in detail appropriate to the
conceptual/preliminary design stage.

Consultants’ Final Recommendation

The Town’s Consultants, Bezaire Partners and Dillon Consulting Limited, will be in attendance
at the June 22, 2021 Regular Council Meeting to make a presentation (see Attachment 3) that
will summarize their June 16, 2021 letter and final recommendation.

Based on the Consultants’ fulsome review and analysis including the results of all of the public
consultation, and the comparative costs and key issues, the Consultants are recommending to
proceed with the detailed design and construction of a 2.4m — 3.0m wide asphalt, in-boulevard
multi-use pathway along the south side of Riverside Drive between the Tecumseh-Windsor
border and Manning Road.

The Consultants’ recommendation is intended to provide:
» A pedestrian and cycling facility designed to meet the needs of the intended user (all
ages and abilities) and promote equality and inclusiveness within the Town’s active
transportation network.

» Improved pedestrian and cycling connectivity between existing adjacent facilities
(Ganatchio Trail, Lakewood Park and other trail networks).

» Physical separation between motorists and pedestrians/cyclists, increasing safety and
security for users.

The recommendation is based on guidelines of the Ontario Traffic Manual, Book 18 Cycling

Facilities, in the context of an existing urbanized environment (retrofit) and aligns with the
Council-adopted or approved Master Plans and studies referenced earlier in this report.
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Next Steps

Should the recommendations outlined within this report be adopted by Council, the next steps
in the process for this project would be:

1) The conceptual and preliminary design stage would be deemed completed;

2) Detailed design of the multi-use trail would commence which would include further
discussions with:
a. Utility companies whose plant may need to be relocated;
b. Individual property owners who have landscaping, irrigation systems, etc. within
the Town’s right-of-way;
c. Individual property owners where the Town may require property or easements;

3) Property/easement acquisition (if required) that have been identified as part of the
detailed design;

4) Relocation of utilities that may be in conflict with the trail in advance of construction;

5) Tender the project as part of the annual PWES Capital Works Plan, the timing of which
to be advantageous to receive multiple (competitive) bids;

6) Proceed to Construction.

Consultations

Chief Administrative Officer

Financial Services

Parks & Recreation Services

Planning & Building Services

Bezaire Partners — Urban Planners, Landscape Architects
Dillon Consulting Limited

Financial Implications

The Town has undertaken extensive public consultation over the last number of years by
means of Public Information Centres No. 1 & 2, the April 8, 2021 Special Council Meeting and
the subsequent 30-day public consultation on PlaceSpeak. The total project costs spent as of
June 1, 2021 are in excess of $100,000, which reflect those efforts and the comprehensive
and thorough consideration of public input into the project. These costs, for a Schedule A+
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment project, far exceed the efforts of what is required
under the applicable legislation (i.e. Schedule A+ projects are pre-approved and may proceed
to implementation provided that the public has been advised of the project). Having said that,
it has resulted in a thorough public vetting of the project and consideration by the Town and its
consultants of the issues raised by the public, whether for or against the project.

Council initially approved the project and funding allocation for the Riverside Drive Trail at the
December 13, 2016 Regular Council Meeting (RCM) through Public Works & Environmental
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Services (PWES) Report No. 54/16 titled “2017-2021 PWES Capital Works Plan” (Motion:
RCM-442/16).

Council then approved additional funding for the Riverside Drive Trail as part of Report No.
PWES-2020-33 at the December 8, 2020 RCM (Motion: RCM-375/20), for a total project cost
of $1,239,300. The increase in project cost is attributed to, but not limited to, the following:

allowance for soil testing/disposal as required under new legislation, widening the trail, inflation
and market pressures.

Link to Strategic Priorities
Applicable 2019-22 Strategic Priorities

Make the Town of Tecumseh an even better place to live, work and invest
through a shared vision for our residents and newcomers.

Ensure that Tecumseh’s current and future growth is built upon the principles
of sustainability and strategic decision-making.

Integrate the principles of health and wellness into all of Tecumseh’s plans
and priorities.

Steward the Town's “continuous improvement” approach to municipal
service delivery to residents and businesses.

[] Demonstrate the Town’s leadership role in the community by promoting good

governance and community engagement, by bringing together organizations
serving the Town and the region to pursue common goals.

Communications
Not applicable

Website [] Social Media U] News Release [] Local Newspaper [l
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This report has been reviewed by Senior Administration as indicated below and recommended
for submission by the Chief Administrative Officer.

Prepared by:

Phil Bartnik, P.Eng.
Director Public Works & Environmental Services

Reviewed by:

Brian Hillman, MA, MCIP, RPP
Director Planning & Building Services

Reviewed by:

Paul Anthony, RRFA
Director Parks & Recreation Services

Reviewed by:

Tom Kitsos, CPA, CMA, BComm
Director Financial Services & Chief Financial Officer

Recommended by:

Margaret Misek-Evans, MCIP, RPP
Chief Administrative Officer

Attachment Attachment

Number Name

1 Additional 30-day Public Consultation Received

2 Town’s Consultants, Bezaire Partners and Dillon Consulting Ltd.,
Riverside Drive Trail Recommendation Letter, dated June 15, 2021

3 Town’s Consultants, Bezaire Partners and Dillon Consulting Ltd., Council
Presentation
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Speak

Riverside Drive Trail

Report Type: Discussion

Questions/Concerns/Discussion
The 30 day consultation period is now over.
Thank you for participating in the discussion.

Future updates on the Riverside Trail Project will be posted on the Town's website and PlaceSpeak
page.

Ken CLEMENT - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 2:06 p.m.

Uprated: O | Downrated: 2

The comparable trails used in the April 8th presentation are not an accurate reflection of the proposed trail on the southside of
Riverside Dr. between Lesperance and Manning . Let's use the example of Manning to Brighton it shows that the utility poles
are located at the extreme southern edge of the town right of way with the trail laid out between the utility poles and the road
with a buffer between the trail and the road. It is also evident that this layout provides a clear sightline when entering or exiting
a driveway. The comparable also highlights the distance of the front of the houses to the trail to show a buffer between house
and trail. In contrast the proposed trail is squeezed between the utility poles and the residential property lines. The buffer
between the trail and property line is nonexistent. As a result our driveway has been reduced to a single car depth and we have
lost our turnaround which provided a safe exit when entering the street. With the proposed trail the instant we put our car in
reverse to exit the driveway we will be on the trail. Because our sightlines have been diminished due to landscaping on
residential property we will have to spend more time blocking the trail before we can safely enter the street. The current
location of the utility poles also causes a sightline issue. There has to be a better solution available that would be best practice
rather that what is being proposed and squeezing that trail between the utility poles and the residential property lines i.e. a
combination of a sidewalk and bicycle lanes that would accommodate everyone concerned. The issue of safely crossing
Riverside Dr was also a major reason for the trail being on the southside however the current proposal does not address how
pedestrians on either side of the road will be able to safely cross this busy street.

Mark Piche - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 11:08 a.m.

Uprated: 4 | Downrated: 2

Does this cost include maintenance not limited to: - garbage can continuance - lawn maintenance - plowing and salting -
asphalt repair - routine line painting - whatever else Im missing Councillor DOWEY - Can you revisit the request to the
Consultants to provide all of us with a 'blue print' of what the trail, bike lane, sidewalk - whatever is comparable to the south
side, equal to the north side - so everyone can see what it would look like before opinions are made and an informed decision
can be made. The excuse that it simply 'costs more' does not fly. Everyone involved - FOR, AGAINST OR NEUTRAL deserve
a real time - year 2021 cost for both sides with expected yearly maintenance. If "no, it costs more" is an excuse, the Town
needs to look in the mirror and realize that the finances probably aren't that keen and perhaps any unnecessary project should
be put on the back burner. We deserve these updated costs for every option available. We are in pandemic lockdown where a
large portion of our community members cannot go to work. We don't even have the lights on at our local arena. It is our
elected members fiscal responsibility to provide ALL TECUMSEH taxpayers with these updated numbers during this time.
Maybe we are in a time when we should pump the brakes on things like this and focus on "necessity" until we know the Towns
financial situation - derivative of the tax payers - when the world gets back to normal. Just a thought.

Ken CLEMENT - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 1:03 p.m.

Uprated: O | Downrated: 2

The comparable of trails provided in the report are not reflective of the trail being proposed for the southside of Riverside Dr. |
would like to focus on the comparable used for the Manning to Brighton trail. As illustrated the utility poles are located at the
extreme southern edge of the right away. This allows for the trail to be laid out between the utility poles and the road including
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a buffer between the road and trail. As a result this provides an uninterrupted sightline when exiting a driveway to the west and
east . The proposal for the southside trail between Lesperance and Manning squeezes the trail between the utility poles and
the residential property line. In our case our driveway will be reduced to a single car depth driveway. The comparable trail from
Brighton to Manning highlighted the distance from the front of the residence to the trail but not the distance from the gargae
door to the trail .Sightlines are severely hampered by the proposal because landscaping on private property comes into play.
This will cause safety concerns both for pedestrians and cars straddling the trail when trying to exit safely onto the the street.
The proposal cannot be considered best practice and alternatives should be considered i.e. sidewalks and bike lines to ensure
a safe trail is proposed for both the residents affected by the trai and the trail users.

CONNIE RICHARDS - Tecumseh - May 8, 2021, 11:20 a.m.

Uprated: 1 | Downrated: 2

Has the town thought about the integration of the Gnatchio Trail extension with the CWATS route? What happens, long term,
with the trail from Manning Rd east to Brighton and then down to Old Tecumseh Road (at East Pike Creek Rd). All bike riders
will be pushing hard to connect to Cwats and not just end at Lakewood Park. The "trail" from Manning to Brighton is a
mish-mash of old sidewalks with some wider paved sections. Once the Trail has been extended to Manning from Lesperance,
a flood of cyclists and walkers will be putting pressure on the sidewalks/roads east of Manning as they try to find a path to Old
Tecumseh Rd at East Pike Creek Rd. Another alternative route would be for the Trail to go south along Chene Street to Dillon
and then follow Dillon all the way to Little River (two blocks west of Manning) and then follow Little River into Lakewood Park.
This route is far less busy than the Drive and would only need lane markings etc rather than using residents front yards.

John Parent - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 3:32 p.m.

Uprated: 0 | Downrated: 2

Why did the Town’s consultants not perform a comparative analysis and costing for the viable on-road alternative route that
was identified in the Town’s Riverside Trail report on slide 34. Since this route was identified as viable, | think that a full
comparative analysis and costing report should be presented to council before any decision is made on implementing a new
alternative transportation route along Riverside Drive. This viable on-road facility is safer and could easily and quickly be
installed, it would be similar to the on-road lane on Lesperance Road. This viable on-road design facility could be installed and
used until the Town is ready to reconstruct Riverside Drive, thereby allowing for alternative design options on Riverside Drive
rather than the current unsafe multi-use trail. Council needs to understand that after Riverside Drive East, between Lesperance
and Manning, is reconstructed many, if not all, the issues identified by the consultants would not longer be challenges, allowing
for more and safer design alternative design facilities to be installed along Riverside Drive East. Council must demand that the
consultants and administration complete a cost and comparative analysis of this viable on-road route so they can responsibly
make a decision to improve community safe, connectivity, and ultimately save tax dollars. Riverside Drive is nearing its life
cycle and will be reconstructed, this is a reality. Let's make connectivity a priority but do it wisely so that we can achieve safer
alternative designs and more connectivity. To be very clear, a multi-use trail on Riverside Drive East is unsafe and should not
be installed because there are viable alternatives, designs and routes.

Cheryl Curran (Moderator) - Tecumseh - May 10, 2021, 7:12 a.m.

Uprated: 1 | Downrated: 0

Thank-you for your comments. Please note that “the issue of “safety” was discussed at length in the Consultant’s
presentation at the April 8th SCM” The current condition of Riverside Drive along with the results and recommendations of
maintenance contained within the 2019 Roads Needs Study were discussed at the April 8th SCM.

CONNIE RICHARDS - Tecumseh - May 8, 2021, 11:28 a.m.

Uprated: 1 | Downrated: 2

Riverside Drive is already being used as an arterial road by many entering the city and trying to make time (the speed limit is
rarely obeyed) The road accommodates many more cars than is comfortable for those living here, adding cyclists to the traffic
can only make things more complex and difficult than they already are.

CONNIE RICHARDS - Tecumseh - May 8, 2021, 2:33 p.m.

Uprated: 1 | Downrated: 2

It appears to me that the multi-use pathway plan to be implemented along the south side of Riverside will progress regardless
of the protests of the people living here. Therefore, | am asking Paul Bezaire to ensure that the homeowners that don't have a
lot of footage in their front yard and therefore will have the path closest to their front door, like us, will have a chance to discuss
alternatives before the final detailed configuration is completed. This is as | understood Paul to say in the video and am grateful
for the opportunity for input.

Bonnie Coutinho - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 12:38 p.m.

Uprated: O | Downrated: 2
We live next to property originally used for a single family dwelling. The owner/builder chose to divide the property to build two
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single family homes and received approval from the town to do so. The building permits were issued by the Town of Tecumseh
and approved well after the intent to build this trail was made public. It is unfortunate that approval was given to allow for said
dwellings to be erected so close to Riverside Drive given that the lots are at minimum 230" deep. A further setback requirement
would have resulted in longer driveways possibly avoiding the issue of a severely obstructed site line to our west. Anything
parked in our neighbors driveway within their own property lines be it the owners own, guests or service and delivery vehicles,
rv's, landscaping (again on their own property) will obscure the site lines for us to view anyone or anything heading east. Upon
approaching the proposed trail (driving out front end first) the entire front of the vehicle up to the drivers seat would need to be
on the trail before adequate visibility could be achieved to then proceed to the next hurdle which is pulling out onto the road. At
this point the back of the vehicle is substantially blocking the trail since there is not enough driveway left to pull the vehicle out
further without being on the road. In addition, should cars be parked parallel to the road to either the east or west of us, as
happens now, we put ourselves in jeopardy with traffic not visible to us, among them cyclists. This happens quite often
particularly with service, construction, and delivery vehicles. This scenario does not include what happens when a vehicle
backs out of our driveway as is the case many times with service and delivery vehicles and other persons UNFAMILIAR to the
area. The visibility in that case is even worse as the entire vehicle would have to be on top of the trail before the driver could
see if is safe to cross. The trail as it has been indicated on the drawings is to be built partially on our property. We have survey
stakes and are accurate in saying that the trail would have to be substantially narrower in order to stay on town property. There
is absolutely no easement. This is like attempting to fit a size 10 foot into a size 7 shoe. You could buy the smaller shoes and
jam your feet in but it will create problems now and for as long as you own the shoes. The same can be said for this proposal.
With the space that the town does has we suggest building bike and walking lanes similar to those on Seacliffe Dr. near
Kingsville. The bike lane is divided from the road by a painted line and a walking lane is divided from the bike lane by another
painted line. It should be noted that the speed limit in that stretch of road is 60k per hour, is a mixture of residential, commercial
and industrial buildings with many large trucks on the route. It appears the engineeers and the town of Kingsville felt it was safe
for their residents. This idea would also provide property owners along Riverside Dr. an easement. We also believe that the
other considerations in the report from April 8, 2010 should have included cost estimates. They were tossed aside with little
thought given. There has to be a better solution to serve all the residents.

Bonnie Coutinho - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 2:39 p.m.

Uprated: 1 | Downrated: 2

We live on the south side of Riverside Dr. E. in Tecumseh. The property west of us which was originally occupied by a single
family dwelling was sold to a builder, divided into two building lots and raised in elevation to meet ERCA standards. Both
homes were built very close to the road even though the property is 230' deep or more. The trail project had been announced
prior to building permits for these dwellings were issued. Due to this elevation change should this project proceed as currently
planned we will be dealing with a severely obstructed site line which will not allow us to see people on the path should anything
parked on the neighbours driveway within their OWN property lines be it personal, guest, service/delivery vehicles, or
especially boats and rv's which are allowed to be parked in driveways. Upon attempted exit from our driveway (leaving front
end first) the entire front of the vehicle up to the driver's seat would be on the trail before adequate visibility could be achieved.
Proceeding to the next hurdle the back portion of the vehicle is substantially blocking the trail as there is not enough driveway
left to pull the vehicle out further. In addition, should cars be parked parallel to the road to the east and west of our driveway, as
happens now, we have to put ourselves in jeopardy with traffic and road cyclists that we can't see. This happens quite often
particularly with service and construction vehicles. This scenario doesn't include what happens when a vehicle backs out of our
driveway as is the case many times with persons UNFAMILIAR to the area. The visibility is so reduced that the driver would
have to be in the middle of the trail to see who's on it. It should also be noted that we have not planted or constructed anything
on our own or town property to impede the view. The trail plan indicates that to obtain the proper width it would have to be
partially built on our private property with no easement. The amount is substantial and we have survey stakes to substantiate
our claims. With the property left available for the trail it is like attempting to fit a size 10 foot into a size 7 shoe. You could jam
your foot into the smaller shoes but would create problems now and for as long as you own the shoes. With the space that the
town does have we suggest building bike and walking lanes similar to those along Seacliffe Drive near Kingsville. The bike lane
is divided from the road by a painted line and a walking lane is divided from the bike lane by another painted line. It should also
be noted that the speed limit at that stretch of road is 60k/h and has a mixture of residential, commercial and industrial
buildings. There are also many large trucks travelling the route. It would appear that the planners and all involved in the
design/build process deemed that the health, welfare and safety of it's users was considered and implemented. This idea would
provide in most instances the residents of Riverside Dr. a fair easement between town and personal property. We also believe
the the other proposals presented on April 8, 2021 should have cost estimates included with the report. We enjoy cycling and
walking around town just as much as everyone else and hope that a better plan is implemented that would be less dangerous
and intrusive to those directly affected.

John Parent - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 4:51 p.m.
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Uprated: O | Downrated: 2

| would like to know if the Town’s administration or consultants have identified the various modes of alternative transportation
currently being used on Riverside Drive between Lesperance and Manning Road. More specifically, what data has been
collected on the number of current users. What transportation mode is currently used most. What other metrics were identified
and analyzed to justify a 1.2 million multi-use trail along the south side of Riverside Drive. Has administration identify a
utilization cost based on: - number of current user data. - projected user data - current modal user - projected modal user -
Projected cost per user after a facility is installed - Cost based on current users Understanding this data is important so council
can determine if the cost of the proposed multi-use Riverside Trail is a responsible use of tax dollars. | collected data from 4 of
the multi-use trails used as examples in the consultants report to Council. During April 2021, on five separate observation days
(Monday, Wednesday Friday, Saturday and Sunday). | also made three separate observation on each day of observation (8:00
am, 12:00 pm 4:30 pm). During my data collection, | witnessed utilization of these example at a much lower rate then |
expected, even though the weather was fair and sunny. Most unexpected, | withessed no one using the multi-use trail installed
on Dougall Avenue. | would suggest that no one was using this facility because there was high traffic volumes and high
vehicular speeds on Dougall Avenue. Utilization of the other examples | observed was also low. | wanted to take random
samples of each of these multi-use examples and that is why | chose the morning rush hour, mid day and late afternoon rush
hour. The highest users utilizing was on the Todd Lane multi use trail, it was on Monday morning - 5 kids were riding their bikes
to school. On the Wednesday, | saw a man on Reaume Road, walk to his next door neighbour’s house during the early
morning rush hour, when | asked him why he used the trial he said that he general walks across the grass, but because it wet
he used the path. The important point | am trying to make is that if council doesn’t have user data to base its decision on, they
might install something that has low utilization and high cost of use. Without data, council risks spending tax dollars on an
unsafe Riverside Drive multi-use trail that could be grossly under utilized. The Riverside trail runs the risk to becoming a
Dougall Avenue, which had no users during my observation period. Data is important and | would expect that a current and
projected utilization cost would be presented to council before a decision is made. Will the consultants and administration
present utilization costs to council which shows current user data, modal data as well as future projections of the same data
categories? Will council ask administration to also provide utilization costs for alternative designs facilities that will best meet
the highest modal users or combined users.?

Michelle Clement - Tecumseh - May 8, 2021, 4:25 a.m.

Uprated: O | Downrated: 2

The comparable designs that are provided in the resource section are not at all what is being proposed. In each instance of the
comparable trail the hydro poles are to the extreme edge of the town right of way. The proposed trail winds between the hydro
poles and the extreme edge of the right of way. Why were true comparables not provided? lIs this because this type of trail has
not actually been done before?

Monique Wright-Cameron - Tecumseh - May 8, 2021, 10:15 a.m.

Uprated: 1 | Downrated: 2

Further to my comments about the safety concerns surrounding this trail, | have additional feedback in regards to the
environmental impact of a paved trail. This trail has been misrepresented as a "green" initiative. Removing grass, plants and
trees to make way for pavement is the opposite of "green". Instead of adding green space to our community, this project is
planning on destroying it. Aesthetic issues aside (which are overwhelming), a paved path is not an effective solution to reduce
flooding and contamination in our beautiful lake water due to run-off from the chemicals and salt which will be used to maintain
this stretch of pavement. We are in the midst of a climate crisis that may be irreversible if not addressed effectively. We should
be doing everything in our collective power to preserve green space and add green space, not destroy it or pave over it.

CONNIE RICHARDS - Tecumseh - May 8, 2021, 11:24 a.m.

Uprated: 1 | Downrated: 2

A route along the south side of Riverside Drive will cause many Trail users to try crossing to the north side to access the
various parkettes and pedestrian-car accidents are bound to happen much more frequently than now (as walkers currently
cross at Lesperance lights or at Manning Rd.)

Linda Zieba - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 10:18 a.m.

Uprated: 6 | Downrated: 2

We need bicycle lanes and walkways on both sides of Riverside Drive. What we don’t need is to spend money on a 2-part plan
- one plan today for a muti-use trail and one plan for tomorrow (or 10 years from now) to possibly repair the north side
sidewalk, upgrade the road and add bicycle lanes. We do not need a plan that bulldozes landscaping, trees, and brick pillars.
These have been in place for years and were put close to or on town property not to infringe but to give continuity to the
landscape, to beautify and enhance the area for all to enjoy. Repeatedly it has been indicated that no one wants to “cross a
busy road” but at some point you will be crossing whether it be at Lesperance, Riverside going north at Manning (at the
roundabout) or Manning Road going east to Lakewood park, Pentilly north, Brighton east. In fact ALL residents from the north
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side would have to cross Riverside to use the proposed path. If the initial proposal was for sidewalks and bicycle lanes on both
sides of Riverside Drive, there would have been little or no opposition. Unfortunately whoever selected the stop-gap single path
option did not have the vision to truly see what would best suit Tecumseh in terms of accessibility and safety now and in the
future. The experts were commissioned to study a single muti-use path not what would truly benefit Tecumseh the most -
bicycle lanes and path or sidewalk on both sides. Because of the design and placement of the path, true cyclists still do not
have a safe place to ride and won’t for many more years. Anyone with thoughts that this path will add beauty to Riverside Drive
will see that it will soon look exactly like the area on the north side of Riverside or along the east side of the Manning Road path
-with weeds, standing water, potholes, mud, and gravel strewn about. Some have lost sight of what should be the true goal - to
provide safe, properly maintained areas for walking, cycling, and those with special needs along the entire Riverside Drive
corridor.

Mark Piche - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 11:56 a.m.

Uprated: 2 | Downrated: 1
You makes some very logical points, well stated.

Don Crowder - Tecumseh - May 6, 2021, 9:02 a.m.

Uprated: 6 | Downrated: 2

From Cheryl Crowder Can we consider the businesses on this short stretch of Riverside Drive. This plan proposes too big of a
facility in too small of a space to be either functional or safe and the people who are pushing for this so hard have displayed too
little regard for the real stakeholders in this situation - those stakeholders being the people who live and work right beside this
trail. Like the residents, the business owners know this will not improve their property value nor will it enhance their business
opportunities. Ms. Winter (Dillon Consulting) in her April 8th presentation did acknowledge how close the trail would be to these
businesses and identified that as an issue; BUT she quickly dismissed that as not a problem saying that the businesses would
have to change to parallel parking. No big deal A parallel parking spot ranges from 23 to 26 feet in length. If the consultant was
more familiar with the neighbourhood she would know that Dan's Nautical, which would be reduced to 2 parking spots, is
actually two businesses and a residence. Next is the gas station which will have vehicles coming and going across the trail
from both directions. From the west entrance to the gas station to the corner at Chene it is 17 meters (56.7 feet). In this space
there are 3 commercial businesses, a lawyer's office and an apartment which will have to share 2 parking spots. One of those
businesses currently is a cafe/bistro (which we hope will survive the pandemic) where people come and stay a while. How can
businesses be expected to survive with next to no parking? Will the businesses owners themselves have to ride bikes to work
to save the parking spot for their patrons? Will the cafe patrons be reduced to those who live within walking distance? Riperdy's
Garden Market will have room for 2 parking spots to the west of the driveway since the trail is going to run right along the front
edge of the garden stand. If you shop there regularly you know you will now have to cross the trail to park and turn around on
the trail to be able to safely pull out onto busy Riverside Drive. Since this is parallel parking the small number of parking spots
at all of these businesses will only be able to be accessed by vehicles travelling from west to east so ...... from the other
direction you will have to drive by to the next side street and turn around and go back ....... UNLESS you just drive by and don't
stop at all. This plan would almost make you laugh if it wasn't so absurd, if it wasn't so disengaged from the neighborhood and
if it wasn't so disrespectful of the residents and business owners.

Michelle Clement - Tecumseh - May 6, 2021, 9:55 a.m.

Uprated: 3 | Downrated: 3

Riberdy's is very busy during their season of May to October which would also be a time when the trail would be heavily
used. Why are we trying to shoehorn a trail where it clearly doesn't make sense because for some reason we are hell bent
on having this on the south side. Put it on the north side, put in a couple of cross-walks in conjunction with speed bumps
and help resolve the speeding issues at the same time. Allow people a safe way to cross over to the parkettes or
walk/jog/bike on the lake side.

Monique Wright-Cameron - Tecumseh - May 4, 2021, 10:15 a.m.

Uprated: 4 | Downrated: 3

My concern with the multi-use trail is safety. As a homeowner on the south side of Riverside Drive, it is already extremely
difficult to back out of my driveway. Adding pedestrian traffic at the foot of driveways where excessive speed and reckless
driving occurs is a recipe for disaster. Encouraging future trail users to cross on the south side of Riverside Drive at Manning to
access Lakewood Park is also very dangerous. The unsafe driving that occurs in this roundabout is unbelievable. | don't need a
safety report to tell me what | observe on a daily basis. We have a picture of a vehicle driving the wrong way in the roundabout,
and unfortunately, this is not an anomaly. | have almost been hit trying to cross here, and | have observed children jumping
back onto the sidewalk after almost experiencing fatality. The speeding, the "driver disputes”, the squealing tires, and the cars
racing around and around occur on a daily basis. It is much safer to cross on the North side of the street where there is already
a crosswalk. "Rethink the Trail" means just that. Multi-use trails do not belong on the front lawns of properties adjacent to very
busy streets where excessive speed and reckless driving are factors. In addition to my many other concerns regarding this
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plan, safety is the most urgent and obvious.

John Howard - Tecumseh - May 5, 2021, 11:50 a.m.

Uprated: 2 | Downrated: 1

Hi Monique, | share a similar concern with driving on Riverside. It is starting to get really bad and | communicated that to
our town council members. We have seen really aggressive drivers and even drag racing in the middle of the street. If the
trail moves forward it should replace and enhance the existing sidewalk that already connects to Lakewood park.

Wess Bechard - Tecumseh - May 4, 2021, 10:18 a.m.

Uprated: 1 | Downrated: 5

With all due respect, backing out of any driveway safely is entirely on the driver. You can see trails similar to this placement
all over Lasalle and other communities where this isn't really an issue. Multiuse trails exist on hundreds of front yards in
Tecumseh alone, and thousands throughout the county.

Ron Innocente - Tecumseh - May 4, 2021, 2:36 p.m.

Uprated: 5 | Downrated: 4

I live on the north side of riverside drive and | believe that extending the trail is a bad idea. Not only would it destroy some of
the landscaping that people on the south side of the drive have spent much money and effort to do. The amount of traffic would
certainly increase. The trail before Lesperance is a different issue. It is set back from the road as well as the house and this
would not be the case with the new extension. | would not want to be sitting in my window as numerous walkers are staring into
my house. While | think a bike and walking trail is a good idea, | am sure there are many locations that could be used instead.

John Howard - Tecumseh - May 5, 2021, 12:11 p.m.

Uprated: 0 | Downrated: 1

| spoke with Mayor McNamara last week and expressed the same concern. We have called the OPP three times over the
last year after our cars were broken into, our garage was broken into (we found have a half drank bottle of booze on our
drive) and drag racers sped down opposite lanes in the middle of the night. Our house is already pretty close to road and
near a crosswalk which makes it a target already. We fear the trail will make this more accessible in the future.

Wess Bechard - Tecumseh - May 5, 2021, 7:40 a.m.

Uprated: 1 | Downrated: 3

Our town has offered to help move landscaping from public right of way where possible as a way to minimize impacts to
homeowners. I'm not sure why you believe traffic would increase on the roadway. You're certainly entitled to your opinion of
not wanting people to stare inside of your home, but from all the trails, sidewalks, and streets I've walked and cycled, | can't
recall ever staring into someone's home. It's time to follow the recommendations after the third time in a row and move
forward on Riverside Dr. South.

Robert White - Tecumseh - May 5, 2021, 5:30 a.m.

Uprated: 2 | Downrated: 2

We have lived within 1 km of Lacasse Park for 20+ years and thoroughly enjoy the Ganatchio. We love the work the Town has
done to evolve Lakewood Park into a multi-function destination. It seems so logical to continue to connect all the regional trails
to both encourage residents and visitors of all ages to get outdoors and to contribute in our way to help address climate
change. While we understand the concerns of Riverside Drive residents affected by the Trail extension, we find it puzzling to
understand comments which suggest Trail walkers and bikers are unwelcome when they have already chosen to live on a
street that has substantial traffic noise. Whereas it would be more inconvenient and perhaps dangerous for trail users, we do
agree with some Riverside Drive residents who feel the extended trail should be on the north side.

Wess Bechard - Tecumseh - May 5, 2021, 7:36 a.m.

Uprated: 1 | Downrated: 3

The engineering reports have been quite clear on why the North side is not recommended, and is available to all for review.
North costs more, has less public right of way space to utilize, and requires much more work on utilities and services, plus
requires residents from adjoining streets to have to cross a busy roadway from any of the seven adjoining streets. North
side does not provide equitable and accessible access to the rest of the community. Please do review the documents
comparing North and South Riverside and it will become pretty clear why the same recommendation has been made for
Riverside Dr South three times in a row.

Paul Joseph Drouillard - Tecumseh - May 5, 2021, 5:26 p.m.

Uprated: 4 | Downrated: 2

| am a resident living on Riverside Drive and | am not opposed to a multi use trail but like many of us who live on this street we
take issue as to where the city plans to put it. The current plan is highly controversial for the fact that the city plans to put this
gigantic trail on the inside of the utility polls, 14 feet in from the road and 9 feet wide and right over everyone’s driveways.
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Although, it sounds nice when we think of how great the ganachio trail is up the road but we cant change the fact that we don't
have the same amount of green space they have up the road and this trail does not fit or belong on peoples front lawns and
around the many many obstacles on the inside of the utility polls. The road is in desperate need of repair and our properties
flood after every storm due to the poor drainage. It is my opinion that its best to renovate the entire road and pave the roadway
as well while adding storm sewers and curbs and moving the utility polls, this way you would be able to utilize the space more
effectively without disrupting the lives of the home owners making the sacrifice. It will also be more cost efficient. BQuestion for
Bezaire; When | measure 9 feet in from the utility poll towards my house where the trail is proposed it does not line up where it
does on the architecture plans. Is it possible the trail could be off by a couple feet on the plans on some properties? If so, the
likely hood of encroachment is very high and this is a concern for many of us. Questions for Dillon contracting; As per the
special meeting Dillon contracting said that there were 15 utility polls that will hinder the construction of the trail on the south.
How much will it cost to move the 15 utility polls? At the special meeting Dillon contracting said that they are planning to
confiscate as much of the right of way as possible. Can we find a way for the plan to be the exact opposite? Perhaps one that
is the least invasive for the residents and their environment? Is there not a moral obligation to protect us who reside here as
well? Does my concerns, my family, home and investment matter?

Paul Joseph Drouillard - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 11:37 a.m.

Uprated: O | Downrated: 0

Hey Ken, my apologies, | had to edit my reply as | misread the April 8th report and accidentally posted incorrect figures. If
you look at the April 8th report the cost for the North was $1,025,866 and it is found on page 6 and on page 69 the cost for
the South is listed at $1,239,300. Once they solve all the special considerations listed in the recent report for the South and
also adding the cost of mitigating our concerns on the south the cost will be much more by putting the trail on the South.
Regardless, they will still have to fix the North if they put the trail on the South.

Paul Joseph Drouillard - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 11:23 a.m.

Uprated: O | Downrated: 0

Hey Ken, my apologies, | misread the report and edited my comment; | seen a report for the North and it said the cost was
around $1,025,866. The current bill for the South is 1.2 Million and by the time they finish solving all the special
considerations listed in the recent report for the South and also adding the cost of mitigating our concerns on the south the
cost will most likely be much more by putting the trail on the South. Regardless, they will still have to fix the North if they put
the trail on the South.

Paul Joseph Drouillard - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 8:46 a.m.

Uprated: O | Downrated: 0

Hey Ken, | seen a report for the North and it said the cost was around $800k. The current bill for the South is 1.2 Million
and by the time they finish solving all the special considerations listed in the recent report for the South and also adding the
cost of mitigating our concerns on the south the cost will most likely be double the price by putting the trail on the South.
Regardless, they will still have to fix the North if they put the trail on the South.

Paul Joseph Drouillard - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 10:55 a.m.

Uprated: O | Downrated: 0

Hey Ken, | seen a report for the North and it said the cost was around $800k. The current bill for the South is 1.2 Million
and by the time they finish solving all the special considerations listed in the recent report for the South and also adding the
cost of mitigating our concerns on the south the cost will most likely be double the price by putting the trail on the South.
Regardless, they will still have to fix the North if they put the trail on the South.

Paul Joseph Drouillard - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 10:57 a.m.

Uprated: O | Downrated: 0

| seen a report for the North and it said the cost was around $800k. The current bill for the South is 1.2 Million and by the
time they finish solving all the special considerations listed in the recent report for the South and also adding the cost of
mitigating our concerns on the south the cost will most likely be double the price by putting the trail on the South.
Regardless, they will still have to fix the North if they put the trail on the South.

Paul Joseph Drouillard - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 10:57 a.m.

Uprated: 0 | Downrated: 0

Hey Ken, | seen a report for the North and it said the cost was around $800k. The current bill for the South is 1.2 Million
and by the time they finish solving all the special considerations listed in the recent report for the South and also adding the
cost of mitigating our concerns on the south the cost will most likely be double the price by putting the trail on the South.
Regardless, they will still have to fix the North if they put the trail on the South.

Ken CLEMENT - Tecumseh - May 6, 2021, 12:48 p.m.

81



Uprated: 2 | Downrated: 1

| would like to add to the above questions as well. Why was there not an overhead layout of a trail for the northside of the
road provided like the southside? This would help to make a more informed decision as to where the trail is best suited.
Can this be provided as part of the resource package by the town or the consultants before any final decisions are made?

Mark Piche - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 10:40 a.m.

Uprated: O | Downrated: 0

Is it safe to assume that the cost does not include maintenance (not limited to): - garbage can continuance - asphalt repair -
plowing and salting - line painting - lawn maintenance on the public portion -I'm sure | am missing a lot. Aside from the initial
cost, what can the tax payers that will use the trail, as well as the tax payers that do not - expect to see as a maintenance cost
figure? Machinery and labor included. ALSO why is there only one schematic for this trail? Why cant an informed decision be
made by all persons FOR, AGAINST or IMPARTIAL - looking at an alternative trail on both sides of the road - North and
South? One would think that if cost is a factor, then the Town needs to revisit any such project until the finances are in better
shape. Surely the cost can't be THAT significant. Councillor DOWEY - perhaps you could push for a revisit to see what the trail
would look like on the north side of the road with a similar report from the Consultants so everyone involved can make an
informed opinion and decision. Also provide updated real time cost - the year 2021 - for both sides of the roadway with said
updated comparable "blue print" plans for both sides of the roadway. Perhaps by viewing these live current costs during a
pandemic, when the lights at our local arena aren't even on, and a great portion of our tax base aren't going to work may allow
everyone to pump the brakes on this and come back at time when we are in a better position. That is our Councils fiscal
responsibility to everyone here.

Linda Zieba - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 8:15 a.m.

Uprated: O | Downrated: 0

We need bicycle lanes and walkways on both sides of Riverside Drive. What we don’t need is to spend money on a 2-part plan
- one plan today for a muti-use trail and one plan for tomorrow (or 10 years from now) to possibly repair the north side
sidewalk, upgrade the road and add bicycle lanes. We do not need a plan that bulldozes landscaping, trees, and brick pillars.
These have been in place for years and were put close to or on town property not to infringe but to give continuity to the
landscape, to beautify and enhance the area for all to enjoy. Repeatedly it has been indicated that no one wants to “cross a
busy road” but at some point you will be crossing whether it be at Lesperance, Riverside going north at Manning (at the
roundabout) or Manning Road going east to Lakewood park, Pentilly north, Brighton east. In fact ALL residents from the north
side would have to cross Riverside to use the proposed path. If the initial proposal was for sidewalks and bicycle lanes on both
sides of Riverside Drive, there would have been little or no opposition. Unfortunately whoever selected the stop-gap single path
option did not have the vision to truly see what would best suit Tecumseh in terms of accessibility and safety now and in the
future. The ‘experts’ were commissioned to study a single muti-use path not what would truly benefit Tecumseh the most -
bicycle lanes and path or sidewalk on both sides. Because of the design and placement of the path, true cyclists still do not
have a safe place to ride and won’t for many more years. Anyone with thoughts that this path will add beauty to Riverside Drive
will see that it will soon look exactly like the area on the north side of Riverside or along the east side of the Manning Road path
-with weeds, standing water, potholes, mud, and gravel strewn about. Some have lost sight of what should be the true goal - to
provide safe, properly maintained areas for walking, cycling, and those with special needs along the entire Riverside Drive
corridor.

Arlene Drouillard - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 7:02 a.m.

Uprated: 3 | Downrated: 3

I live on the South side of Riverside drive and have an In home daycare. The reason we bought our house is due to the
roundabout driveway with easy access for clients to drop off and pick up. With having a trail take away a big portion of our
driveway my business will be impacted. With a trail that close to my house it will force my clients to temporarily block the trail at
drop off and pick up times. There has to be a better solution to satisfy the whole community, especially the home owners on the
drive who’s houses and businesses will be impacted drastically. Side walks and bike lanes would be a good solution. It would
create more space for people to enter and exit driveways safely without blocking the path of walkers and cyclists.

Michelle Clement - Tecumseh - May 7, 2021, 3:46 a.m.

Uprated: 3 | Downrated: 2

It appears that the preference for the south side of Riverside as the location for the trail is primarily based on cost. | see
references here to Federal grant money that will cover a lot of the cost. Why then are we not taking advantage of this and using
this to build trail we can be proud of that exceeds minimal safety standards and has minimal impact on business' and
homeowners if much of the cost is covered anyway?

Jonathan Mueller - Tecumseh - May 6, 2021, 12:05 p.m.

Uprated: 5 | Downrated: 2
Sharing a version of a letter | sent to the Town prior to the April 8th meeting but did not make into the official minutes for that
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meeting. This letter is to state my position on the proposed Riverside Drive Trail from the Windsor/Tecumseh Board to Manning
Road. | do not support the trail as currently designed. | am a huge proponent of walkable/bikeable communities and believe the
idea of a multi-use trail(s) is an opportunity for the Town of Tecumseh and its residents. We are very fortunate in Tecumseh to
have a great network of parks and public spaces - the pedestrian connections to these trails are critical to the use and success
of these spaces. If they are 'easy' to access, they will be used, supported, and continue to contribute to the lifestyle that makes
Tecumseh so appealing to residents old and new. We are fortunate to have other examples, good and bad, of multi-use trails
and bike lanes throughout Essex County. The Ganatchio Trail is one of the most successful examples of trail networks in the
County, but it cannot be replicated from its current most easterly termination to Manning road for obvious physical reasons.
However, we do have a great ‘test case’ with the trail located (in the former St. Clair Beach) from Manning to Brighton Roads.
That trail, now more than 25 years old could (have) been improved upon with marginally more money spent at the time. In its
current form, it likely does not meet the "8 80" test, which in short asks the question — ‘is it safe for an 8 year and 80 year old
person(s) to use independently?’ | have young children and use this trail; it requires relentless supervision as there are many
parts of this trail that are too close to the road to allow children to walk or ride independently. If there were increased barriers
between the road and trail it would be much safer and more user friendly. This could have been achieved with a larger curb
height on Riverside Drive, a slightly elevated trail with small curbs along with some landscape (treed) median between the
roadway and trial to act as both a visual and physical buffer. Lastly, an adjustment of the speed limit from the current 50km/h to
40km/h, which is what is recommended in most scenarios to pass the 8 80 test. Looking at the opportunity we now have in
front of us for the new trail from the Windsor border to Manning Road, we should take the above noted ‘Lessons Learned’ and
apply them to this initiative. There were several Options developed as part of the consulting report completed by Dillon
Consulting and Bezaire Partners as well a defined purpose ‘To Provide a safe and accessible active transportation facility for
individuals and families (all ages and abilities)’, | do not believe the proposed plan meets this criteria. The safety factor
correlates directly to useability of the trail and should be paramount in Council’s decision making. The capital cost at any price
is irrelevant if there is a safer option available as one accident or fatality is one too many. My recommendations for Council’s
consideration are to: (1) Not approve the trail as currently designed (2) Request the consulting team review the alternative
Option(s) from their report that improve safety and useability (8 80 test), options which could include; a. Narrowing of roadway
(if necessary) to accommodate dedicated and protected bike lines on the north and south side of the road OR a combined (two
lane) bike path on one side (Options 3 and 4) b. Replacement and widening of the existing sidewalk on the north side from its
current most northern extent southward to accommodate a two-way multi-use trail that would supplement the Bikes Lanes
contemplated in Options 3 and 4. (3) Implement a maximum 40km/h speed limit on Riverside Drive throughout the Town of
Tecumseh (4) Installation of a round-about at the Lesperance Road and Riverside Drive intersection and installation of speed
bumps at other high-traffic intersection i.e. Lacasse Boulevard and Centennial Drive. The above recommendations will no
doubt result in increased costs (and schedule) to a capital project of this magnitude, a cost that is borne by all tax
payers/constituents. It should not be viewed as an expense, but rather a long-term investment in our community, that if done
well will pay dividends in safety, enjoyment, and healthy living for decades and generations of Tecumseh residents. Lastly, |
believe that all the options presented by the consultants are in-line with the direction and scope that was provided to them by
the Town, which in short likely asked the question of how we could add pedestrian and cycle connections in the project area
based on existing conditions. It has become clear that the Town believes an overhaul of Riverside Drive (above and below
grade) will be needed in the next 7 — 10 years, once the pumping stations have been upgraded. Given that relatively short time
line (in relation to the useful life of these type of capital projects) it would seem prudent to ask the consulting team to look at
what the ultimate/long term plan for a Riverside Drive improvement would be, and from there see if there are design elements
(trails, paths) from that design that could be implemented in the near future versus the current scenario which may be an
interim measure with questionable benefits given the many concerns raised by Town residents.

Renay Grant - IEKESHBES - April 9, 2021, 12:39 p.m.

Uprated: 5 | Downrated: 4

| think it is needed and long over due. This is exactly what Tecumesh needs to keep cyclists and walkers safe and not on the
road slowing traffic and causing congestion. People are frustrated when cycling is done on the street and pass in unsafe areas.
This will prevent accidents. It is always a great idea to promote healthy lifestyle choices. By adding a safe path more people will
be able to safely walk and bike. Thank you for voting for it. Money well spent.

Wess Bechard - Tecumseh - April 9, 2021, 12:44 p.m.

Uprated: 3 | Downrated: 2

Investing in active transportation, and our community is always a worthwhile expenditure. | can't wait to run, walk, and cycle
with my family from Lacasse to Brighton and further!

Wess Bechard - Tecumseh - April 9, 2021, 12:19 p.m.

Uprated: 6 | Downrated: 6
Let's Extend the Trail and get this project going! | want this project to start as soon as possible following the latest
recommendations by the engineering firms. It's been a good number of years with reports after reports all with the same
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conclusion; build the trail on Riverside Drive South as recommended! We need accessible and equitable forms of active
transportation for our entire community. This location perfectly fills the gap in the trail system, and provides connections to half
a dozen other trails. This latest engineering report has shown yet again, that this trail is safe, well planned, negligible
environmental impacts, and is not going to contribute to flooding. While | recognize and sympathize with residents who the
public right of way frontage, a quick search shows that trails like this one improve property values, while offering an amenity for
the entire community to enjoy for generations to come. Let's move forward with the active transportation plan, and get this trail
built, as recommended on Riverside Drive South.

Darrin Drouillard - Tecumseh - May 4, 2021, 7:41 a.m.

Uprated: 2 | Downrated: 1
This is so needed by this town, and the consultants did a great job of considering all sides, and all arguments before
making a recommendation. They are professionals and | trust their judgement. Let's proceed with the recommendation.

Aimee Martel - Tecumseh - April 11, 2021, 1:53 p.m.

Uprated: 4 | Downrated: 4
Well said Wess. | agree with all of your comments above.

Sue and Tom Omstead Share the Road - Essex County - [KiligGSVillg - May 2, 2021, 8 a.m.

Uprated: 4 | Downrated: 3

Comments from Share the Road — Essex County: Thank you for undertaking a study about how to make Tecumseh’s Riverside
Drive corridor multi-modal. The initiative to improve Tecumseh'’s Riverside corridor for pedestrians, cyclists and motorists is
truly appreciated and very well warranted. We also appreciate having the opportunity to comment. We are veteran cyclists and
well-informed about the pros & cons of many types of cycling facilities. Cycling in (and through) Tecumseh matters both to us
personally as well as to many cyclists who support our Share the Road - Essex County initiative - many of whom reside in
Tecumseh. We have reviewed the consultants' presentation and offer the following comments: WHY RIVERSIDE DRIVE IS
DRIVE AN ARTERIAL BIKEWAY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPORTANCE Like many, we think that Riverside Drive is an important
spinal part of the county-wide active transportation system. It also forms part of the local, regional, provincial (Waterfront Trail)
and national (Trans Canada Trail) cycling networks. We note the following: * the road already meets the needs of most
motorists * the sidewalk along the road already meets the needs of most pedestrians * the corridor does not meet the needs of
average cyclists We think the current cross-section is only missing a functional cycling facility, that would meet the needs of
average cyclists, to make it multi-modal. We think most would agree that the gold standard of active transportation facilities is
an off-road multi-use facility that’s got very few motorized vehicle crossing points. Facilities such as Lakewood Park’s multi-use
trails, the Ganatchio & Little River Trails, Windsor’s Riverfront Trail, the Parkway Trail, the trails in Point Pelee and the
Greenway are ideal for pedestrians and cyclists of every age & ability and set the bar at the highest level. However, it is
well-studied and well-documented, including on page 40 of the MTQO's Guide to Safe Cycling and in section 6.4.2.1 of the
CWATS Master Plan, that such facilities can CREATE safety RISKS for most cyclists if the route has frequent motorized
vehicle crossing points (ie driveways and intersections) (ie more than 12 residential driveways or 6 commercial
driveways/minor streets or 3 major streets per kilometer); every crossing point is a potential point of conflict between cyclist and
motorist. Most cyclists travel very comfortably at a speed of 22 kph on a flat asphalt surface. The only cyclists that are safer on
a multi-use facility in an over-crowded crossing situation are cyclists travelling at pedestrian speed, which would typically be
children who could/should legally cycle on a sidewalk. This section of Riverside Drive far exceeds the threshold for crossings,
and this is why we do NOT support the current proposal for most cyclists. THERE IS AN IMPORTANT DISTINCTION MISSING
IN THE CONSULTANTS’ ANALYSIS OF COMPARABLES The consultants presented a number of local comparables as part
of their analysis to support their recommended facility; they identified the number of motor vehicle crossing points for each
comparable, implying that the recommended facility would be safe despite the number of crossings. However, it is important to
note that 3 of the 5 comparables presented by the consultants to support their recommendation are attached to the road; we
agree that these 3 facilities are appropriate for their locations, but these are not valid comparables for the consultants’
recommended adjacent, but separated facility, when considering the risk of motor vehicle crossing points. Why are they not
valid comparables for the consultants’ recommended facility? The risk of collision at motor vehicle crossing points derives from
the typical motorist behaviour of backing out of a driveway and stopping at the road to check for traffic before turning onto the
road. When a facility is built attached to the road (“back of curb” or “back of road edge”), the typical motorist behaviour is to
consider the facility as part of the road and stop at the facility before crossing it, reducing potential conflict with facility users.
When a facility is built adjacent, but separated from the road (like the proposed facility), the typical motorist behaviour is to
cross the facility and stop at the road edge, increasing the potential for conflict for facility users travelling over pedestrian speed
(which is most cyclists). So, when considering the risk of motor vehicle crossing points, a facility adjacent, but separated from
the road is NOT comparable to a facility attached to the road. Because of the inherent safety risk created with the proposed
adjacent, but separated facility design, we do not support it. We would support a facility attached to the road. FOLLOWING IS
OUR ANALYSIS OF THE COMPARABLES IDENTIFIED BY THE CONSULTANTS 1. Malden Rd Trail LaSalle - This facility is
attached to the road and so isn't the same as the facility being proposed. It's similar to the facility that was installed on both
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sides of County Road 20 between Leamington and Ruthven with great success; in fact, it placed second in 2020 for an award
for its practical design and proven functionality. It should also be understood that Lasalle is now proposing to replace their
"cycle track" facility (which is only on one side of the road) with an improved facility that includes bike lanes on both sides
protected from cars by solid barriers. We are also in favour of this design. 2. Todd Lane LaSalle - This facility is attached to the
road and so isn't the same as the facility being proposed. We're in favour of this "back of the curb" multi-use facility design -
especially because of the addition of bike lanes. This combination is a facility that’s truly for cyclists of all age & abilities (and
pedestrians). 3. Dougall Rd Windsor - This facility is attached to the road and so isn't the same as the facility being proposed.
We're in favour of this "back of the curb" multi-use facility design. 4. Separated Multi-use Trail along St. Clair Rd. Lakeshore -
the low traffic conditions along St Clair Rd. allow most cyclists to choose to ride on the road so the design of the active
transportation facility is not as critical in this location. In contrast, Riverside Drive's high traffic volume makes the road an
unsuitable alternative for most cyclists, unless a cycling facility attached to the road is incorporated in the design. 5. Separated
Multi-use Trail along Riverside Dr E. Tecumseh - for most of its length this is an incorrect comparison. A lot of the existing
facility in Tecumseh is either attached to the road or the back side of the curb or runs along Lakewood Park or Beach Grove
Golf Course, which have very few motor vehicle crossing points. These are fundamental differences. For cyclists travelling west
to east the existing facility is suitable for most cyclists. Our main concern about the existing facility is for cyclists travelling east
to west (against the expected direction of vehicular traffic). Those cyclists should avoid it and be told they have another choice.
We suggest most cyclists should take the unmarked EC Way 100 bike route (which detours around this section via Lakewood
Park and the low traffic neighbouring streets) instead. The positive feedback we've received from cyclists of most ages (12-75)
and abilities confirms our assessment. WHAT MITIGATING MEASURES SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN THE DESIGN IF THE
CONSULTANTS’ RECOMMENDATION IS ADOPTED * We think the facility proposed is a pedestrian speed multi-use facility
only which has the same level of practical functionality as a typical sidewalk; that is, it will be safer for pedestrians and child
cyclists. However, it will be less safe for most cyclists because it will have too many dangerous motorized vehicle crossing
points; confident cyclists with experience at sharing the main travel lane with other traffic should instead continue to use the
road. * Most cyclists should be clearly directed (by signage and maps) to the more comfortable way to detour around Riverside
Drive on neighbouring streets such as Dillon Dr (this detour has already been unofficially mapped as part of the EC Way 100). *
If the proposed facility is built, speed limits of 15kph should be posted/painted on the facility, as is done in other jurisdictions to
educate users who may not intuitively understand the risk they are undertaking, crossing driveways on the facility at speeds
higher than 15kph. * Share the Trail signage posted so that cyclists know that they should be ready to stop and allow
pedestrians to go first. * Another issue with the proposed facility is the perception of motorists sharing the road with cyclists
who are safer on the road and have a legal right to be there. We and other cyclists have experienced the road rage of motorists
seeing a multi-use facility along the road, assuming cyclists should be using it and not the road and acting aggressively toward
us. If the proposed facility is built, posting of Share the Road signage will be even more important to mitigate the mixed
message created by trail. OUR RECOMMENDED SOLUTION There is already a sidewalk for pedestrians in the corridor;
therefore a true cycling facility built for normal cycling speed should be installed first - not second to a pedestrian-speed only
trail. We think a far more suitable, safer facility to satisfy the most users would be dedicated bike lanes or a "cycle track”
attached to the road and on both sides of the road. This facility could be and should be installed in addition to what exists (just
as has been done in many places throughout County) and not postponed until the far future as part of a complete
re-construction. Thank you. Sue and Tom Omstead Share the Road - Essex County

Lauren Holland - Tecumseh - May 1, 2021, 11:50 a.m.

Uprated: 6 | Downrated: 4

| don’t think there should be a new trail. The north side of Riverside Drive already has a sidewalk. There is no need to cut down
trees and take over homeowner’s front lawn and property to make an unnecessary trail. The trail will be unsafe for all
pedestrians and bikers when crossing the side-streets. Dont waste money creating a new trail when it can be used to expand
the existing sidewalk.

Daniel Hofgartner - Tecumseh - April 29, 2021, 8:22 a.m.

Uprated: 6 | Downrated: 4

As a resident of Riverside Drive the past 18 years, walker and biker, | feel | have a good understanding of the proposal. The
drive currently has a sidewalk which in most cases needs upgrading due to its age. The road way is too narrow for bikes to
travel safely with the current amount of traffic. The current proposal is not as wide 