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The Border Transportation Partnership

The Detroit River International Crossing Study follows an Environmental Assessment process that is a proven, legislated 
process used throughout Ontario and Canada on infrastructure projects, ranging from simple road widenings to complex long 
span bridges.

The task of completing the DRIC EA falls to the Border Transportation Partnership, a dedicated bi-national team of leading 
engineers, planners, and policy experts from Transport Canada, the Ontario Ministry of Transportation, the U.S. Federal 
Highways Administration, and the Michigan Department of Transportation – committed to a new border crossing by 2013.
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CEAA Process
The Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (the Act) applies to federal authorities when they contemplate certain actions in relation to a project (e.g. funding and certain regulatory 
permits).  Federal departments that have an environmental assessment (EA) responsibility in relation to a project are called Responsible Authorities (RAs). 

Transport Canada (TC) is an RA for the Detroit River International Crossing project because TC is a co-proponent of the project, together with the Ontario Ministry of Transportation.  As 
an RA, TC must ensure that an environmental assessment is carried out under the Act. The Windsor Port Authority also has an EA responsibility under the Canada Port Authority 
Environmental Assessment Regulations.  The DRIC study has been designated to coordinate the federal and provincial EA requirements.

The CEAA process was formally initiated in March 2006, and a Notice of Commencement was posted on the Canadian Environmental Assessment Register, registry number 06-01-
18170.Federal authorities also participating in the assessment include:

Federal authorities have been participating in the coordinated EA process since it began in 2004, by reviewing the draft work plans to ensure that the information being collected as part of 
the DRIC process will be sufficient to meet federal information needs under CEAA.

Draft federal Environmental Assessment Guidelines have been developed to outline the specific requirements of the CEAA process. These guidelines were made available for public 
review in December 2006, and are currently being updated to reflect public input.  In addition, the federal Public Participation Plan was developed, to describe the opportunities the public 
will have to provide input directly into the federal process.  Both of these documents are available on the CEAA website at www.ceaa.gc.ca.

For more information about the CEAA process please contact:
Mr. Mohammad Murtaza Ms. Kaarina Stiff
Senior Program Officer Environmental Assessment Project Manager
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency Transport Canada
55 St. Clair Avenue East 330 Sparks Street
9th Floor, Room 907 Place de Ville, Tower C
Toronto, ON M4T 1M2 Ottawa, ON K1A 0N5
Phone: 416-952-1585 Phone: 613-990-2861
Fax: 416-952-1573 Fax: 613-990-9639
E-mail: mohammad.murtaza@ceaa-acee.gc.ca E-mail: stiffk@tc.gc.ca

Environment Canada

Health Canada

Fisheries and Oceans Canada

Foreign Affairs Canada

Natural Resources Canada

Canadian Transportation Agency

Canada Border Services Agency
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Coordination of CEAA & Ontario EA Processes

This study is being undertaken through a coordinated federal-provincial Environmental Assessment (EA) process.  Both governments have 
agreed to coordinate their respective EA processes as outlined in the Canada-Ontario Agreement on EA Cooperation (November, 2004), 
which states that federal and provincial governments:

“will coordinate the environmental assessment processes whenever projects are subject to review by both jurisdictions…The 
agreement maintains the current level of environmental standards and the legislative and decision-making responsibilities of both 
governments.  While projects requiring both provincial and federal environmental assessment approvals will still require separate 
approvals, decisions will be based on the same body of information and there will be an ability to make decisions concurrently”.

The federal  EA process was initiated early in the project planning stages in order to maximize opportunities for coordination with the 
provincial EA process.

All technical studies being prepared as part of the provincial individual EA process will form the basis for meeting the requirements of the 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act.  

Federal departments provided input into the development of the Work Plans developed for each of the various disciplines required for this 
study, as part of the coordinated process.
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Governance

Public Oversight

The Partnership has heard that public oversight of a new crossing is important.  We are committed to protecting the public interest with public 
oversight.  The Partnership is exploring various forms of collaboration and innovation with the private sector, while maintaining an appropriate level of 
public oversight.

New Crossing and Plaza

The Government of Canada is the lead in the implementation of the bridge and inspection plaza on the Canadian side of the crossing system.  Canada 
has indicted it intends to explore the opportunity for private-sector participation in the construction, financing, and operation of the new bridge.  A 
public-private partnership will not affect the ownership of the new crossing and the Government of Canada remains committed to public ownership of 
the new bridge and inspection plaza.

New Access Road

Ontario is the lead in the development of the access road from Highway 401 to the new plaza in Canada and is also exploring various roles for the 
private sector in the delivery of the access road.  The Government of Canada, in recognition of the importance of this project, has committed to cover 
50 per cent of the eligible capital cost of the new access road.
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Chronology of DRIC

Submitted Terms of Reference, May 2004 

An Ontario Environmental Assessment 
Terms of Reference, outlining the process 
for the Detroit River International Study, 
was prepared by the Partnership.   

Public Information Open House, June 2003

Meetings with private sector and agencies

Meetings with Municipalities (Sarnia, 
Windsor, LaSalle, Essex County, 
Tecumseh, Amherstburg

MOE Approval, September 2004

Coordinate the U.S. and Canadian 
work programs.

Investigate engineering, social, economic, 
cultural and natural environment.

Present assessment of impacts for 
public review.

Incorporate public and agency input.

Public Information Open Houses scheduled 
at study milestones

Meetings with public, private sector and 
agencies throughout the study.

Community Consultation Group formed.

Initiated Environmental Assessment, 
January 2005

ConsultationStudy Process
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Chronology of DRIC

Based on the assessment of Illustrative 
Alternatives, Area of Continued Analysis
was identified.

Assessment considered Specialists’
Evaluation and public input to level of 
importance of Evaluation Factors.

At-grade and below-grade alternatives 
considered.

Identified Area of Continued Analysis, Fall 2005
Workshops

Tours of Detroit River area

Meetings with public, private sector 
municipalities and agencies

Public Information Open House 2, 
November 2005

Developed initial set of alternatives based on 
public, agency and municipal input, Guiding 
Principles and recommendations made by 
other studies.

Identified sensitive community features.

Sought public input on the level of importance 
of each evaluation factor.

Developed Illustrative Crossing, Plaza Locations 
& Connecting Route Alternatives in Canada and

the U.S., Summer 2005

Initial Public Outreach, April 2005

Workshops

Tours of Detroit River area

Meetings with public, private sector 
municipalities and agencies

Public Information Open House 1, 
June 2005

ConsultationStudy Process
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Chronology of DRIC

Established Guiding Principles in generating 
practical alternatives.
Specific options generated based on community 
objectives, public, agency, municipal and 
specialists input.

Public Workshops to define specific options 
and explore Context Sensitive Solutions.
Tours of Detroit River area.
Meetings with public, private sector 
municipalities and agencies.
Public Information Open House 3, 
March 2006.

Identified Practical Crossing, Plaza and
Access Road Alternatives, Spring 2006

Present Preliminary Analysis of
Practical Alternatives, December 2006

Study Team sought and gathered information 
on key community features.

Field data, modeling, design work and 
secondary source info, incorporated in 
analysis of impacts and benefits.

Compile all analysis data.

Context Sensitive Solutions Workshops
Tours of Detroit River area
Workshops
Meetings with public, private sector 
municipalities and agencies
Public Information Open House 4, 
December 2006

ConsultationStudy Process

73. 5

75. 9

Update of Preliminary Analysis of
Practical Alternatives, August 2007Used knowledge gained from analysis of 

original practical alternatives and community 
input  to develop the Parkway alternative.
Continued with foundation investigations for 
the plaza and crossing alternatives.
Compiled data, finalize and present analysis 
to public.

Meetings with public, private sector 
municipalities and agencies
Public Information Open House 5, 
August 2007
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Property Acquisition

Because options are still being studied and evaluated, the Partnership cannot identify exact property requirements at this time. Once the 
project has received Environmental Assessment (EA) approval, the Partnership members will approach homeowners and business 
owners to acquire property in a mutually agreeable way.

However, prior to this, owners may initiate the sale of their property on a willing buyer/willing seller basis.

In response to feedback from the community, the Partnership will consider purchase requests from owners of properties currently 
having direct access to existing Highway 3 (Talbot Road) or Huron Church Road between Highway 401 and E.C. Row Expressway.  
Other residential and commercial properties may also qualify.  These will be considered on a case by case basis if you wish to discuss 
whether your property may qualify, please contact the Ministry of Transportation.

After EA approval has been obtained, a representative will contact you if any part of your property is required.  They will carry 
identification that you should insist on seeing.  They will explain the procedures for the sale of your property.

Compensation will be based on a market value appraisal of your property.  The market value appraisal is based on what similar land 
might be expected to sell for if sold on the open market by a willing buyer, based on historic and present market conditions in the local 
area.  There are also provisions for payment of other reasonable expenses.

For more information on property matters, please speak to a representative at this meeting or contact the Ministry of Transportation, 
Windsor Border Initiatives Implementation Group.  

Phone:  519-973-7367 or 1-800-265-6072 ext.4800 or email:  detroit.river@ontario.ca
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Purpose of the DRIC Study

To provide for the safe, efficient and secure movement of people and goods across the Canada-U.S. border in the Detroit River area 
to support the economies of Ontario, Michigan, Canada and the U.S.
To construct a new end-to-end transportation system that will link Highway 401 to the U.S. interstate system with inspection plazas 
and a new river crossing in between.

In meeting the purpose, this study must address the following regional transportation and mobility needs:
• Provide new border crossing capacity to meet increased long-term travel demand;
• Improve system connectivity to enhance the continuous flow of people and goods;
• Improve operations and processing capabilities at the border; and
• Provide reasonable and secure crossing options (i.e. network redundancy).

The Study Team seeks to implement transportation solutions which minimize community and environmental impacts as much as 
possible. In particular, the Canadian Study Team is looking to address the local communities’ goals to:
• Improve quality of life
• Take trucks off local streets
• Improve traffic movement across the border
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Evaluation Process
The assessment of Crossing, Plaza and Access Road alternatives will be conducted in accordance with the Environmental and Technical 
Work Plans and will be based on the following factors and measures:

Construction Risk
Utility Impacts

Archaeological Features
Built Heritage Features
Parklands

Protect Cultural 
Resources

Land Use (existing and planned)
Development Plans
Contaminated Sites/Disposal Sites

Maintain 
Consistency with 
Existing and 
Planned Land Use

Noise and Vibration
Community and Neighbourhood
Impacts to Access

Residences and Social Features
Existing Businesses
Residents and Social Features

Protection of 
Community and 
Neighborhood 
Characteristics

Surface Water/Groundwater 
Recharge Areas

Other Natural Resources

Factors

Highway Network Effectiveness
Continuous/ongoing River Crossing Capacity 
Operational Considerations of Crossing System (River Crossing and Plaza)

Improve Regional 
Mobility

Cost
Construction Duration

Ecological Landscapes
Communities/Ecosystems
Population/Species

Particulate Matter
Gaseous Pollutants

Cost  and 
Constructability

Protect the Natural 
Environment

Changes to Air 
Quality

Alternatives Generation and Evaluation Process:
start with a broad perspective and become more focused/
detailed as the study progresses

Performance Measures for Assessment of Practical Alternatives

TIME

Steps in Evaluation Process

AMOUNT OF
ANALYSIS

NUMBER OF
ALTERNATIVES

Assess
Illustrative

Alternatives
& Identify
Practical

Alternatives

Assess
Illustrative

Alternatives
& Identify
Practical

Alternatives

Purpose of the
Undertaking,

Assess Planning
Alternatives
and Develop

Illustrative
Alternatives

Purpose of the
Undertaking,

Assess Planning
Alternatives
and Develop

Illustrative
Alternatives

Refine and
Assess

Practical
Alternatives

Refine and
Assess

Practical
Alternatives

Select
Technically
Preferred
Alternative

Select
Technically
Preferred
Alternative
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Evaluation Methods

The evaluation process for the Practical Alternatives will involves two methods: Reasoned Argument Method and Arithmetic Method.  
The Reasoned Argument is the primary evaluation method with the Arithmetic approach used to substantiate the findings of the 
Reasoned Argument evaluation.

Considers both the level of importance of each environmental attribute (i.e. weight) 
and the magnitude of the impact or benefit (i.e. score).  Generally, more weight is 
assigned to features that are felt to be more important in assessing impacts.  
Weighting scenarios were developed based on feedback from the general public 
and other stakeholders. The results were presented in the Draft Generation and 
Assessment of Illustrative Alternatives Report, November 2005.

Considers the advantages and disadvantages of each alternative and the relative 
significance of the impacts.  The rationale to be used to select alternatives over 
others was derived from the following sources:
• National and international significance of the crossing;
• Government legislation, policies and guidelines;
• Existing Land Use and Municipal policy;
• Technical Considerations
• Issues and concerns identified during consultation; and
• Study Team expertise.

Arithmetic MethodReasoned Argument Method

In evaluating alternatives using the Reasoned Argument or Arithmetic Method, the decision-making will:  
• Incorporate input from municipalities, communities, stakeholders and government agencies, First Nations and the general public;
• Considers the context of the national and international significance of the Detroit River crossing;
• Be replicable and defensible;
• Use a common set of criteria in both countries for all alternatives;
• Be traceable and open; and 
• Reflect the bi-national needs and requirements of the project.
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Practical Alternatives

A
B1B

C

11C

10B

10A
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Access Road Alternatives

1A One-way service roads on either side of 6-
lane freeway at grade. 1B One-way service roads either side of 6-lane 

freeway below-grade.

2A Six-lane freeway at grade, along side Huron 
Church/Highway 3. 2B Six-lane freeway below-grade, parallel to 

Huron Church/Highway 3.

3 Cut and cover tunnel below rebuilt Huron 
Church Road/Highway 3 Corridor.

These images depict the Practical Access Road Alternatives presented at the Public Information Open Houses in March 2006 and 
December 2006.  The Study Team has completed analysis of these five access road alternatives.  The results of this analysis are 
presented on the following displays.
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Summary of Analysis – Access Road Alternatives

Conclusions
• The results of the analysis do not support further analysis of an at-grade roadway (Alternatives 1A and 2A) 

- least costly solution and fewer constructability risks
- fewer benefits in terms of protecting community and neighbourhood characteristics

• The results of the analysis do not support further investigation of an end-to-end tunnelled access road (Alternative 3)
- limited benefits do not justify additional cost when compared to other alternatives 
- other alternatives are available that offer similar benefits with less cost and less risks

• An enhanced, Parkway with below-grade access road alternative has been developed based on refinements to Alternatives 1B and 2B

The DRIC Study Team identified seven evaluation factors that would provide the basis for the assessment of alternatives.  At the Public 
Information Open Houses in December 2006 the DRIC Study Team reported on the preliminary results of the analysis of the practical 
crossing, plaza and access road alternatives based on the seven evaluation factors.  The community has also expressed its local goals for 
the project as: 

• Improving quality of life

• Taking trucks off local streets

• Improving the movement of traffic across the border
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The Parkway: A New Option

A Parkway alternative has been developed, based on refinements to the below-grade Practical Alternatives (Alternatives 1B and 2B), and reflecting 
the study goals and the community input received to date.

The Parkway will allow communities on both sides of the corridor to reconnect and can provide opportunities for new trails for pedestrians and cyclists 
and linkages for wildlife. The access road for international traffic would be below-grade from Howard Avenue to E.C. Row Expressway, with a number 
of short tunnels. The Parkway could address the future transportation and mobility needs of the region and improve traffic operations and safety, 
protect people and communities.
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Summary of Analysis – Access Road Alternatives

The concept of the Parkway, as developed by the study team, can address all of the requirements for the access road identified by the 
community and the study team listed above. The plan we are showing in August is not the final access road option. We will look to the 
community for their input on the look and feel of the Parkway. Community input continues to be an essential part of the DRIC study process. 
Community input helped to lead us to the Parkway and with community input, we can make this refined option even better. Before any final 
decisions are made, the Parkway will be analyzed in the same level of detail as the initial five Practical Alternatives.

What’s Next?
• Refine Parkway alternative and analyze in the same level of detail as the initial five Practical Alternatives.

• Complete the technical and environmental studies and continue to consult with the public.

• With our U.S. partners, present a single technically and environmentally preferred alternative

• Final study documents sent to approving agencies and made available for public review  

• Construction could begin in 2010 and a new border crossing system will be complete in 2013.
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Summary of Analysis – Access Road Alternatives

One-way service roads on either side of 6-lane freeway at grade. One-way service roads either side of 6-lane freeway below grade. Six-lane freeway at grade, along side Huron Church/Highway 3. Six-lane freeway below grade, parallel to Huron Church/Highway 3.
Cut and cover tunnel below rebuilt Huron Church Road/Highway 3 
Corridor.
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Summary of Analysis – Access Road Alternatives

One-way service roads on either side of 6-lane freeway at grade. One-way service roads either side of 6-lane freeway below grade. Six-lane freeway at grade, along side Huron Church/Highway 3. Six-lane freeway below grade, parallel to Huron Church/Highway 3.
Cut and cover tunnel below rebuilt Huron Church Road/Highway 3 
Corridor.
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Summary of Analysis – Access Road Alternatives

One-way service roads on either side of 6-lane freeway at grade. One-way service roads either side of 6-lane freeway below grade. Six-lane freeway at grade, along side Huron Church/Highway 3. Six-lane freeway below grade, parallel to Huron Church/Highway 3.
Cut and cover tunnel below rebuilt Huron Church Road/Highway 3 
Corridor.
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Summary of Analysis – Access Road Alternatives

One-way service roads on either side of 6-lane freeway at grade. One-way service roads either side of 6-lane freeway below grade. Six-lane freeway at grade, along side Huron Church/Highway 3. Six-lane freeway below grade, parallel to Huron Church/Highway 3.
Cut and cover tunnel below rebuilt Huron Church Road/Highway 3 
Corridor.
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Changes to Air Quality

What’s Next?
• Conduct analysis of enhanced Parkway alternative.
• Model additional air pollutants and compare to MOE criteria and guidelines.
• Conduct more detailed analysis of the Technically and Environmentally Preferred Alternative.
• Assess potential construction impacts and recommend mitigation measures.

Summary of Assessment
• Local air quality is more strongly influenced by background sources and transboundary flow than by transportation sources.

• Concentrations of fine particulate are projected to be higher in the corridor than present due primarily to increased road dust as traffic 
increases.  Particulate from vehicle tailpipes are predicted to decrease. 

• Tunnel alternative reduces particulate concentrations, but increases concentrations of gaseous pollutants emitted over a larger area 
beyond the access road corridor from the ventilation buildings.

• Total concentrations of nitrogen oxides (NOX) are predicted to decrease due to improvements in fuels and engine technologies.

• Below-grade alternatives result in slightly lower particulate and NOX concentrations in comparison to at-grade alternatives.

• The air quality benefits of a below-grade roadway may be further enhanced through buffer zones, plantings and maintenance practices to 
reduce road dust. 



24

Changes to Air Quality

Analysis Results
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Air Quality Monitoring
Ambient Air Monitoring – Results: October 2006 – March 2007)

• Two ambient air monitoring stations installed in Huron Church 
Road/Highway 3 corridor

• Adjacent to Ontario Public Health Laboratory and across from 
entrance to St.Clair College

• Measuring fine particulate matter (I.e. PM2.5 ), nitrogen oxides 
(NOx), volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and weather

• Observations from these two monitoring stations are being 
compared to data obtained from existing MOE monitoring 
stations located at College & South St. and University Avenue

• Measured NOx concentrations are within the expected range
• No observed exceedances of the 24-hour MOE Ambient Air Quality 

Criterion (AAQC) for NOx (200 ug/m3 )  
• Concentrations at both stations are slightly elevated in comparison to 

MOE monitoring stations, but remain well below the criteria
• Observed NOx concentrations reflect local + transboundary sources, traffic 

patterns and meteorological conditions

NOx Results
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Air Quality Monitoring

• Measured PM2.5 concentrations are within the expected range

• Concentrations at both stations are slightly elevated in       
comparison to MOE monitoring stations.

• Several observed exceedances of 30 µg/m3 at both sites 

• Concentrations are generally similar at both sites

• Observed PM concentrations reflect local + transboundary
sources, traffic patterns and meteorological conditions

• Observed VOC 
concentrations 
are well below 
the relevant MOE 
standards and 
guidelines.

PM2.5 Results VOC Results

0.0

10.0

20.0

30.0

40.0

50.0

60.0

1-Oct-2006 23-Oct-2006 15-Nov-2006 7-Dec-2006 30-Dec-2006 22-Jan-2007 13-Feb-2007 8-Mar-2007 31-Mar-2007
Date

PM
2.

5 C
on

ce
nt

ra
tio

n 
(u

g/
m

3 )

Ontario Public Health Lab (OPHL)
St. Clair College (SCC)
CWS (30 ug/m3)

24-Hour Average Measured PM2.5 Concentrations (µg/m3)
(from Observed Data at Monitoring Stations)

Maximum 
Measured 

Concentration 
(µg/m3) 

Minimum 
Measured 

Concentration* 
(µg/m3) 

Average 
Concentration 

  
(µg/m3) 

Monitoring 
Station 

Contaminant MOE 24-
hr AAQC 

 
(µg/m3) 

Jan-
Mar 
2007 
(Q2) 

Sampling 
Period 
to-Date 

(Q1+Q2) 

Jan-
Mar 
2007 
(Q2) 

Sampling 
Period 
to-Date 

(Q1+Q2) 

Jan-
Mar 
2007 
(Q2) 

Sampling 
Period 
to-Date 

(Q1+Q2) 

Acetaldehyde 500 1.2 2.4 0.6 0.3 0.8 1.0 

Formaldehyde 65 2.8 5.0 1.0 1.0 1.8 2.2 

Acrolein 9.6* 2.7 2.7 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.4 

Ontario 
Public 
Health 

Laboratory 
(OPHL) 

Benzene 60+ 1.8 1.8 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.6 

Acetaldehyde 500 1.3 2.5 0.6 0.4 0.8 1.1 

Formaldehyde 65 3.2 5.7 0.9 0.8 1.7 2.4 

Acrolein 9.6* 1.5 1.5 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.4 

St. Clair 
College 
(SCC) 

 
Benzene 60+ 1.3 3.1 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.6 

Guideline Limits: * - converted to 24-hr from 1-hr 
+ - not a health-based limit 

Daily Max/Min/Average VOC Concentrations (µg/m3)
(from Observed Data at Monitoring Stations)

Traffic Data

• Observed traffic 
patterns are 
cyclical on a 
weekly basis,
but relatively 
constant.

Daily Traffic Count Totals (Oct 2006 – Mar 2007) 
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Tunnel Ventilation and Contaminant Removal Technologies

Tunnel Ventilation and Contaminant Removal Technologies
The Study Team considered the effectiveness of contaminant removal technologies for the tunnel alternative:

• The primary reason for the use of contaminant removal technologies in other tunnels has been to improve in-tunnel air quality where 
visibility problems arise, and access to fresh air is difficult.

• Many tunnels with air pollution control systems treat only a portion (i.e. less than 100%) of the tunnel air via a by-pass stream.  Most by-
pass systems treat only a small portion of the tunnel air, which is typically less than 25%.

• Tunnels that employ particulate removal devices, including electrostatic precipitator devices do so for in-tunnel visibility reasons, not to 
improve external air quality.

• Electrostatic participators in roadway tunnels do not remove all particulates.  The collection efficiencies depend upon air velocity, 
contamination composition, particle size, and concentrations in the air stream. When used in tunnels, removal efficiencies of fine 
particulates (i.e. PM2.5) are limited due to comparatively low concentrations in relation to the industrial applications for which they were 
developed.

• Examples around the world that employ nitrogen oxide (NOX) removal technologies do so to improve in-tunnel air quality, rather than 
external air quality.  There are fewer examples of tunnels employing NOX removal technologies.



28

Protection of Community and Neighbourhood Characteristics

Summary of Assessment
• Displaced households (households displaced are primarily located beside the Huron Church Road/Highway 3 corridor)

160 to 230 households for Alternatives 1A and 1B; 
170 to 230 for Alternatives 2A and 2B: and 
140 to 180 for Alternative 3.

• None to marginal noise impacts for all access road alternatives (Alternatives 1A and 1B each result in increases in noise levels greater 
than 5 dB for one receptor). The use of berms and barriers is being considered along the access road alternatives.

• The tunnel alternative is considered to have the highest overall impacts on businesses when considering the number of displacements 
and reduced visibility of business from the roadway. 

• Both the tunnel and below-grade options improve the aesthetics of the corridor by reducing visibility of the roadway from nearby 
residences.

What’s Next?
• Conduct detailed analysis of enhanced Parkway alternative.
• Identify and evaluate displacement and disruption impacts by neighbourhood community.
• Identify and evaluate effects to social features and municipal services disruptions to neighbourhoods, displacement of homes.
• Conduct analysis of the Technically and Environmentally Preferred Alternative.
• Coordination with noise and air disciplines to determine community impacts.
• Assess potential construction impacts and recommend mitigation measures.
• Agency, community stakeholder consultation.
• Investigate opportunities to enhance visibility and signage for businesses along the new access road alternative.
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Protection of Community and Neighbourhood Characteristics

Assessment Area
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Protection of Community and Neighbourhood Characteristics

Analysis Results
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Protection of Community and Neighbourhood Characteristics

Analysis Results
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Protection of Community and Neighbourhood Characteristics

Analysis Results
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Maintain Consistency with Existing and Planned Land Use

Summary of Assessment
• All alternatives use existing Huron Church Road/Highway 3 corridor – the historical connection to the border.

• Impacts to the various types of land uses along the corridor are considered to be similar for all alternatives. It is anticipated that the 
majority of land uses displaced can be re-established in other areas.

• All alternatives may cause localized influences on land use, requiring rezoning of certain parcels of land.

• No known contaminated/disposal sites impacted by any of the access road alternatives.  All alternatives have similar impacts to areas of 
high to moderate potential for contamination.

What’s Next?
• Monitor new development plans and changes to zoning 

within the Area of Continued Analysis (ACA).
• Conduct analysis of enhanced Parkway alternative
• Conduct detailed analysis of the Technically and 

Environmentally Preferred Alternative.
• Assess potential construction impacts and recommend 

mitigation measures.

Land use documents consulted:
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Maintain Consistency with Existing and Planned Land Use
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Maintain Consistency with Existing and Planned Land Use

Analysis Results
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Protect Cultural Resources

Summary of Assessment
• Potentially impacted features are without any recognized heritage status – all alternatives are considered to have a low impact. 

• All access road alternatives impact six parks/recreation areas. Alternative 2A will disrupt access to the St. Clair College baseball and 
soccer fields.  Other parks/recreation areas will experience minor disruptions.

• Little to no difference between access road alternatives in terms of impact to archaeological features. All access road alternatives have 
low to medium impact to known archaeological sites.

What’s Next?
• Conduct analysis of enhanced Parkway alternative
• Conduct more detailed analysis of the Technically and Environmentally 

Preferred Alternative.
• Conduct an archaeological site-specific assessment (test unit excavation) on 

sites within the Technically and Environmentally Preferred Alternative 
• Assess potential construction impacts and recommend mitigation measures. 
• Stage 2 and 3 Archaeological Assessments for the Technically and

Environmentally Preferred Alternative as required.
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Protect Cultural Resources– Archaeological Features
Historic Pipe

Stem

Historic Glass
Historic Ceramics

Historic Metals
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Protect Cultural Resources – Built Heritage Features

Healey Street
House  BHF 17

Brighton Beach 
Housing Subdivision
CLU 2

Hill Street House BHF 13

Monument – Fall
Of Detroit BHF 12 & 
Local Heritage

Malden Road House BHF 11

Spring Garden Road 
House BHF 6

Reddock Avenue 
House BHF 5

Town of Sandwich 
(Centre) Historic 

Settlement CLU 3

Talbot Road Farm 
House BHF 1

Huron Church Rd. 
House BHF 4

Malden Rd. 
House BHF 10

Spring Garden Rd. 5 Additional 
Houses BHF 7, 8, 9, 18, and 19

Huron Church Line 
House BHF 3

Page St. 
House BHF 15

Healy St.  
House BHF 16

Russell St. 
House BHF 14

Chappel and Russell 
St. Tunnels CLU 1

Chappus Rd. 
House BHF 20

Huron-Church Line 
Legion BHF 2
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Protect Cultural Resources

Analysis Results
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Protect the Natural Environment

What’s Next?
• Conduct analysis of enhanced Parkway alternative.
• Conduct detailed analysis of the Technically and Environmentally

Preferred Alternative.
• Perform a site-specific impact assessment and identify environmental 

protection measures. 
• Perform supplemental field investigations where required to identify 

opportunities for compensation, restoration and enhancement.
• Meet with regulatory agencies to discuss environmental protection 

measures and secure approvals-in-principle.
• Identify site-specific impacts and environmental protection measures.

Summary of Assessment
• There is no significant difference among the alternatives because footprint impacts are comparable. 

• None of the access road alternatives directly impact any designated Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs) including the
Ojibway Prairie Complex.

• Access road alternatives connecting to Plazas B and C have relatively low impacts. 

• Access roads alternatives connecting to Plaza A have relatively moderate impacts, as these displace more provincially rare vegetation 
communities and species at risk in the Malden Road area.

• Below-grade alternatives (Alternatives 1B and 2B) and tunnel alternative (Alternative 3) may increase the potential risk to nearby natural 
heritage areas due to dewatering requirements.

• Alternatives 1A, 1B and 3 encroach on the St. Clair College Prairie ESA.
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Vegetation Communities

Fish Habitat and Watercourses

Protect the Natural Environment
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Protect the Natural Environment

Analysis Results
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Improve Regional Mobility

What’s Next?
• Assess refinements to alternatives with ongoing consultation with municipalities, including ongoing 

analysis of Highway 3 interchange.
• Conduct analysis of enhanced Parkway alternative.
• Conduct more detailed analysis of the Technically and Environmentally Preferred Alternative.

Summary of Assessment
• All alternatives provide a significant improvement to regional mobility by getting long distance truck traffic off local streets and providing 

full freeway access to and from the border. 
• With the tunnel, existing side-street connections could remain in place. Street connections in the other alternatives would require 

modification, which in some cases results in some minor out-of-way travel. 
• There are no substantive differences in the safety performance between a tunnel and non-tunnel alternatives. Studies suggest that 

frequency of crashes in a tunnel may be less than a non-tunnel, but the consequences of crashes within a tunnel are generally more 
severe and challenging for emergency services.

• All alternatives provide a safety benefit compared
to “do-nothing” by transferring long distance traffic 
from existing Huron Church Road to a controlled 
access freeway.

Designated Lanes (ie. NEXUS, FAST)

13.47

16.27 16.52

13.27
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2035 Future  Base Modelled

Service Road Travel Time Comparison: College Avenue to 
Howard Avenue

2035 “Do-nothing”

New Freeway Travel Time Comparison: New Plaza to 
Howard Avenue

2035 “Do-nothing” (College Avenue to Howard Avenue)
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Improve Regional Mobility

Analysis Results
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Cost & Constructability

Summary of Assessment
• All access road alternatives are constructable. Traffic flow can be reasonably maintained in the Huron Church Road/Highway 3 

corridor throughout the construction period.

• Construction is complicated by the high water table and relatively poor ground conditions, and those problems increase with the 
depth of construction.

• Cost estimate ($CDN for year 2011) access road alternatives from Highway 401 to Malden Road is:
oAt-grade alternatives: $620 million to $920 million 
oBelow-grade alternatives: $1.0 billion to $1.4 billion
o Tunnel alternative: $3.6 billion to $3.8 billion

• Complexity of construction, risks to schedule and overall project costs are greatest for a tunnelled option.

What’s Next:
• Conduct analysis of enhanced Parkway alternative
• Conduct detailed analysis of the Technically and Environmentally Preferred Alternative.
• Conduct preliminary design for Technically and Environmentally Preferred Alternative.
• Complete the geotechnical deep borehole program to confirm the integrity of the underlying 

bedrock and any impacts from past salt mining activities in the area for Crossings B and C.
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Cost & Constructability

Analysis Results
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Underground Construction

The ground conditions influence constructability and cost 
because:
• The silt and clay soils have a strong “crust” in the top 

5 to 10 m, below which they become much weaker
• Groundwater in the bedrock produces hydrogen

sulphide gas when exposed to air

Construction methods suitable for constructing below-
grade retaining walls:
• Conventional retaining walls (< 5 m)
• Soldier-piles and lagging (limited applications)
• Secant-pile or concrete diaphragm walls (deep 

excavations)

Geotechnical Explorations and Analyses – Access Roads

Excavating trench for 
concrete diaphragm wall 
(NY City)

Secant-pile wall 
(Toronto)

Soldier-pile and wood 
lagging wall

The “factor of safety” defines the ratio between forces acting to destabilize an excavation (gravity) and forces holding the excavation in place (soil 
strength, constructed works).  Where the “factor of safety” is below about 1.3, additional work is needed to keep the excavations stable.



48

Connecting Communities

The Parkway, with a below-grade access road and a number of short tunnels, could address the future transportation and mobility needs of 
the region, improve traffic operations and safety, protect people and communities.

The Study Team is currently seeking comments on the Parkway alternative.  In developing this alternative, two goals were identified based 
on the transportation and mobility needs and community input:

1.  Improve Regional Mobility

Provide connections to and from new and existing border crossings and maintain separation of international and local traffic

2.  Reduce/eliminate the potential for the access road to act as a ‘barrier’ between communities

Maintain/enhance local access and maintain/enhance community connections

The following display identifies areas where the Study Team is considering enhancements to reduce impacts and enhance the benefits of a 
new access road corridor.  Your comments on the locations for enhancement opportunities and the types of enhancements under 
consideration are encouraged.
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The Parkway-A New Option
Based on your feedback and ideas, the Study Team identified requirements of local residents in selecting access road alternatives:

• Provides a long-term solution• Is not intrusive
• Improves the quality of life• Improves the movement of border-bound traffic
• Will not be determined on cost alone• Reduces the amount of pollutants in the air
• Is state-of-the-art• Takes trucks off local streets

Other features of the Parkway include:
• People-friendly spaces including wider bridges to allow

communities on both sides of the corridor to connect
• New trails for pedestrians and cyclists
• Linkages for wildlife
• Landscaped buffer zones
• Entrance points for local traffic
• Reduced impact of international traffic on neighbourhoods
• Opportunities to create a signature 

A new Parkway alternative has been developed for the access road, reflecting the study goals and the community input.  Described as a green 
transportation corridor, the access road for international traffic would be below-grade with a number of short tunnels.  It can address all of the
requirements for the access road identified by the community and the study team listed above.  This plan not the final access road option.  We will 
look to the community for their input on the look and feel of the Parkway.

Before any final decision are made, the Parkway will be analyzed in the same level of detail as the initial five Practical Alternatives.
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Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS)

A collaborative, interdisciplinary approach to transportation planning that considers the greater context within which a transportation 
improvement project will exist. CSS involves all stakeholders in the development of a transportation facility that fits its physical setting 
and preserves the scenic, aesthetic, historic and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and mobility.

CSS is a key component of the development of practical alternatives for DRIC. 
CSS workshops and activities held over the course of the study included:

• Inspection Plaza Location Development – January 2006

• Access Road Refinement – February 2006 and April 2006

• Context Sensitive Solutions Concept Preference – June 2006

• Bus Tour of Bridges, Toledo, Ohio and  Port Huron, Michigan – June 2006

• Bus Tour of Freeway Types, Detroit, Michigan – June 2006

• Access Road and Plaza CSS Themes – October 2006

• Crossing Concepts and Preference Survey – November 2006

• Crossing Concepts and Preference Survey – August 2007 (U.S. Side)
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Summary of Analysis – Crossing and Plaza Alternatives

Changes in Air Quality
• Each plaza results in increases in fine particulates and nitrogen oxides (N0x) up to 250m from the plaza
• In the vicinity of Plaza A, implementation of any alternative results in increased PM 2.5 and NOx concentrations in relation to the No Build Alternative
• Plaza A results in marginally higher PM2.5 and NOx concentration than Plaza B
• The effects of Plazas B, B1 and C are predominantly seen in the area to the west of Ojibway Parkway/E.C. Row Expressway interchange at non-sensitive receptors. 
• None of the plaza options would result in a discernible difference in the maximum predicted concentrations for Sandwich Towne.

Protection of Community and Neighbourhood Characteristics
• Plaza A alternatives result in the highest residential displacements (between 62-66 households); Plazas B, B1 and C result in 35-38 households displaced
• The noise generated from the plaza locations is not expected to cause a high noise impact for areas closest to the plazas after mitigation
• With Crossing C, over 100 households will increase in > 5dB before mitigation; however, an acoustic barrier on the crossing can reduce noise impacts to  <5dB.  The cost

effectiveness of this barrier, as well as other mitigation measures will be considered.
• Crossing C alternatives displace 5-6 businesses, the other crossings displace one business

Consistency with Existing & Planned Land Use
• Plaza A is the least consistent with existing land use, which consists of predominately residential/natural areas
• Crossing B alternatives and Plaza C/Crossing C disrupt water dependent land uses (marine fuelling station)
• Plaza C/Crossing C has the greatest impact to known contaminant sites

Protection of Cultural Resources
•· Of the remaining lands to be examined, half have no archaeological potential, and a portion of Plaza B, B1 and C are within the area of a 1749 French Settlement.
•· There are no significant differences among the options in terms of impacts to historical, cultural and archaeological features.

Update
The environmental and technical analysis completed to date are presented in the following displays.

The foundations investigations near the known brine well areas are nearing completion.  This information is necessary to make a sound decision on the location of the new river crossing  
Once the findings of this work are available, the Partnership will be in a position to recommend a preferred crossing location. 
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Summary of Analysis – Crossing and Plaza Alternatives

Protection of Natural Environment
• Plazas C/Crossing C has the least impacts to natural features while Plaza A alternatives have the highest impacts to natural features

Improve Regional Mobility
• All alternatives can accommodate the future (2035) travel demands
• Distance between the border and plaza is the greatest with the Plaza A alternatives
• Proximity to marine fuelling station with Crossing C is a manageable risk

• Based on consultation with Canadian and U.S. agencies and shipping industry representatives, the Study Teams are not considering any alternative with piers in the Detroit 
River.  The new crossing will clear span the entire river.

• The cost estimates for the Canadian inspection plazas and crossings are as follows:
• Plazas:   $180 mil to $280 mil (Yr 2011 CAD)
• Crossings:

• Crossing A:  $770 mil to $920 mil (Yr 2011 USD)  
• Crossing B:  $430 mil to $540 mil (Yr 2011 USD)
• Crossing C:  $450 mil to $580 mil (Yr 2011 USD)

• Crossing C approach roadway crosses known brinewell areas while Crossing B is located adjacent to known brinewells.  Final results of the Geotechnical Investigations are 
expected to available by early 2008. This information is necessary to make a sound decision on the location of the new river crossing.  Once the findings of this work are 
available, the Partnership will be in a position to recommend a preferred crossing location.

Cost and Constructability
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Length of River Crossing (Bank to Bank) = 1.1 km
Total Length of Crossing (Plaza to Plaza) = 4.3 km

US Plaza – Crossing 10A – Plaza A 
Preliminary Analysis Summary

July 2007

* *

*Cdn analysis updated to reflect results of analysis to date; U.S. analysis in this exhibit unchanged from that presented in Dec. 2006
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Length of River Crossing (Bank to Bank) = 0.8 km
Total Length of Crossing (Plaza to Plaza) = 4.3 km

US Plaza – Crossing B – Plaza A 
Preliminary Analysis Summary

July 2007

* *

*Cdn analysis updated to reflect results of analysis to date; U.S. analysis in this exhibit unchanged from that presented in Dec. 2006
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US Plaza – Crossing B – Plaza B1 
Preliminary Analysis Summary

Length of River Crossing (Bank to Bank) = 0.8 km
Total Length of Crossing (Plaza to Plaza) = 2.9 km CONCEPTUALJuly 2007

* *

*Cdn analysis updated to reflect results of analysis to date; U.S. analysis in this exhibit unchanged from that presented in Dec. 2006
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US Plaza – Crossing C (via Brighton Beach) –
Plaza A Preliminary Analysis Summary

Length of River Crossing (Bank to Bank) = 0.7 km
Total Length of Crossing (Plaza to Plaza) = 5.4 km

July 2007

* *

*Cdn analysis updated to reflect results of analysis to date; U.S. analysis in this exhibit unchanged from that presented in Dec. 2006
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US Plaza – Crossing C (via Ojibway Parkway) –
Plaza A Preliminary Analysis Summary

Length of River Crossing (Bank to Bank) = 0.7 km
Total Length of Crossing (Plaza to Plaza) = 4.8 km

July 2007

* *

*Cdn analysis updated to reflect results of analysis to date; U.S. analysis in this exhibit unchanged from that presented in Dec. 2006
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US Plaza – Crossing C – Plaza B 
Preliminary Analysis Summary

Length of River Crossing (Bank to Bank) = 0.7 km
Total Length of Crossing (Plaza to Plaza) = 3.8 km

July 2007

* *

*Cdn analysis updated to reflect results of analysis to date; U.S. analysis in this exhibit unchanged from that presented in Dec. 2006
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US Plaza – Crossing C – Plaza C 
Preliminary Analysis Summary

Length of River Crossing (Bank to Bank) = 0.7 km
Total Length of Crossing (Plaza to Plaza) = 3.2 km

July 2007

*Cdn analysis updated to reflect results of analysis to date; U.S. analysis in this exhibit unchanged from that presented in Dec. 2006

* *
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Bridge Type Study
The Canadian and U.S. Study Teams recently completed a study of the types of bridges to be considered for the new Detroit River crossing. 
The study considered 11 different crossing options, and based on an assessment of initial cost, constructability and safety and security, five 
crossing options (shown below) were identified for further study.  

Next Steps
• Completion of foundations investigations to verify feasibility/constructability.
• Consultation with the public on Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS).
• Additional engineering as required to determine cost and impacts, and appropriate mitigation measures for inclusion in evaluation of practical alternatives.
• Once a preferred crossing is identified, initiate concept design of preferred crossing.

All alternatives feature 6 traffic 
lanes and a clear span of the 
Detroit River.

Plaza B: 1514 m (4967 ft)
Plaza C: 1316 m (4318 ft)

785 m (2575 ft)750 mSuspensionOption 10

Plaza B: 1151 m (3776 ft)
Plaza C: 956 m (3136 ft)

391 m (1283 ft)750 mCable StayOption 9
X11(C)

592 m (1942 ft)1022 m (3353 
ft)

870 mSuspensionOption 7

387 m (1270 ft)637 m (2090 ft)860 mCable StayOption 4
X10(B)

1771 m (5810 ft)929 m (3048 ft)1,300 mSuspensionOption 1
X10(A)

CAN Approach
Length

U.S. Approach
Length

Main Span
Length

Bridge
Type

Type Study
OptionType Study Option Evaluation

Typical Detroit River Crossing Cross Section

Canadian Side Image
Suspension Bridge
X10B Canadian Side Image

Cable Stay Bridge
X11C
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U.S. Study Progress to Date
Since December 2005, the U.S. Study Team, together with the Canadian Study Team, has defined, refined, and evaluated the proposed plaza, 
interchange and crossing alternatives. The “zone” within which the plazas would be located was determined at public workshops.

In early 2007, with public input and through engineering peer evaluations, plus review of input by the U.S. General Services Administration/Customs 
Border Protection Agency, the 15 alternatives identified on the U.S. side were evaluated and acceptance criteria were developed to rank each of the 
interchange alternatives.    

Criteria for performance included:
• Access to/from plaza;
• Traffic operations on I-75;
• Local access within corridor;
• Local traffic operations; and
• Bridge geometry/retaining wall.
The acceptance criteria included:
• Protect Community/neighbourhood characteristics;
• Impact to neighbourhoods to north and south;
• Constructability;
• Impact to utilities;
• Driver comfort; and,
• Impact to Delray.
The evaluation conducted on the 15 U.S. alternatives led to a decision to retain 
only those with the best opportunity to be implemented.  The attached table 
shows each alternative with its corresponding interchange/plaza configuration, 
and the reasons for its elimination from further analysis.  The elimination of 
seven alternatives, leaves eight to undergo further analysis.  No crossings have 
been eliminated.  
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www.partnershipborderstudy.com
1-800-900-2649 (Toll Free)

Contact Information - U.S. Study Team

Michigan Department of Transportation
Mr. Mohammed Alghurabi
Senior Project Manager

Tel. (517) 373-7674
alghurabim@michigan.gov

The Corradino Group
Mr. Joe Corradino

DRIC Project Manager
Tel. (248) 799-0140

jccorradino@corradino.com

DRIC Consultant Team Project Office
The Corradino Group

20300 Civic Center Drive, Suite 410

Southfield, Michigan, 48076
Tel. (248) 799-0140

Field Office Tel. (313) 843-0730 ext.228 
Fax (248) 799-0146
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Public Information Open House #4

Air quality should be the primary consideration 

Crossing C is too close to Sandwich Towne 

Federal and Provincial government should cover costs of project;
not Windsor residents

Frequently Provided Comments

The fourth round of Public Information Open House meetings were held December 6 and 7, 2006.
The public provided feedback on the analysis of Practical Alternatives. 

|   Attendance: 500 +   |   Comment sheets received: 50 +   |   Venues: Holiday Inn Select Hotel & Ciociaro Club   |   

|   Related meetings: CANAAG, PSAG, MAG  |  Workshops: January 9 & 10, 2007   |

Protect natural habitats; protect endangered and rare species

Tunnel as much of the route as possible

Plaza A has high community impact; too close too Armanda Street,
Spring Garden Road and Malden Road
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Consultation

Over 190 meetings held since the study commenced
Study Contact List: Over 1,800 Addresses
Mailing Area: 37,000+ Property Owners, Tenants and Businesses

Community Consultation continues to provide valuable input and unique perspectives. The concerns of residents, business owners, municipalities and 
politicians are important as suggestions made by the public are factored into the overall decision-making and assessment process. We are committed 
to listening to communities, addressing their concerns and incorporating their ideas whenever possible.
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What’s Next?

Proposed Public Meetings
Summer 2007 Workshops:

August 22– 6:30 to 9pm
South Windsor Arena, Auditorium

August 23 – 6:30 to 9pm
South Windsor Arena, Auditorium

REGISTER TODAY!

More dates to follow

Fall 2008

Summer 2008

Spring 2008

Fall/Winter 
2007/2008

March 2006

Dec. 2005

June 2005

April 2005

Present Specific Crossing, Plaza and Access Road Options 

Document Study and Submit for Approvals
Finalize Engineering and Mitigation Measures

Identify Preferred Crossing Location, Plaza Locations & 
Connecting Routes in Canada and the U.S. 

Complete Social, Economic, Environmental and 
Engineering Assessments

Define Area of Continued Analysis

Develop Initial Set of Crossing Alternatives, Plaza Locations
& Connecting Routes in Canada and the U.S.

Identify Study Area Features, Opportunities & Constraints

Environmental Assessment Key Study Activities


