Section 2: Watershed Features - Summary Tables

Upper Thames River Watershed Report Cards

Watershed Fgaliire

S

Table 2.20 Agricultural Tileage and Urban Drainage

Total | No Artificial | Agricultural Tileage | urban | No Artificial | Agricultural Tileage | yrban
Watershed Area Drainage | Random | Systematic | Drainage | Drainage | Random | Systematic | Drainage
sq km sq km sq km sq km sq km % % % %
Avon 168 38 36 69 24 23 21 41 14
Black 139 52 44 41 1 37 32 29 1
Cedar 95 56 16 10 13 59 17 11 14
Dingman 170 88 33 12 36 52 19 7 21
Dorchester 137 93 18 14 12 68 13 10
Fish 149 54 42 53 0 36 28 36
Flat 20 32 26 32 0 36 29 36 0
Forks 88 20 0 0 68 23 0 0 77
Glengowan 114 28 30 54 2 25 26 47 2
Gregory 59 23 22 14 1 39 37 24 2
Komoka 21 19 0 0 2 90 0 0 10
Medway 205 59 69 65 12 29 34 32 6
Middle Thames | 171 87 32 50 2 51 19 29 1
Mud 157 82 9 63 2 52 40 1
North Mitchell 173 66 16 88 3 38 51 2
N Woodstock 243 147 15 66 15 60 27 6
Otter 59 15 11 32 1 25 19 54 2
Oxbow 89 37 35 15 1 42 39 17 1
Plover Mills 120 51 24 34 11 43 20 28 9
Pottersburg 45 5 6 9 24 11 13 20 53
Reynolds 152 104 25 22 2 68 16 14 1
River Bend 58 35 11 1 11 60 19 2 19
South Thames 227 146 22 36 23 64 10 16 10
Stoney 38 19 8 6 5 50 21 16 13
Trout 162 81 18 58 5 50 11 36 3
Waubuno 105 40 29 31 5 38 28 30 5
Whirl 130 47 38 44 1 36 29 34 1
Wye 56 19 10 25 1 34 18 45 2
Total 3421 1485 645 944 342 - - - -
Average = = = = = 43 19 28 10
NOTES:

Random = Tiles through wet spots only.
Systematic = Tiles laid thoughout field in equal spacing.
Urban Drainage = Urban stormwater drainage. These figures are based on the % of the watershed that is urban, with the
assumption that most built up areas have stormwater drainage systems.
Source: Based on “Constructed Drains”, Ontario Ministry of Agriculture and Food, 2005 and “Agriculture Resource Inventory”,
OMAF, 1988.




